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DWG:  It’s a great honor to have you with us, Senator Reed.  Thank you so much for coming today.

I’d also like to just acknowledge [Christian Nicholas] of the [Kanji] Corporation of New York who has for years now, and happily this year again, helped to make a colleague, [Noelle Paraz], the Rhode Island connection.  Thank you so much for coming to join us this morning.  Pat, and thank you for your support over the years.
Senator, it’s great to have you here, and I wish we could get you more often, but you’re a busy guy and it’s nice to have this opportunity.

As you know, we don’t ask for opening statements, we just want to ask questions.  That’s what we do, and I as the moderator will get the ball rolling and then I’ll acknowledge people and there could be follow-ups.

I’d like to start with the NDAA and the signing statement that President Trump attached to his signature, 15 pages.  Reading it, one wonders whether he is going to be willing to implement some of the language about Russia and the sense of Congress that Russia is misbehaving and needs to be held to account on that.

Given the signing statement, what do you think the chances are that the President will actually implement the law as written?  And what can you as the Ranking Member of the Senate Armed Services Committee do to hold his feet to the fire?

Senator Reed:  Well I think the implementation is a function of how aggressive we are on not only the Armed Services Committee but also the Foreign Relations Committee when it comes to Russia’s behavior.

These signing statements over my tenure have become more and more elaborate and more and more, regardless of administration, more and more sort of shall we say trying to undermine or dismiss what we’ve done in the bill.  But that’s the law and we’ll try to enforce the law.  That will mean I would urge that the committee aggressively look at oversight in terms of these provisions with respect to Russia, and we also coordinate with departments directly -- Department of Defense, Department of State -- so that we can hopefully influence their actions and that we’re very serious.
It was a very strong bipartisan bill.  This is not a partisan issue.  This is an issue that cuts across both aisles and we’ve going to be very serious about enforcement.

DWG:  Looking at the bill writ large, it’s a bipartisan bill, as you say.  There were a lot of compromises and deals that needed to be made to make that possible.  But it increases the budget pretty significantly.  

You support the bill in the end, but could you just outline in what areas do you as the senior Democrat disagree with the Trump administration on defense, and is the idea of a separate Space Force one of the things that you differ about?

Senator Reed:  I think the Space Force is not the way to deal with the challenges that are emerging in space, and there are significant challenges.  The activity of not only the Russians but the Chinese in space is becoming much more robust.  What used to be a dimension that we dominated and also one that was fairly benign has become potentially very much an area of conflict.  And again, particularly the activities of the Chinese in terms of some of their satellites and some of the work they’re doing, and the Russians as well.
So we have an issue with respect to space.  But a Space Force to me would be not the most effective way to deal with these issues.

What we put in the bill was creating a sub-unified command under STRATCOM that would begin to coordinate all of our activities in space.  That clearly has to be done and that’s the way to do it.  Perhaps the model is not a space force, but something along the lines of Cyber Command where you don’t have a special service, but what you have is a unified effort by all the services.

And the overhead associated with a Space Corps, I mean the estimates we’ve seen are around $13 billion over ten years.

You look at it, there are roughly 3,000 military personnel that have space-related jobs.  There’s another roughly 20-plus thousand civilians.  To create a separate bureaucracy to govern that 30,000 would be, I think, not an effective way to spend our money, so I definitely disagree.  For comparison, the Marine Corps is about 150,000 personnel, roughly, and they are part of the Navy, at least officially, the Department of the Navy.

So that’s one area where we disagree.  

I think the bill was strongly bipartisan because it recognized a couple of issues.  One is that we had to improve the readiness of our operational forces.  A lot of that was the result of sequestration beginning in 2010 and ’11 where there was a huge decrement to readiness.  That’s where most of the money came out.

Then I think the other issues is the recognition that we’re in a technological point of transformation where new systems, hypersonic weapon systems, the application of AI, quantum computing, all these things have to be embraced and factored into defense operations.  New platforms, new techniques, new technology.  And that, if you look at the bill, that was the bulk of the bill.
So one difference definition is Space Corps.  We think that would be more of, well, I just don’t think it’s the way to go.

DWG:  Politico?

DWG:  A lot has been made about the oversight issues and how aggressive oversight would be if Dems retake either the House or the Senate or both.  I’m kind of curious, particularly since without Senator McCain who made staunch, tough oversight of the Pentagon kind of his mantra, how is the committee going to pursue that, and what do you personally as either the Ranking Member or potentially the Chairman, think?  What issues do you think Armed Services can be more aggressive on overseeing?

Senator Reed:  A couple of areas.  One is acquisition is always a source of interest by the committee because of the huge amounts of resources that are committed there.  So if we can help direct more efficient operations there, I think that’s something we want to do.  And that was one of John McCain’s key areas of oversight.  Different platforms, but the process overall.

I think the other areas of oversight is that we want to make sure that these operations overseas are appropriate and consistent with legal authority.  So we have issues of collective defense, for example, which was a basis, a so-called legal basis for the Niger operations.  We have language in the NDAA that asks the department, give us essentially a legal opinion as to how and when they can invoke a collective defense.  
So that’s one of the areas of oversight, too, and it goes to not just the legal doctrine, but it goes to operations in areas that are outside of declared areas where the [ALF] applies, so we want to make sure that there’s not this go anywhere, do anything we want approach that is consistent with the law.

Those are two areas that I think we should spend some time on.

We have, again as part of the acquisition message for a topic, we’re going to be looking particularly at how the Department of Defense begins to adapt to these new technologies like AI and machine learning and quantum computing.  We put a lot of authority under Secretary [Griffits] so that he can be the point of contact.  And as you know, there’s a new information officer, Mr. Deasy who is negotiating now a cloud contract.  We’re going to be looking at that.  That’s a $10 billion proposition.  How do you do that?  How do you do it in a way that maximizes commercial opportunities but doesn’t set up a kind of monopoly?

There’s a host of issues and those are some of the top ones I can think of at the moment.

DWG:  So in your oversight role, you mentioned overseas operations.  I assume as part of your role you’ve probably been to Afghanistan and Iraq dozens of times at this point.

Senator Reed:  Fifteen, 17, 18, pick a number.

DWG:  The President was asked about going down-range about visiting the war zone, which he hasn’t done yet.  And I believe what he said was he doesn’t see it as overly necessary at the moment to do that.  What’s your reaction to that?

Senator Reed:  I think it should be done by the President.  Not just to get an idea of what’s going on, but to personally thank men and women in uniform in the United States who are exposing themselves to great dangers of the country.  That goes a long way, and that’s something that the Commander in Chief should do.

It’s interesting, Senator, Obama, Senator Hagel and I went out there in July of 2008 and then he subsequently returned, I was, ironically [Collette] and I were in Kabul and we were told he was coming in that day to sign an agreement with President Karzai at the time so we were able to be there too.  But it just shows that, and the same thing with George W. Bush.  I can, coincidentally Thanksgiving of 2003, Secretary, Senator or Secretary Hillary Clinton and I were traveling to, we were in Afghanistan on Thanksgiving Day having lunch with the troops and suddenly we found out that President George W. Bush was in Baghdad having lunch with the troops.  I’m sure that was coincidental.  

But the idea of going over and telling the troops, you know, thanking them.  But also face-to-face on the ground, what are the problems, what are the issues.  Absolutely indispensable.

DWG:  Joe Gould, Defense News. 

DWG:  Congress appears to be taking on several tracks in response to the Khashoggi matter.  Sanctions, potentially halting arms sales, halting U.S. military assistance to the Saudi [inaudible].  Are there, do you agree or would you endorse any of those tracks?  Do you have your own ideas?  And if you could play it out a little bit, being on the Intelligence Committee as well, what do we stand to lose by alienating Saudi Arabia?
Senator Reed:  First, it appears that this was a grotesque and obscene act by the elements within Saudi Arabia.
The first step I think is to determine exactly what happened.  That I believe requires a thorough international investigation.  Not something that the Saudis will do.  We’re still waiting for sort of a transparent examination of the airstrike on the school bus in Yemen.  That’s sort of [fritzed] away.  I think if it has the opportunity, the Saudis will do one of two things.  Either try to ignore it totally or find someone to be the scapegoat other than the Crown Prince or anyone else in the [inaudible].  

So we have to get all the facts on the table and I think those facts will paint a very critical picture of the MBS and the Saudis and will result, I think, in Congress taking steps.  All of them I think should be considered.

I did not support the sale of precision-guided munitions to the Saudis because I think even then I was skeptical about their ability to contribute in a principal and meaningful way to our efforts over there.

I think with respect to, and this is separately with respect to Yemen, regardless of what is determined about Khashoggi.  I think we should terminate the aerial refueling.  I don’t think it provides any controls over their behavior and I think what it does is involve us in activities and actions that we can’t control and we have no knowledge of.  And that’s not a good position for us to be.
There are legitimate defensive needs of the Saudis.  The Patriot batteries to protect them against missiles.  That is something that we should do for now.

Those are things that we should contemplate.  Weapon sales, again, I think we can restrict them, particularly based on the results of a thorough independent investigation, not an in-house review by the Saudis. 

And I think the consequences, the reality is that the Saudis spend a great deal on our support and I don’t think they’re going to find anything comparable.  Just in a procedural sense, to replace their equipment with equipment from other countries is not only expensive but a long-term and difficult challenge.  

So the reality is in terms of who has the leverage, we do.  And that’s why it’s surprising that the President is so accommodating to their point of view.

The other thing, too, I think we have to consider when we’re looking at this issue is, given the behavior of President Trump in ignoring the fact that Kim Jung-un had his half-brother killed, and then calling him kind of a, basically vouching for him, sends a message.  Standing next to Putin in  Helsinki and ignoring what he’s done sends a message, and that message I don’t think was lost on MBS that there’s a whole range of things they can do.

So in addition, in terms of our relations in the region, we need an Ambassador in Saudi Arabia, we need an Ambassador in Turkey, we need an Ambassador in Egypt.  We can’t let that area of the world be sort of a place where Jared Kushner and MBS are sort of plotting these grand schemes without any input from career professionals and thoughtful individuals.
One of the reasons why Pompeo had to go out to Saudi Arabia is we have no Ambassador.  In a typical situation we would send a well-respected, well regarded Ambassador to deliver a very stern message about what we expect and what we have is a photo op where the Secretary of State is smiling and saying nothing directly to the Saudi King about this incident.

So all those things together, I think we have to pursue this.  I think it will cause perturbations in our relationships, but long term I think the Saudis need us much more than they need anyone else.

DWG:  And if I can clarify, it wasn’t clear to me.  Are there some armed sales that are acceptable?  Or is it worth cutting it off entirely for --

Senator Reed:  I think you have to look at all of these, you don’t want to make the mistake of being blinded by all the forest and not see the trees.

Basically, we recognize that the Saudis are being attacked by missiles emanating from the Houthi area, that defending an ally from offensive operations, missile attacks, is legitimate.  So if we’re talking about providing them air defense systems, that’s a little bit different than providing them offensive weapons which they’re using in the region in a way which we can’t not only control but we can’t, can produce dire consequences.
DWG:  Ashley?

DWG:  I wanted to follow up on the two priorities that you mentioned, acquisition and authorities.

On the acquisition side, the Army is undergoing a big, are relooking all their programs.  There’s going to be some massive cuts coming to top programs as they refocus the dollars on modernization.  What concerns do you have [inaudible], and what can we see coming in the next year?

Senator Reed:  I think the approach is a good one.  They’ve created the Futures Command down in Austin, Texas which is coordinating their joint teams, their joint functional teams.  So they’re trying to, frankly, get over a very poor record of acquisition of programs like the Comanche, a whole series of programs that were very expensive and couldn’t produce equipment.  They can’t do that and they recognize that.

So now they’ve set up these joint functional teams.  In fact I think that was one of our contributions, cross-functional teams.  Excuse me.  But that was one of our contributions to acquisition reform.  We thought that was a good concept to use.

So now they have elements throughout, they actually have real armor officers and mechanized infantry officers involved in the process to see what works.  They’ve got feedback quickly.  They’ve got acquisition experts and contracting experts, et cetera.  So these cross-functional teams we think make sense.
Then it’s all being run by the Futures Command with their six priorities -- new lift, new land vehicle, you can go down the list.

So I think the concept is very good and that’s one where we’re going to have to provide the oversight.  We get very, very not infrequently, but frequent reports of what they’re doing, what problems they’re encountering, how they’re doing.  And we’ll do that.

Some of the issues you point out too, is another [functional review] project that has to reprogram money from other programs.  And that’s always a challenge, particularly if there is an ongoing production and acquisition program which then they’re taking money from.  That’s the case that they have to make convincingly, that it’s more than worth the change.  There are interests that will for many reasons object, but that’s where we’ll have to come together and try to do what’s best for the Army overall.
DWG:  On the topic of authorization, you mentioned Niger.  How about Syria where there’s conflicting statements from the State Department or --

Senator Reed:  I’ve been into Syria, [Liz] and I went in there about a year and a half ago.  Of course we’ve been into Iraq a number of times.  We do not have yet I think a long-term coherent policy.  It appears that what will happen as this situation in Idlib is coming to a boiling point.  We thought in fact it would erupt because, and then the Turks and the Russians put in kind of a ceasefire and a lessening of tensions.  I don’t know how long it holds.  But at some point the regime will stop moving towards the middle Euphrates.  That’s where our forces are.  And it’s not clear, and the administration hasn’t stated with clarity yet, what do we do then when it becomes armed forces in close contact with the regime forces, perhaps supplemented by Iranian Hezbollah, and that’s, I haven’t heard anything yet about what’s the story.  Do we engage or do we disengage?  And then the issue there too is, the Kurdish forces, Syrian Arabs and Syrian Kurds were fighting with us, but there’s a significant Kurdish element there that complicates our situation with Turkey.  But it raises the question of what obligation do we have to these forces who fought with us, fought well with us, helped us clear Raqqa, and now are we going to stay with them if they decide to resist an incursion by the regime?
All of this leads to the fact that a political solution of some kind, a fairly stable one, maybe not forever but a stable one, intermediate one, might be useful.  And that would have to be done through negotiations with all the parties.  Not only the regime, but the Turks have a say.  They’ll ask for a say in this.  The Russians are there.  We’re there.  But the most helpful thing would be to have some understanding about maybe de facto limits where they won’t go where we are and we won’t where they are.
DWG:  Travis from the Examiner.

DWG:  I wanted to ask you about Saudi arms deals as well.  You mentioned that precision-guided -- proposed sale a few months ago.  Can you confirm that the State Department isn’t currently discussing any potential deals with the Senate?  And if not, what do you anticipate might the next deal that they could bring to the Senate?
Senator Reed:  I’m not aware of anything that’s pending right now.  Technically they would go to the Foreign Relations Committee.  The Foreign Relations Committee if they felt that the sale should not go through can produce a resolution of disapproval, then it goes to the Senate.

So we would have rough knowledge of it, but we wouldn’t have immediate jurisdiction over it.  So I can’t, and I don’t know precisely what’s going on within the confines of the Foreign Relations Committee.

But I think at this point they would be wise not to bring up an arms deal wo the Congress because I think the mood of the Congress on both sides of the aisle is this outrageous act can’t be followed by a business as usual arms deal.  

And again, I don’t want to predict what they’ll do, but first, they have to look at the legitimate needs of the Saudis, what they need.  Not what they want.  Sometimes what they want is more for show than for actual use.

Then I think they have to also, as we’ve learned, they have to ensure that those systems be used in accordance with international law and not in any way provide them systems that could be used contrary to international law.  So that whole dynamic goes on.
DWG:  You indicated that you could potentially accept a defensive arms sale.  Do you think that’s a possibility under the current situation --?
Senator Reed:  Let me put it this way.  There is a much more legitimate claim for systems like air defense systems because the reality is they have suffered missile attacks from Yemen Houthis.  People suspect the missiles come, or some of the technology comes from Iran.  Self-defense is a lot different than conducting offensive operations and conducting them in a way that doesn’t meet our standards.

DWG:  John Donnelly?

DWG:  I want to talk about the overall defense budget situation.  As you’re well aware, we were operating in ’18 and ’19 on a two-year deal that raised the cap significantly.  But starting in ’20, coming up in ’21, it goes back down to the previous cap.
Senator Reed:  Right, $71 billion in reduction.

DWG:  So the Democrats had for a long time insisted that if there’s relief to the caps for defense, the non-defense programs get a corresponding increase.  But you didn’t quite get that in the ’18, ’19 deal.  Your numbers will probably be strengthened in the next Congress.  Do you foresee Democrats insisting on that same one-to-one ratio going forward?

Senator Reed:  I think so.  And I think first of all, that was sort of the essence of the Budget Control Act.  The cuts would be allocated in a way, it was basically 50/50.  One of the realities, though, in the Budget Control Act, is national security is not just the Department of Defense.  So when you’re talking about the domestic side of the ledger you’re also talking about Homeland Security, State Department, FBI, a host of other programs.  

DWG:  Veterans.

Senator Reed:  Veterans, exactly.  So to kind of say we can’t touch that or we’re just going to increase the top line is not going to help our national security.

Longer term, too, we have to ask this question of where are we going to be in terms of our overall national power which is not just military power, it’s also economic power, ten years from now, et cetera.

One of the realities we’re facing is with all this new technology, particularly autonomous vehicles, autonomous platforms, and AI and machine learning, everyone that’s been analyzing these issues suggests a huge job displacement.  I’m told ten percent of the jobs in the United States today involve driving a vehicle.  Well, if autonomous vehicles, and I don’t know when it will happen, but it will probably happen.  When they come on-line, what happens to those ten percent?
Well, the response that most of the analysists are saying, well there will be job displacement but there will be new jobs.  They point out, those new jobs require training, intensive training and probably life-long training.

So if you’re looking on the domestic side and you’re not investing in long-term job training, education and preparation for education, then we’ll find ourselves in a very, very precarious position in terms of our national power.

So for all these reasons, this is not just kind of a you get one, I get one.  This is, if you’re looking forward about the country, we have to raise caps on both sides of the ledger.

DWG:  Just a budget follow-up.  Do you think the Defense Department is spending enough to provide cyber security for its weapon systems?  The GAO had a report a couple of weeks ago summarizing what the Pentagon testers have found for years, which is not good at all.  There’s almost no [popular] reports about weapons --

Senator Reed:  I think they have to do much more, obviously.  I can recall years ago when Frank [Hendrew] who happened to be one of my classmates from West Point testified before the committee and was asked in open session about Chinese sort of intrusion into our platforms, and this was with the F-35.  He said basically, they have everything that’s not classified in terms of the plans and things like that.  And I’m sure what the GAO suggests, that our systems are subject to cyber intrusions.  And that has to be planned for and compensated for and corrected, and that’s going to be additional cost that will be incurred by DoD.  We can’t ignore it though.
DWG:  Ellen?

DWG:  Returning to the NDAA, Section 7-11 requires that by 2021 all military medical research be moved to the Defense Health Agency.  Most of it, 90 percent or so, resides within the [RNA] primarily, within the Medical Research and Material Command which currently live in Army medicine.  I’m hearing that the Army is intending to or already has moved MRMC out of Army medicine and into the Army Materiel Command, which leads to the concern that the AMC won’t have contracting authority to properly contract the full billion dollars in the congressionally directed research program which means that that money will become some of the extra money that the Army has saved and could potentially gut Army medical research.  
Are you aware of --

Senator Reed:  I’m not surprised because, again, I think they are, as we’ve suggested before, trying to rescope their acquisition process, to find resources for new weapon systems, and they’ll be looking everywhere.  But that’s, once again, an issue where we will be following up with oversight in terms of ensuring that the congressional authority is carried out.  And if it’s kind of switching money around, I think we’ll be able to determine that.

DWG:  Jeff Selden?

DWG:  We’ve heard over the summer from Army Secretary Esper and just a few days ago at the Pentagon when they brought out [Jory] Butler, from Navy officials, Army officials, other military officials, that there seems to be a loss in connection between the general population and the military and that unlike in generations past where most people knew somebody in the military, now the people who are joining the military, the young folks who are joining, it’s either because they already have a parent or they have a family members in it and it’s a shrinking pool.
How concerned are you that the military class of America is becoming much more separated from the rest of the country?  And do you see any vulnerabilities with that, especially as information campaigns, misinformation campaigns are becoming more and more prevalent?

Senator Reed:  I’m very concerned about that.  There was an ethic, when I was, I’m saying this more and more.  When I was a young person the generation of my father all had participated in World War II or if they weren’t physically fit, were in the defense industry, but it was a national effort.  And then through the ‘50s and the ‘60s the draft was in place and everyone, at least young man, was preparing to go into the service one way or the other.  I started at 17.  But that whole mindset, that was one of the things you did.  And it provided benefits beyond the simple manning of our forces.  It provided people who participated a sense of service to the nation, that there was something that was beyond personal ambition.  It was something, and most people came away with a very profound respect for the military and for America. 
I spent 12 years on active duty, and from the time I was 17 with young folks from Virginia and Illinois and Mississippi and, America was one country.

I think what’s happened now is that we’ve become more segmented.  One aspect of this is the fact that with a volunteer force, over time it’s become sort of self-propagating.  Sons and daughters of service members go in, people who have connections go in, and the vast majority of the population doesn’t have a contact.  That segmentation has been reinforced, as you suggest, by social media and the fragmentation of the sort of national consensus in information and facts, et cetera.  So we are concerned.

One of the things that Senator McCain and I did is that we in not the last NDAA but the previous NDAA created a National Commission on Selective Service.  We started off with the notion of Selective Service to just look at it.  For one thing, we’re still battling the battle which I think should have been finished long ago, of making it the responsibility of men and women to sign up for Selective Service.  I think the notion that this is a relic of an earlier day, that it just was men.

I think the second thing though is to look at not just Selective Service, but National Service.  And National Service is something I think we should start thinking about.
One of the realities is given the current composition of the military forces, we don’t need all of the young people in a cohort that’s coming up to the military.  But it would be useful if they could be engaged in some type of National Service.  Again, not just helping in terms of education and environmental remediation or something like that, but giving them sort of a sense of the country and a collaboration with other Americans and a sense that I did my part and that I’ll keep doing my part.
DWG:  How dangerous is it right now to have such a divide between those who are military families in the military and the rest of the population?  And do you see, as the country itself is so divided, do you see that as something that foreign adversaries are looking to exploit?

Senator Reed:  Well, to an extent I think people are looking to try to exploit every type of issue, but one of the ethics of the military and again I think we’re so lucky to have Secretary Mattis there, is that there is a conscious, and it’s appropriate, sense that we serve the country.  That this is not about sort of a narrow parochial interest that I have, et cetera.  This is about the country.  And about everyone takes an oath to defend the constitution of the United States.  Not where I come from, not my folks, et cetera.  It’s the constitution.  And that is drilled into everybody in the military.  So that I think is a self-correcting aspect of the notion of what we see physically as this kind of smaller and smaller cohort going in.
It’s the ethic of the military and that has to be reinforced constantly.

But I think in terms of an institution, I can’t think of an institution that’s more committed to America, one America and one that’s governed by the constitution than the military.

DWG:  Colin Clark, Breaking Defense.

DWG:  Good morning, sir.  You know a lot of the guys in the 

Army --

Senator Reed:  I used to, but they all retired.

DWG:  Well, but you still know a few.  And you know the culture better than most people on the committee.  

Are you, you say that the policies are good ideas, but how confident are you that big Army, the institutional Army, won’t just sweep these nice ideas away when the current Chief vanishes?

Senator Reed:  One is, it’s up to, and I think he is up to the task, to General Milley and General McConville, is you have to build up momentum while you’re there.  And also you have to, and one of the key jobs about the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Staff, and this goes to every service, is to identify those young brigadier generals, major generals, and lieutenant generals that have the skill, the ability and the vision to carry on.  In fact that might be the most important job they have because they’re only serving for four or five years.  Ten years from now, there’s got to be someone in there that has that same kind of sense of passion and vision, and we’ve got to get things done and we can’t accept just the old-fashioned ways.  And I think they’re doing that.  I think more importantly, they’re conscious of that.  They know that they have only a certain time.

One of the factors is that General Milley’s term expires next year.  I think it’s September.  And when he went into that job, this is one of the interesting things about that job.  When he went into that job he knew from da one he’d better be looking for the next wave of senior general officers that are going to take what he does and do more.  So that’s where I think you’ll find their ability to withstand sort of the departure of one individual.

DWG:  So you do have some confidence in --

Senator Reed:  Oh, absolutely.  Again, I think both Milley and McConville, Secretary Esper, they get it.  They understand that they might be there for four years.  That’s great.  But these are ten-year endeavors at a minimum.  So you’ve got to have subordinate officers that you’re picking and guiding all the way up.

General Marshall, you know, the famous, he had his little book.  And he had people who were lieutenant colonels, in fact I’m told that General Van Fleet was, for a long, long time was not getting promoted because Marshall had him confused with another Van Fleet who was not as good.  And finally someone said no, that’s -- oh, so Van Fleet later went on to great fame and was a [combat] officer.  But that was one of the things that a good Chief of Staff of the Army does.  They’re looking for those bright lieutenant colonels, those bright brigadier generals who will be the leaders.

DWG:  Tony [Bartucco]?

DWG:  During the historic boost for R&D and weapons development in the [inaudible] budget, there is typically a tension between people like Mr. Griffin and some in Congress.  Mr. Griffin says I need the freedom to fail, I need a flexible fund of money that I can put at things.  Then some in Congress stress well now that we just gave you this whole historic injection of money, we need to make sure you spend it wisely.
Where do you fall in terms of you think your committee now needs to exercise more oversight over this R&D money?  Or do you think that the Pentagon needs more freedom to fail?

Senator Reed:  I don’t think that’s mutually exclusive.  I think we have to have oversight but we have to do it in the sense that that forces them to make the case, not just, you know, here, take some money and we’ll see you next year.  No, I think we have to be engaged and we do this very well, I think, at the staff level.  We have very, very talented staff people who are on an almost daily basis involved in what they’re doing.
But the notion that we’re exerting oversight I think can help them, but it does in fact force them to make the case that this money is not just some well, we don’t have a real plan but we had some extra money so we’re going to spend it.  It’s like what does it lead to?  And where’s your sort of progress point?  When are you going to report back that you’ve reached level A or level B or level C?  And when we do that, I think it helps.  And it helps in a way someone like [Griffits] who can go back to the people he’s fighting with in the building and say listen, I’ve got to do this because they’re all over me, or they will be all over me.

DWG:  And would it be, but if they do become mutually exclusive at some point the question becomes how much failure, how much high-profile failure can Congress stomach before they shut something down?
Senator Reed:  Well, --

DWG:  Where are we now in terms of the era of are we ready for a Comanche to keep going if we stumble?

Senator Reed:  The hope is, and this is again why we’re trying to pay attention.  The hope is that long before they get to that point the Army or the Air Force or the Navy says wait a second, this thing is not working.  Rather than let’s just try some more until they find us out.  No, I think that’s what we want to develop.  If they’re sensitive to the fact that we’re looking and we’re bugging them constantly, they’ll I think be more willing and more able to make that conclusion themselves.  And the earlier they do it, because frankly, they have more information, more sense of what they want to do.  They should be the first one to discover if it’s not working.  And they should feel compelled to come up to us and say it’s not working.

DWG:  Eric Schmidt, New York Times?

DWG:  One clarification and a question. 

Is it your understanding that Turkish authorities have actually shared the actual intelligence with their American counterparts now in the Khashoggi case?

Senator Reed:  What’s been publicly said is the sense that they have indicated that they have intelligence that suggests, they have reporting.  I can’t confirm what they’ve shared, how much they’ve shared, et cetera.  I presume, and it’s a presumption, that they have shared information with --

DWG:  Right now, especially with Secretary Pompeo and --

Senator Reed:  Right.  I presume that, but I can’t confirm it.

And again, I think which has been publicly recorded, we have some traffic that we’ve seen that suggests that there were at least discussions at the highest levels of the Saudi government about Khashoggi. 
DWG:  You can confirm that?

Senator Reed:  That’s been in the paper.  I’ll just say it’s in the paper.

When we get to these issues I think it’s best to, I don’t want to be in a position where I say something unwittingly that should not be said.

DWG:  And my question is, in the NDAA, this current NDAA, there’s some language requiring DoD and the [SOLC] office in particular to do a study on the culture of Special Operations after a number of mishaps and other things going on.  Is there a problem within the Special Operations community?  And if so, how serious is it that it would require you to, the committee, to put that kind of language in the bill?

Senator Reed:  I don’t think it’s a problem.  I think it’s just a sense that now is the appropriate time to look at sort of how Special Operations has evolved.  It went from individualized service units into SOCOM.  They were given, and a lot of this was a result of reacting as fast as we could to the shock of 9/11 and Afghanistan and Iraq.  Given its own acquisition authorities, given a lot of flexibility that other units don’t have.  And I think it’s the appropriate time to take stock and see what that has done in terms of what are the both written and unwritten rules that SOCOM pursues, how are they being employed, how does the individual, Special Operator, see his or her role.  So I think it’s very useful information.
I don’t think, it’s not a function of trying to fix a problem, it’s more or less trying to get better information about a critical aspect of our national security.

DWG:  Defense Daily.

DWG:  I was wondering if we could get your thoughts on recent reports about President Trump wanting to replace Secretary Mattis?  And if you can share a little bit about your interactions with the Secretary over the last couple of years.  What you find his strengths to be.  It’s not uncommon for people in the administration to turn over every two years, so if you can elaborate a bit on that process.

Senator Reed:  I think Secretary Mattis is one of the most gifted Secretaries I’ve had the privilege of working with.  He has great experience, in fact unusual experience.  He’s been a Marine leader from platoon all the way up to Central Command.  Those provide unique insights.  And then he’s a scholar as well.  He’s someone who is very thoughtful.  And he’s somebody that I think is just so committed to the country and to the men and women he leads that he’s a remarkable and inspiring figure for the department.

The other thing I want to point out, I suggested it before.  At this moment with the changes that we know are coming in DoD, continuity is absolutely critical and Secretary Mattis is that continuity.

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, General Dunford, his tour ends next September, I believe.  General Milley’s tour ends in September.  The Deputy Chairman, General Selva, he goes out in July, I believe.  So if you look all the way -- Admiral Richardson, his term turns over.
In order to maintain continuity in the Department of Defense his presence I think will be absolutely critical.  If he is gone and there’s another Secretary of Defense you’re going to see next year to be kind of like everybody new around the water cooler trying to figure out where the bathroom is.  That’s not going to be good for national defense.  And I think the advice he’s provided to both the administration and to the Congress has been extremely insightful and without any kind of spin on it at all.  He’s a professional.
DWG:  If there were a concerted effort to actually push him out, do you see pushback from Members of Congress against that?

Senator Reed:  I would think it would be a very inappropriate and would not be helpful to national security.  I don’t think I’d be alone.  Again, it rests on the service and the quality of his contribution to national defense. 

DWG:  [Kelly] from Access [Inaudible]?

DWG:  Given that the Democrats, in the event that the Democrats retake a majority next month, would you consider any restriction of arms sales to the Saudis or, I know of your Democratic colleagues are wanting to pull out of Yemen entirely.  Would that be considered a policy priority for Democrats?  

And even looking ahead, I know it’s a ways away, but to 2020, would that be considered a possibility for [inaudible]?

Senator Reed:  Again, when the arms sales came up last time, the precision guided missiles, I voted against it because there were already indications at that point that the Saudis were not conducting themselves in the most professional manner.  I think that logic will be there regardless of what happens in November.

It depends basically on what is sent up by the administration.  They might decide they can’t risk such a vote and don’t make a request.  But I think that’s something that we have to be prepared to face.

DWG:  Defense One, Katy [Inaudible]?

DWG:  A couple of quick follow-ups on some of the authorization issues you raised.

Has the administration given any more detail on how it defines partner force as part of its definition of collective defense that --
Senator Reed:  No.  We are waiting for the report which is mandated in the NDAA.  And what we’re looking for is not just a general description.  We’re looking for something that’s almost an opinion of counsel, that a lawyer will sign his or her name to saying this is the definition, this is the policy.
DWG:  And as we sort of talk about the legal basis for what we’re doing in Syria, and sort of keeping in mind the definition of collective defense that they put forward.  Now that we are now basically talking about [things] specifically to counter Iran.  I know you said you haven’t been told about what limits there are on that, but if that is the mission, what authorities would they need and could that fall under this collective self-defense --

Senator Reed:  Again, that’s why we, in anticipation of a lot of these issues we ask and we will require this we hope definitive analysis of the authorities that they’re claiming for operations in places like Niger, places like Syria.

DWG:  Would that be an acceptable legal basis to --

Senator Reed:  I think we want to look first at the legal basis they suggest.  Their arguments could be, we could look at their arguments and say they’re not particularly persuasive and we don’t think you have those authorities.  But without getting that on the table first, we’re not in the best position to make those conclusions effective.  To make it also to the American public.

DWG:  Are you concerned they’re using too much of an elastic definition of what a partner force is?

Senator Reed:  I think we’ve seen, and this goes through, this goes over several years, of a growing elasticity, yes, in their use of these policies, et cetera.  Some of that goes back to we’ve had this perennial debate of the AUMF, modernizing, et cetera, but getting an AUMF today is extremely complicated.  I know Senator McCain and others have tried in particularly the Foreign Relations Committee to do that unsuccessfully, but as a result you’ve seen more and more legal interpretations or policy interpretations over the years that have expended operations.
DWG:  Jack [Inaudible]?

DWG:  Just one follow-on sort of the Saudi Khashoggi affair.  Do you see any potential carry-over effects if the Senate does try and limit the relationship with Saudi Arabia either on the arms sales side, any other side, just given how this administration has emphasized Saudi as a partner on Iran and Yemen and elsewhere?

Senator Reed:  I’m sorry.  Like this young lady, I have hearing aids.

DWG:  Sorry.  I’m just curious if you see any potential negative carry-over effects if the Senate does try to limit the relationship with Saudi Arabia because of [inaudible]?

Senator Reed:  I don’t think the Saudis would be particularly happy about it, but that’s not the point.  The point is, we can’t tolerate the kind of behavior that seems to be directed by the Saudis with respect to Khashoggi.  We don’t want to see our weapon systems used offensively in a manner that’s inconsistent with our concept of the norms of warfare and international law.  And those issues, you know, are greater than the displeasure of the Saudi regime.

I think in a practical manner,  there is a lot that, you know, that we still have common relationships in, economic issues, et cetera.  And also in the region.  We provide a significant deterrence to even a more aggressive Iran in the region.  So those factors will be considered.
There could be, I think again, the Saudis could be upset about that, but that’s not as important as the other issues.

DWG:  Well just in a post-JCPOA environment when the administration has gone pretty hard after Iran specifically and just after a more robust, muscular Middle East policy, what do you see as America’s potential allies in the region if there’s more [inaudible] in that direction?

Senator Reed:  Our traditional allies remain Israel, Jordan.  Jordan is a key ally.  In fact I think King Abdullah is one of the most thoughtful and pragmatic individuals in the region.  So we have allies and we will still have allies.  But we want them, and we have to insist that they follow international law.

DWG:  Kimberly Dosier.

DWG:  You brought up the concept of an individual investigation into Khashoggi.  What would that look like?  What would U.S. leverage be or congressional leverage be to bring something like that about?  And who would carry it out?

Senator Reed:  I would think that first of all, carrying it out, there are trained law enforcement officers here.  The FBI.  I would assume that you’d have to involve Turkish law enforcement officers.  You’d probably want a neutral setting so that no one could allege that there was a political motivation one way or the other.  That, I would hope that we could find some kind of either venue or organization that the parties would agree to.  But the key point would be to get trained law enforcement professionals without a political agenda to go in to, as a first step, interview all of the individuals identified by the Turkish government, and then to put the case together.
At that point you’ve got an issue of where do you go for adjudication of the case?  That is, again, a question of what’s the proper venue or is it simply a report and nations can react as they see fit.  But I think the investigation has to be done.  And I have very little confidence that the Saudis will conduct a thorough, unbiased investigation.

DWG:  Do you think that you could pull together a bipartisan group of lawmakers to push for that?  To --

Senator Reed:  Yes.

DWG:  -- threaten Saudi with cessation of some sort of program to get them to agree to this?

Senator Reed:  I would hope that that would have been Secretary Pompeo’s message yesterday to the Saudis saying we expect an independent investigation, not an internal investigation that has no transparency by the Saudis.  That’s the first step.  Let’s investigate.  Let’s establish the facts.  Then let’s go ahead and try to adjudicate the facts.  That might be done in a legal proceeding, but in terms of actions that the Saudis would take or actions that other nations would take vis-à-vis the Saudis.
DWG:  I think we’re at 9:30 and we should stop in deference to your schedule.  Thank you very much.  Thanks everyone for coming. 
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