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DOD "“Total Force Management”--
Fact Or Rhetoric?

Defense managers should seek the most
cost-effective mix of available people--active
and reserve military, civilians, and contrac-
tors—-consistent with Defense requirements,
Total force management resulting from a
well-defined policy should make this objec-
tive attainable.

The present total force policy is vague and
incomplete--that is, it is generally concerned
with only segments of the Department of
Defense’s total manpower resources. Conse-
quently, the services have developed inde-
pendent policies and management systems
with different manpower and cost elements.
This limits Defense managers’ ability to make
informed decisions.

The Department of Defense should issue
comprehensive guidance for a uniform total

force policy and for effectively measuring its
benefits,
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20848

B-165959

To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

This report assesses the Department of Defense's ability
to manage all available manpower resources (active and reserve
military, civilian, and contractor personnel) in the most
cost-effective way--total force management. It discusses
the total force policy, its status in the Office of the
Secretary of Defense and the services, and problems limiting
its effective implementation.

We made this review because the importance of effective
manpower management cannot be overstated in view of rising
personnel costs. We believe that a well-defined total force
policy implementing total force management could help Defense
managers achieve maximum force readiness at minimum cost.

Officials in each service and in the Office of the Secre-
tary of Defense were given an opportunity to study and verify
the accuracy of the report and discuss it with us. Their
comments were considered in preparing this report. (We did
not obtain their formal comments.)

We are sending copies of the report to the Chairmen,
Senate and House Committees on Appropriations; Chairmen,
Senate and House Committees on Armed Services:; and the
Secretary of Defense.

Comptroller General
of the United States







COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S DOD “TOTAL FORCE MANAGEMENT"--
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS FACT OR RHETORIC?

Rising manpower costs and increasing competi-
tion for funds underscore the importance of
good management within the Department of
Defense (DOD). Congressional interest in
reducing military costs without sacrificing
readiness further illustrates the need for
competent management of the DOD work force,

An effective policy establishing total force
management--the use of all available manpower
(that is, active and reserve military, civilian,
and contractor manpower)}--could be a cost-
effective solution to manpower problems. 1In
addition, such a policy would allow DOD to
achieve maximum force readiness at minimum

cost because it would integrate the planning,
programing, and budgeting of all work force
elements. However, the Office of the Secretary

-0of Defense (0SD) has not issued a clearly de-

fined total force policy.

The guidance that is available does not acknowl-
edge constraints and is vague and incomplete,
generally addressing only segments of the

total manpower resources., Further, the

guidance requires no trade-off analyses to
justify the type of manpower requested and
provides little information on cost consider-
ations other than directing the services

to seek the least costly manpower program.

Consequently, each service has developed
its own manpower systems with its own
policies and sets of logic. However, the
Air Force is the only service with a total
force management system; the Army and

Navy have only recently started to develop
one. When the latter two have such a sys-
tem, DOD will have made a major step toward
achieving effective total force management,
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0SD could better monitor and evaluate the
total force if accurate and standard infor-
mation were available. Although OSD is
developing a system to improve its access

to military and civilian information, it
presently depends on the services for such
information. But it is inaccurate and in-
complete and lacks sufficient commonality
between the services' manpower data systems.

DOD officials generally agreed that the re-
port accurately addresses the problem areas
and offers viable solutiocons.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

The Secretary of Defense should take the lead
to develop with the services a comprehensive
total force policy which includes all manpower
resources. The policy should define:

~--The objectives of total force management
in determining the most cost~effective force
consistent with military regquirements and
resource constraints.

-~-The manpower elements of the total force--
that is, active and reserve military,
civilian, and contractor-—-and their respective
peacetime and wartime roles.

—-~Manpower systems that provide for integrated
management and concurrent consideration of
all manpower resources.

-~The contributions of host nations' manpower
in determining U.S. manpower requirements.

The Secretary should also prescribe guidance

to help the services manage the total force
and determine the DOD work force composition
while allowing the services needed flexibility.
This guidance should at least cover the fol-
lowing areas.

—--The services need to provide a balance

between determining manpower requirements
and the ability to acquire the desired mix.
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-—Factors influencing short- and long-term
manpower requirements, supplemented by
recognition of external constraints which
may preclude optimum total force solutions
in annual program planning guidance.

--Methodology to determine manpower require-
ments.

~-Cost elements to be used in figuring
manpower .

--The need for cost-benefit analyses in
examining manpower mix alternatives.

—--Measures of improved capability over the
current force and methods of effecting
that capability.

—-Clarification of criteria used to decide
between performing in-house or contracting
out for products and services.

--The information OSD needs to evaluate
service requests.

RECOMMENDATION TO
THE CONGRESS

When formulating DOD legislation and making
DOD authorization and appropriation deci-
sions, the Congress should consider the in-
terrelationships between available manpower
resources and the impact its decisions may
have on DOD's ability to manage the total
force in the most cost-effective manner.

iiil






DIGESY
CHAPTER

1 INTRODUCTTON
Total force matagement
Scope of review

2 Q50D TOUAL FORCH PGl Y LACKS DEFINITION
ANLY GUIDANCE
Comprehensive (4. total torce rolicy
is missing
(50 cannot eftfectively monitor and
evaluate the totati force

3 ORSTACLES 'O ''OYAL FOKRCE MANAGEMEWT
‘'otal force management coordination
between 08D otfices is inadedguate
Limitations on management options
becentralized «1vilian management
provides limited control

4 SERVICES' TOTAL FURCE MANAGEMENT MUST BE

IMPROVED
Total force policy differs in each
service
Total force management at different
stages in each service
Services unable to accurately
determine manpower requirements

5 CONCLUSIUONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusions
Recomnendations to the Secretary of
Defense
Recommendation t¢ the Congress

ABBREVIA' TONS

AIS Advance Information -~ystem
pOD Department of Defeusr
MACRIT Manpower Authorization Criteria

OSD Office of the Secretary of Defense

i

13

13
15

16

18

18

19

24

27
27
28
29






CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Manpower, once plentiful and cheap, is now scarce and
expensive., Manpower management policies, which were often
adopted for reasons of convenience and equity, must now bhe
evaluated in terms of efficiency. Total force management may
provide a cost-effective solution to manpower problems.

The Department of Defense (DOD)} has sustained military
manpower shortages since the introduction of the All-Volunteer
Force in 1973. While the supply of manpower is projected to
decline even further, the demand for manpower is likely to
increase. Thus, to optimize the use of the critical manpower
resources 1is going to require "tight” management.

The cost of available manpower relative to total defense
outlays 1is also increasing. Manpower today consumes 56 per-
cent of the DOD budget. The total manpower costs have
increased from $24 billion--47 percent of total outlays--in
fiscal year 1964 to approximately $64 billion for fiscal year
1979. Nevertheless, DOD must maintain force capability to
insure adequate defense of the United States.

TOTAL FORCE MANAGEMENT

In an effort to achieve and maintain the desired mili-
tary capability, the Office of the Secretary of Defense (0OSD),
in 1973, directed the services to integrate the active, guard,
and reserve forces into a homogeneous whole. Guard and reserve
forces were to be used as the initial and primary augmentation
of active forces. This was one of OSD's initial steps in
directing the services to conduct total force management. Af-
ter a 1975 study of guard and reserve readiness to enhance
active force capability, especially ground forces, DOD modi-
fied the 1973 directive. This study, “The Guard and Reserve
in the Total Force," identified many problems with reserve
readiness. As a result, guard and reserve units would con-
tinue to have important roles in a conventional conflict but
would not be considered full substitutes for active duty
ground forces. DOD did act, however, to strengthen the re-

serve components,

This emphasis given to the guard and reserve force in
total force management does not exist for civilian and con-
tract manpower. In the past, civilian and contract man-
power were not considered a primary element of the total



force by OSD. A 1977 study 1/ for the Senate Committee on
Armed Services reported that many Pentagon decisionmakers
apparently feel that civilians are more vulnerable than mili-
tary manpower to reductions in force. According to the study,
this concern is not without foundation because civilian man=-
power, by the very nature of being in a support role, should
receive first consideration when reductions are taken. 0SD
and the services have faced sharp reductions in the civilian
work force in recent years--about 55,000 in fiscal years 1975
and 1976 alone. The Congress and the executive branch appar-
ently believe civilian cuts, despite potential cost savings,
are less risky to national security while others find civilian

reductions politically hazardous.

The study further stated that reliance on private indus-
try is encouraged, although the possibilities for substi-
tuting contract manpower for both military and civilian man-
power have not been fully tapved and further opportunities

deserve to be explored.

However, the Congress placed a moratorium, for fiscal year
1978, on the conversion of certain base operating support
services to commercial contract and also restricted certain
contracting tor weapon system engineering and logistical sup-
port; intermediate and depot level maintenance; and research,
development, test, and evaluation if such conversion resulted
in a reduction of Government employees. 2/

A 1977 Rand study, “Military Manpower and the All-vVolun-
teer Force," also addressed the use of contract manpower. The
study reported that cost savings of up to $1 billion a year
might be realized py contracting out for 250,000 civilian
positions. It concluded that the cost~effective solution may
be in substituting contract manpower for civilian manpower
rather than substituting civilian manpower for military

manpower.
One factor contributing to the lack of contract manpower

is the executive branch policy of relying on private enter-
prises to supply goods and services. A recent GAO study 3/

1/"shaping the Defense Civilian Workforce,* a study prepared
for the Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate,

95th Congress, September 1977.

2/Section 852, Public Law 95~-111, bepartment of Defense
Appropriation Act, 1978, Sept. 21, 1977.

3/"bevelopment of a National Make-Or-Buy Strategy--Progress
and Problems," PSAD-78-118, Sept. 25, 1978.
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concluded that this policy was confusing. We found a lack of
knowledge and understanding of the policy, and a reluctance
to include it in the main decisionmaking process. The House
Committee on Armed Services has also expressed concern about
the substantial disagreement over the factors used to deter-
mine whether an activity can be performed by the private
sector.

The highest levels of Government recognize the need to
move toward a more fully integrated approach to determining
nmanpower requirements, planning manpower needs, and pro-
graming resocurces to meet these needs. In view of dollar and
military ceiling constraints, DOD will have to manage human
resources on a total force basis, with reserves and civilians
(including contract manpower) being used in lieu of active
military manpower wherever feasible.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

Our review, the fieldwork for which was completed in
May 1978, was directed toward identifying DOD's capability
to manage the total force. Specific emphasis was placed on
DOD policies, documents, and regqulations pertaining to the

total force policy and on the obstacles to total force manage-

ment. We also looked at the services' development and imple-~
mentation of the total force policy.

We performed our work at Cfficies of the Assistant
Secretaries of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and
Logistics), (Program Analysis and Evaluation), and
{Comptroller) and the military services' headquarters.



CHAPTER 4

OSD TOYAL FORCE POLICY LACKS

DEFINITION AND GUIDANCE

The DO fiscal year 1979 budget includes about $64 bil-
lion for manpower costs—-approximately 56 percent of total
DOL outlays. 'The Congress has continued to be concerned
about this high cost of DOD manpower. Therefore, it is es=-
sential that DOD utilize the most efficient manpower resources
to perform the various national defense missions. We believe
that a well-defined total force policv is mandatory for meet-

ing this goal.

USL has not taken an active leadership role in specifying
the total force policy and in guiding the services' efforts to
implement total force management. Officials in various 08D
offices define the total force policy differently, and none
have issued comprehensive guidance for implementing the
policy. As a result, OSD receives data from the services that
is comprised of different manpower and cost elements and is
in different formats, reducing OSD's ability to fully evaluate
all alternatives before making decisions on manpower manage-
ment and to exercise the necessary oversight of the total

force.

COMPREHENSIVE 08D TOTAL
FORCE POLICY IS MISSING

Despite its 1973 pronouncement that the "total force
policy* ® * integrates the Active, Guard, and Reserve forces,"
OSD has not clearly defined the objectives of the total force
policy. As a result, officials within 0OSD have applied con-
flicting interpretations to the policy. We believe the
policy should include, as a minimum, the consideration of all
resources available to DOD--~active and reserve military,
civilians, contractors, and appropriate allied forces (in
planning for contingency operations)--in the most cost-
effective configuration and shoula still meet current and
long-range operational requirements. However, some officials
interpret the policy to mean “"the management of the guard and
reserve to effectively augment the active force™ while others
consider it to be "the integrated management of the military,
civilians, private contractors, and appropriate allied
forces." Obviously, the total force policy and its applica-

tion are not understood within OSb.



Evolution of the
total force policy

The total force concept was introduced py Defense
Secretary Melvin Laird in August 1969. 1In a memorandum to
the secretaries of the military departments and the Assistant
Secretary of bLefense (Comptroller), the Secretary directed
that separate budget accounts for each of the reserve forces
be created for the areas of operations and maintenance--
including depot maintenance-—-and of procurement. This action
was intended to insure effective control over funds designated
for the reserve forces.

In 1970, Secretary Laird reiterated his support for the
quard and reserve forces. In a memorandum for the secretaries
of the military departments and other DOD activities, he
stated that the total force concept would apply to all aspects
of planning, programing, manning, equipping, and employing
guard and reserve forces. The Defense Secretary made the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower and Reserve Affairs)
responsible for coordinating and monitoring selected guard and
reserve actions to assure their total force role of augmenting
the active forces.

Secretary Laird explained the total force concept during
the 1971 congressional appropriations hearings by saying:

“In defense planning, the Strateqgy of Realistic
beterence [sic] emphasizes our need to plan for
optimum use of all military and related resources
available to meet the requirements of Free World
Security. These Free World military and related
resources--which we call 'Total Force'--include
both active and reserve components of the U.S.,
those of our allies, and the additional military
available through local efforts, or through pro-
vision of appropriate security assistance pro-
grams."”

Although Secretary Laird was first to promote the total
force concept, it was Secretary of Defense Schlesinger who
took the initial step in establishing a total force policy.
In August 1973, he told the secretaries of the military
departments and other selected military officials:

"Total Force is no longer a ‘concept.' It is now
the Total Force Policy which integrates the Active,
Guard, and Reserve forces into a homogenous ([sic]
whole,*



The Secretary also asserted that the gquard and reserve
forces would be used as the initial and primary augmentation
of the active forces. 1In this memorandum and the others men-
tioned above, references to the total force primarily focus
on the reserve components, with little or no mention of civil-
ian or contracted contributions.

'total force policy
as currently defined

Although 0sD officials refer to Secretary Schlesinger's
August 1973 memorandum as the total force policy, many define
the policy differently. Some ofticials define the policy to
be the integration of the active and reserve components as
defined in the memorandum while others consider it to include
civilians and private contractors. Moreover, some officials
have also included appropriate allied forces in the defini-
tion. We did not find an official policy document to support
any belief that the total force pclicy includes all of these
available resources. According to 0OSD officials, 0SD has
issued neither a comprehensive total force policy which encom-
passes all available resources nor a DOl directive defining
the objectives of the total force policy.

In spite of emphasis on the use of all available re-
sources to augment and support the active forces, 0SD has not
clearly identified these resources in a comprehensive total
force policy. If OSD expects to have a consistent manpower
policy, it must clearly define the elements of that policy.

OSD documents and directive provide
fragmented total force guidance

0OSD quidance we have examined promotes the total force
concept but does little toward establishing how total force
objectives will be met or how its benefits will be measured.

A DOD internal document states that in order to meet the
total force objectives, adequate numbers of people should be
provided to support force structure needs. The services
should develop programs to meet these objectives by balancing
manpower among active military, reserve paid drill, unpaid
reserve, civilian employees, and contractors to achieve the
least costly program consistent with military requirements,
The document also provides instructions to the services on
manpower programing considerations (decline in the youth
population, legislative impact), manpower mobilization, per-
sonnel planning (officer and civilian levels), and manpower
utilization and training. 1Its only gquidance on costs is to
direct the services to seek the least costly manpower program.,
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The "Consolidated Guidance," an annual planning document,
provides overall guidance for program development. Under
"Manpower," 0SD advises the services to consider all sources
of manpower in implementing the following manpower objectives:

-—-Provide adequate inventories for each occupation and
experience level in order to satisfy all wartime man-
power requirements.

—--Maintain peacetime manning levels and a training pos-
ture that enable all units to meet readiness standards
at the time of scheduled deployment.

-—-Attain the most cost-effective mix of active military,
selected reserve, individual ready reserve, standby
reserve, in-house civilian, defense contractor, and
nondefense manpower to accomplish programed peacetime
workload and to satisfy DOD mobilization and sustain-
ability objectives.

OSD expects the services to adhere to this guidance, but
it has no criteria to measure compliance.

Present DOD instructions and directives provide guidance
on manpower management but address only segments of the total
force. The directives primarily state policies and responsi-
bilities on the use of a specific manpower resource; they do
not give comprehensive guidance on considering concurrently
all the resources--active and reserve military, civilians,
and contractors. Trade-off analyses are not usually required

to justify the form of manpower requested in service programs.

For example, DOD Directive 1100.4 states:

"Civilian personnel will be used in positions which
do not require military incumbents for reasons of
law, training, security, discipline, rotation, or
combat readiness, which do not require military
background for successful performance of the duties
involved, and which do not entail unusual hours

not normally associated or compatible with civil-
ian employment."

DOD also has issued guidance concerning reliance on the
private enterprise system. The overall policy is stated by
the Executive Office of the President in the Office of Man-
agement and Budget Circular No. A-76, which requires each
Government agency to



~-issue implementing instructions and provide
management support to ensure that the policy is

followed,

~--compile and maintain an inventory of the agency's
commercial and industrial activities, and

--review its activities every 3 years to determine
whether in-house performance should be continued.

(Revisions to the circular have been proposed.) The policies
and requirements of Circular No. A-76 were implemented by
DOD Directive 4100.15 and its Instruction 4100.33. Directive
4100.15 states that in-house operation is permitted when

--procurement from a commercial source would disrupt
or materially delay an agency's program;

-~-it is necessary for combat support, military personnel
retraining, or mobilization readiness;

-—-a commercial source is not available and could not be
developed in time to provide the product or service
when needed;

--the product or service is available from another
Government agency; Or

--procurement from a commercial source would be
substantially more costly to the Government.

Because of increased emphasis on the use of contractors
during 1976 and 1977, the Congress expressed concern about
how this policy was being implemented. 1In the DOD Appropri-
ation Authorization Act of 1978, the Congress directed the
Secretary of Defense and the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget to comprehensively review the criteria
used in determining whether commercial or industrial type
functions should be performed by DOD personnel or by private
contractors. The results of that review, dated December 31,
1977, were submitted to the Senate and House Committees on
Armed Services. The report stated that, within the total
force structure, activities not required to be staffed by
military personnel or by full-time Federal civilians are
are considered contractible.

Previous studies
criticize OSD guidance

According to a Brookings Institution study prepared for
the Senate Committee on Armed Services, “Shaping the Defense
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Civilian Work Force," OSD guidelines on the makeup of the
work force are not completely followed. The study states:

*These guidelines are not followed. * * * Their
vague contours leave a great deal open to inter-
pretation, thus permitting institutional and
political forces to exert considerable influence.
On balance, these interests discourage even mar-
ginal changes in the composition of the defense
labor torce - irrespective of changes in the
cogency of the underlying justification.”

The Defense Manpower Commission Report of 1976 also
addressed the inadequacy of present policy guidance. The
Commission reported that each service determines manpower
requirements using its own system, sets of logic, decision
rules, and policies. The report recommended that DOD be more
active in determining manpower requirements and in specifying
policy gquidance to achieve the maximum commonality mnossible
between the services' systens.

We have also reported on 0SD's ineffective quidance
on work force planning. “Development and Use of Military
Services Staffing Standards: More Direction, Emphasis,
and Consistency Needed" (FPCD-77-72, Oct. 18, 1977), stated

that OSD had not issued specific guidance to the services
concerning

--the desired methodology and approaches for developing
staffing standards;

--the appropriate levels of responsibility and control;

--the types, quality, and number of personnel to develop,
implement, and maintain staffing standards; or

--the use of work-measurement data under the productivity

improvements program for developing and applying
staffing standards.

Consequently, the military services, except for the Air Force,
have made little progress in developing and using statfing
standards. At the current rate, significant progress will

not occur for several years.

OSD CANNOT EFFECTIVELY MONITOR
AND EVALUATE THE TOTAL FORCE

0SD does not have readily available the information it
needs to carry out its basic responsibilities of analysis,
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policy development, supervision of policy implementation,
and dissemination of manpower information to the President,
the Congress, the Office of Management and Budget, DOD or-
qanizations, and other Government agencies. Lack of cen-
tralized and comprehensive manpower information systems,
and receipt of what 0SD believes to be incomplete and inac-
curate data from the services, hinders 0SD in monitoring
and evaluating the total force.

At present, OSD does not have a centralized manpower
information data system. An OSD official says the Defense
Manpower Data Center is the closest system to a centralized
data base. However, the Data Center is a personnel system
limited to an inventory of active and reserve military and
civilian persconnel. It does not contain data on manpower

requirements.

0SD officials told us that 08D is developing a cen-
tralized manpower system for military and civilians which
will permit access to manpower data down to the installation
level. Plans are to integrate the system with the services'
systems. An OSD official expects this system to be working
in about a year. We believe that OSD and the services should
cooperate in developing this system to insure that complemen~
tary and comparable data is available.

0SD's information system for maintaining an inventory of
commercial or industrial activities is also inadequate. The
Office of Management and Budget Circular No. A-76 requires
the military departments to maintain an inventory of commer-
cial and industrial activities and to review each activity
at least once every 3 years to insure that in-house perfor-
mance is justified. 1In a report "How To Improve Procedures
for Deciding Between Contractor and In-House Military Base
Support Services" (LCD-76-347, Mar. 28, 1977}, we concluded
that DOD's inventories of its commercial and industrial
activities were unreliable because of

--installation personnel not identifying all activities
and allocating all costs,

—-inappropriate justifications given for continuing
in-house performance, and

-—-difficulty in matching DOD classification of commer-
cial and industrial activities with the military
service activities.
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A 1977 DOD audit service study also reported that DOD's in-~
ventories of its commercial and industrial activities were
incomplete.

Accuracy of data
is guestionable

0SDh officials responsible for monitoring manpower pro-
grams find it difficult to evaluate the services' manpower
requests pecause they believe the data they receive from the
services is incomplete, inaccurate, and inconsistent. In
justifying manpower programs, service officials provide 0OSD
with different types of manpower and cost data. Reasons
cited for poor cost data include poor training of persons
doing cost analyses, errors assocliated with transcribing unit
data to command computer banks, and lack of sufficient staff
to perform all work required at reserve units,

A recent 0SD-sponsored report onh alternatives for achiev-
ing standardization of manpower accounting and programing 1/
confirms some of these views, stating that each service uses
different methods of describing its total force requirements.
Although total strength is not affected, such reporting
methods can result in actual strength variations between
manpower categories of more than 10,000 (depending on the
service's reporting objectives).

We have also reported on inaccurate and incomplete mili-
tary manpower data. For example, we stated that the Military
Manpower Training Report does not accurately reflect staffing
in support of training because data submitted by the services
is inadequate. More specifically:

~-Not all elements of training support are being in-
cluded.

~--Base operations' support is not consistently reported.

--Training support provided by one service to another is
not included for specific locations.

-=-Contractor personnel are not included.

1/*Development of Rules and Methods for Defense-wide Stand-
ardization of Military Manpower Accounting and Programing,”
General Research Corporation, March 1978.
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Consequently, valid assessment of the training resources is
difficult if not impossible. 1/

The lack of complete and accurate manpower data has also
contributed to the fact that 0OSD has not provided DOD-wide
guidance, definitions, or policy to eliminate ambiguity of
manpower terms, Our prior reports and a March 1976 OSD study
found problems with the lack of standardized definitiocons.

For example, the OSD study attributed the inadequacy of man-
power data to the use of subjective work force definitions by
0SD personnel. In addition, in a prior report, "Development

and Use nF M1'I1i-;nﬂv anw'lnnc‘ Q+::F'F1nr1 Ci—anﬂ::rﬁlco Mnro
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Direction, Emphasis, and Consistency Needed,"” dated

October 18, 1977, we concluded that the absence of DOD-wide
definitions and procedures limits OSD's capability to evalu-
ate the validity of service personnel budget requests.

Also, the Congress needs assurance that manpower data
justifying the DOD budget is credible and useful in the bud-
get reviews. For example, in the Defense Manpower Require-
ments Report for fiscal year 1979 {and other years), terms--
such as "industrial engineering," "engineered data," and
“statistical standards“--or technigues indicating precise
work measurement are used to explain manpower requirements
determination processes for several, dissimilar service pro-
grams. The use of these terms to describe systems whlch are
not in fact similar is misleading.

1/"Opportunities Exist for Substantial Savings in Adminis-
tration of Military Skill Training Programs," (FPCD-78-13,
Feb. 14, 1978).
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CHAPTER 3

OBSTACLES T0O TOTAL

FORCE MANAGEMENT

0OSD leadership and management of the total force could
be improved if certain obstacles were removed. These obsta-
cles include inadequate coordination between 0SD offices,
limitations on the number and use of its manpower resources,
and decentralized control of the civilian work force. O0SD
officials aareed that total force management is ineffective

because DODL lacks the necessary control to manage its work
force.

TOTAL FORCE MANAGEMENT COORDINATION
BETWEEN OSD OFFICES IS INADEQUATE

Although DOD is trving to improve the effectiveness and
efficiency of its organizational structure, divided respon-
sibility and inadequate coordination preclude effective total
force management., The staffs of aimost all assistant secre-
taries of Defense are involved in some mannower-related issues.
We reviewed three of the primary offices which have related

but diverse manpower responsibilities--Manpower, Reserve Af-

fairs, and Logistics, Program Analysis and Evaluation, and the
Comptroller,

The functions of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics include:

-«Force structure analysis as related to guantitative
and gualitative manpower requirements, manpower
= ptilization, logistics, and support.

-=-Administration of controls on military and civilian
manpower strengths.

--National Guard and reserve affairs as provided in
Title 10, U.S. Code, including facilities and con-
struction, logistics, training, mobilization, readi-
ness, and other related aspects of reserve affairs,

The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Program Analysis
and Evaluation is responsible for formulating force planning
and fiscal policy guidance upon which DOD force planning and
program projections are to be based. The force levels estab-
lish the quantitative and qualitative aspects of manpower for
which Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics is responsible.
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Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) functions
include (1) coordinating and controlling the programing
process and (2} supervising, directing, and reviewing the
preparation and execution of the DOD budget.

These offices are involved in many interacting manpower
issues. However, at the directorate level, where most of 0OSD
work is done, there is insufficient coordination in develop-
ing integrated total force programs. This lack of coordina-
tion exists between directorates within an assistant secre-
tary's office as well as between offices of assistant secre-
taries. Fach office, preoccupied with its own responsibili-
ties, fails to effectively coordinate with other cognizant
offices. For example, 0SD officials told us that force
structure plans include the use of certain reserve torces
to augment the active forces within specified mobilization
timeframes. Yet, an Army internal report and the Defense
Manpower Commission studv disclosed that some of these
forces are unable to meet their assigned mission. This
was also confirmed by 0OSD officials.

We believe that sound force structure planning must
consider the availability of the needed manpower. A force
structure plan cannot work without close coordination
between many manpower and personnel management and other
offices. We could not find any office responsible for
integrating the myriad aspects of manpower and personnel
management below the assistant secretary level. And, the
offices at that level lack the necessary information andg
adeguate staff to make total force management decisions,

In the spring of 1977, the President initiated efforts
to reform the structure and management of the Federal Govern-

ment, including DOD.. Generally, the President's goals
in reorganization are to identify and resolve such problems

as:
--overlapping and fragmented responsibilities,
--duplication of effort,
--lack of accountability, and
--unnecessary organizational elements.
To meet these objectives, DOD has undertaken three organiza-
tional studies dealing with departmental headquarters,

resource management, and the national military command
structure. Two of the three studies have been completed
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and the third is expected in early 1979. We believe these
studies offer excellent opportunity to improve the decision-~
making process.

LIMITATIONS ON
MANAGEMENT OPTIONS

Actions which influence manpower levels but which are
outside the requirements determination process undermine
effective DOD manpower management. Often, these unilateral
actions do not consider overall program effectiveness or the
effect on other, closely related programs. Two such actions
are imposition of personnel ceilings and forced reductions
of military or civilian manpower levels,

Personnel ceilings

GAO has previously reported 1/ that personnel ceilings
limit management options for accomplishing essential work.
In the budget process, the agencies, the 0Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, the President, and the Congress scrutinize
agencies' proarams and functions and the estimated funds and
manpowetr needed to accomplish them. 7his should provide
effective control over the agencies.

However, the Office of Management and Budget also
imposes a personnel ceiling which limits the number of
employees an agency may have on its payroll on the last
day of the fiscal year, regardless of the work to be accom-
prlished and the funds available. Distributing this ceiling
among its organizational elements and monitoring actual

employment by these elements to insure that the ceilinag is not
exceeded on one day of the year creates an administrative bur-

den and an illusion of control. Federal manpower management
can be improved by employing or otherwise acguiring the most

appropriate personnel for specific circumstances and purposes

rather than by limiting the number of persons that may be
reported on the Federal payroll.

Forced reductions

Civilian manpower level reductions imposed by the Con-
gress or the administration, especially those accompanied

by large unilateral civilian substitution programs (converting

military positions to civilian), frustrate DOD manpower

1l/"Personnel Ceilings - A Barrier to Effective Manpower
Management,” FPCDh-76~88, June 2, 1977.



managers. Such reductions are often unrelated to national
security and military requirements. According to service
officials, converting a military position is commensurate
with losing it. First, a military position is converted,
then it is eliminated because of a civilian reduction program
or a personnel ceiling adjustment.

Civilian work force reductions take little account of
workload requirements and limit a manager's options to (1)
impose reductions in activities where the reduction will
not impalr productivity or readiness and (2) bvpass these
activities where a reduction would be harmful.

For example, OSD directed a servicewide civilian
substitution program from 1973 to 1975 whereby the Army
had to convert over 14,000 military positions to civilian
status. In fiscal year 1975, the Congress reduced the Army
civilian work force with no restoration of the military
spaces already withdrawn. An Army official told us the Arny
had to “borrow"” military manpower to do the work of the
vacated civilians. Army officials state that workloads have
increased, with no additional authorization of military or
civilian personnel.

We recently recommended 1/ that the Secretary of Defense,
through the Office of Management and Budget, request the
Congress to adjust the appropriate authorizations and appro-
priations to accommodate increases in civilian personnel and
decreases in military personnel if the authorized personnel
ceiling does in fact constrain DOL from using civilians,

DECENTRALIZED CIVILIAN MANAGEMENT
PROVIDES LIMITED CONTROL

Decentralized management of the civilian work force
alsoc makes it difficult for 0OSD to manage the total force.
0OSD has close control of military personnel because of
centralized budgeting, but it has limited control over the
management of the civilian work force. The military per-
sonnel budget does not atfect a local commander's budget,
but civilians are paid from the commander's operations and
maintenance funds. These funds are also used for other
expenses such as utilities, rent, and supplies. Local com-
manders have little incentive to hire a civilian because

1/"Using Civilian Personnel for Military Administrative and
Support Positions—--Can More Be Done?" (FPCD-78-69, Sept. 26,
1978).
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it would wean less tunds for these expenses. The Congress
rejected an OSD request to consolidate militarv and civilian
budget accounts. According to an 05D official, a consolida-
ted budget would give managers the flexibilitv to make trade-
offs in formulating the budget.

The Defense Manpower Commission reported that the dif-
ferences in philosophies of managing the civilian and uni-
formed individuals preclude effective management of the
total DOD work force. The Commission stated that the pro-
graming of civilian manpower is the accumulation of inde-
pendent decisions of hundreds of local commanders and person-
nel officials or the attempt to anticipate those decisions
throuagh some centralized computational approach. The
Commission concluded that in either case, the decisions
are independent of the civilian total work force needs
or of the total manpower force needs, much less the total
work force needs of the local commanders.

In addition to limited control of the civilian work
force, special interest groups can hinder greater use
of contractors. For example, a study prepared for the
Senate Committee on Armed Services, “Shaping the Defense
Civilian Work Force," reported that congressional members,
representing geographical areas with government installa-
tions whose constituents might be adversely affected by
an increased reliance on contractors, can be more respon-
sive to the needs and interests of their constituents than
to those of bull. The study also states that policies govern-
ing the mix of DOD manpower, particularly the relative amount
of in-house and contract labor, have been influenced by par-
tisan politics.
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CHAPTER ¢

SERVICES' TOYTAL FORCE

MANAGEMENT MUST BE IMPROVED

Lacking specific guidance from 0SDL, the services have
independently pursued and developed total force management
using their own systems, sets of logic, rules, and policies.
The Air Force and the Navy have issued formal total force
management policies while the Army and the Marine Corps
rely on several policies rather than a standard policy to
integrate manpower manaqgement. The Air Force took the ini-
tial step in total force management and is presently the
only service to have a total force management system. The
rising costs of manpower have forced the other services to
follow the Air ¥orce lead in placing greater emphasis on
total force management,

"he lack of 0OSD quidance and the different emphasis given
to total force manadgeiment is further reflected in some serv-

ices having
--a fragmented organizational structure for manpower,

-—-an inaccurate and incomplete manpower information
system, and

~-—the inability to accurately determine manpower
requirements.

TOTAL FORCE POLICY
DIFFERS IN EACH SERVICE

Only the Air Force and the Wavy have issued a total
force policy to govern manpower and personnel management.
For example, the Air Force total force policy is defined
as:

“* * % the concurrent consideration of all elements
of the force--officer, airmen, reserve and civil=-
ian (including non-appropriated fund employees)--
to determine the best force capability that will
support the national strategy and meet the threat.,”

The Navy policy adds to this concept by including the
use of contractors in determining manpower and personnel
requirements and by stressing the importance of coordinating
hardware and svstems development with manpower and person-
nel goals.
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Although the Air Force has not included the use of
contractors in its total force policy, the Air Force is using
more contractors than the other services.

Although the Army and the Marine Corps have not issued
a formal total force policy, various documents reflect their
attempts at integrating the management of all manpower
resources. For example, one Corps policy states that a contin-
uing reliance on reserve assets for reinforcing or augmenting
active forces is inevitable because forecasts indicate that no
increase in manpower Or manpower appropriations can be
expected. Another policy stresses using civilians to the
maximum extent practicable, consistent with mission require-
ments, in order that increasing numbers of military personnel
can be more available to the operating forces. Another calls
for the reliance on the private sector as much as possible
for the products and services it needs.

TOTAL FORCE MANAGEMENT AT DIFFERENT
STAGES IN EACH SERVICE

The services are at different stages in their ability
to manage the total force. 7The Air Force has developed
a total force management system and is already monitor-
ing its ability to achieve the system's objectives.  The
Army and Navy, on the other hand, have just started developing
a total force management system. Until these systems are
fully implemented, neither service can effectively manage
its total force because of the fragmented manpower structures
and inaccurate manpower information systems.

Air Force

'The Air Force 1s the only service with a working system
to manage the total force. The Air Force says its initial
movement toward total force management was the 1960 implemen-
tation of its plan which integrated active and reserve forces
by preassigning peacetime forces to organizations they would
serve during wartime. Under this plan, the gaining commands
are responsible for inspecting and supervising the training of
reserve units they would gain in war or in a national emer-
gency. In 1968, additional emphasis was given to total
force management when the assistant vice chief of staff
told Air Staff agencies that the total force policy "will
be applied in all aspects of planning, programing, manning,
equipping, and emploving Guard and Reserve forces."

The Air Force has established a personnel plan to imple-

ment and sustain total force personnel management. This
plan establishes objectives for the best configuration of
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each element of the force, except for contractors, and
defines the objectives for a management system designed
to achieve that force in a consistent manner. The Air
Force also has procedures for measuring the effective-
ness of the plan and the achievement of its objectives.

However, the Air Force's total management system still
needs improvement. For example, we stated in our report
“Determining Regquirements for Aircraft Maintenance Per-
sonnel Could Be Improved--Peacetime and Wartime" (LCD-77-421,
May 20, 1977), that the Air Force's Tactical Air Command
has not considered using individual reservists to fill main-~
tenance manpower requirements for sustained wartime and,
thus, may be incurring unnecessary manpower costs. In addi-
tion, we reported that the Air Force did not have a single
system for determining maintenance manpower requirements.
Each command has its own system--ranging from a manual system
to a rather sophisticated computer-based system. Air Force
officials told us that comparable computer-based systems are
being developed by other commands.

Army

The Army cannot effectively manage its total force
because of ill-defined and uncoordinated manpower manage-
ment responsibilities and an ineffective management infor-
mation system. It has no office completely responsible for
all manpower management. Instead, manpower related functiocns
are spread throughout the headquarters staff. An Army
Resource Management Study group reported that the Office
of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans is
responsible for utilization of civilian end strengths, the
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel establishes
utilization policy and actual reports, and the Office of
the Inspector General conducts manpower surveys. Manpower
surveys consist of an onsite determination of personnel
requirements based on workload data. This decentralized
manpower management hampers staff coordination considerably.

The decentralized management also affects the Army's
ability to manage the total force. The Army policy is to
give the subordinate commands maximum flexibility in managing
allocated resources. As a result, these commands often have
more responsibility than headquarters in managing manpower.
They allocate manpower authorizations to their units, de-
velop staffing guides, and perform manpower surveys. Staff-
ing guides and manpower surveys form the basis for deter-
mining noncombat manpower requirements. With these subor-
dinate commands independently determining manpower
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requirements, discrepancies exist, and the best combination
ot people and skills is overlooked.

For example, we previously reported 1/ that the respon-
sibility for managing and using enlisted manpower is dis-
seminated among many Army organizational elements. In addi-
tion, the Army's

~-criticallv needed personnel are not always distributed
in accerdance with authorized pnlans,

--installations frequently do not receive persons with
required skills and grades in a timely manner, and

--shortages of personnel cualified in criticallyv needed
skills or in certain military occupational specialties
can have an adverse effect on units' readiness to
perform their mission.

A recent Army study of resource management also stated
that

--responsibility for manpower management was not clearly
fixed,

-~staff coordination on manpower matters was extremely
complex and time consuming, and

--major command flexibility regarding manpower
management often exceeded that of headquarters,

Before the Army can effectively manage its total force,
it must have a complete and reliable manpower information
system. Presently, there are too many sources of manpower
data and too many data files/systems being maintained. The
result is conflicting and inconsistent data, infrequently
maintained systems, and differences among systems that require
an inordinate amount of time and effort to reconcile.

Delays in processing manning documents have become a
problem. For example, a major command is directed to reduce
a specific number of spaces during the fiscal year. If the
command does not send the revised manning documents reflecting
reductions in a timely manner, a headguarters manager makes
a "calculated guess® as to where the reductions will be made.

1/"Management and Use of Army Fnlisted Personnel--%hat Needs
To Be Done" (FPCL-78-6, Feb. 16, 1978).
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when actual changes are received at headquarters, it may dis-
cover that the command has reduced or eliminated positions

in units other than those selected by the headquarters man-
ager. Headgquarters' projections are used by training man-
agers to determine skill training requirements; this often
requires changing skills training requirements for skills
projected and also introduces training requirements for
skills not considered in the command manager's update.

The information used to determine the size and composi-
tion of the force is not credible or supportable. Major
commands have authority for approving most proposed staffing
changes. Headquarters reviews less than 20 percent of the
command—-approved documents and finds a high percentage of
errors. A high error rate and the infrequent headquarters
review of command-approved actions suggests that, in relation
to staffing criteria, improper field allocation of manpower
resources occurs frequently without headquarters knowledge.

To improve the accuracy and timeliness of the manpower
management data, the Army is planning a Force Development
Integrated Management System which is intended to integrate
four separate management information systems at the head-
quarters level. The system is developing slowly, and imple-
mentation is some time away. However, without such a sys-
tem, we believe the Army cannot effectively manage its total
force.

Army officials said that they are aware of the problems
mentioned in this report and recently made the first attempt
to correct the organizational problems. Although no policy
statement has been issued, the officials said the consclida-
tion of manpower responsibilities was implemented October 1,
1978. They said the consolidation will not fully solve
all the problems mentioned in this report; additional time
is required to estapblish an effective total force management
system.

According to Army officials, the Army d4id not provide
all the needed manpower to meet the revised functions of
the new consolidation. We believe that successful consoli-
dation will require adequate staffing. Until this is pro-
vided, revisions to policies, directives, feedback, and in-
formation systems will be adversely affected.

Navy
The Navy does not have a viable system to manage its

manpower and personnel functions or meet the needs of the
total force. The different types of Navy manpower are
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controlled by separate organizations, and Navy nmanpower
management is not functionally integrated with the manage-
ment of personnel and training. The Navy manpower informa-
tion system limits the ability to effectively manage the
total force.

There have been numerous studies of the Navy's manage-
ment of manpower, personnel, and training since World War
II. Many of these studies, however, are acted upon quite
slowly. For example, the Navy has just started to integrate |
military and civilian manpower management, an action recom-
mended in 1952.

The Navy's present organizational structure limits its
management of the total force because no single organiza- :
tion is responsible for total force manpower or authorized to I
assure consistent manpower policies., There are a number
of major offices that have some responsibility for manpower,
personnel, and training management. Each of these three major
functions is assigned to a different organizational entity;
furthermore, responsibility for each function is assigned
according to the type of manpower--active, military, reserve
military, civilian, and contractor. Finally, no central
point within the Navy manpower management system is charged
with determining which functions should be contracted out
rather than performed by military or Federal civilian man-
power.

A Navy study reported that the present structure

--hinders the development of consistent policies and
the effective and timely coordination of policies, E

--impedes adeguate analysis of interaction within and
among manpower, personnel, and training problems,
and

--limits the accurate assessment of manpower, which
impacts on program and budget changes.

Since management of civilians is also decentralized, the ‘
Navy does not know its true civilian manpower requirements é
and how they compare position for position with people on ’
board. It is unable to relate civilian ceiling cuts to
reduced or lost capabilities at the activity level.

Although the Navy has developed a Manpower, Training,
and Personnel Plan to improve its total force nmanagement, g
officials have not developred specific management require- ‘
ments to achieve the plan objectives.
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Essential to the plan is development of a computer-based
information system referred to as the Advance Information
System (AIS). We recently concluded in our report "The
Navy's Advanced Information System-—-A Personnel Management
Information System in the 1980-1990s" (LCD-78-122, Sept. 18,
1978), that the Navy has not clearly defined the relationships
involved in successfully developing AIS. No formal set of
relationships was established between the Navy's (1) mission
and objectives, (2) policies, regulations, and directives,
(3) programs and activities, and (4) AIS program management,
development, and user needs.

Because the Navy is still developing an integrated man-
power planning system, 1t cannot precisely determine manpower
requirements of all activities to achieve the optimum mix
of active and reserve military, civilian, and contractor
manpower within the total force.

Navy ofticials did not dispute the accuracy of this
report. On November 1, 1978, the Navy reorganized its man-
power, personnel and training functions, and organizations
under the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations to specifically
improve total force management. Navy officials said the
reorganization is the first step toward total force management.

According to Navy officials, the reorganization is
going to be hindered mostly by the lack of qualified people
to manage the reorganized functions. They said this lack of
personnel is a result of the existing policy of limited
hiring. We believe that, until properly skilled staff are
available, development of the reorganized functions needed
for effective total force management will be impaired.

SERVICES UNABLE TO ACCURATELY
DETERMINE MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS

One important aspect of total force management is an
accurate requirements determination, which each service has
problems with. The services develop their total force re-
quirements through such methods as manpower staffing stand-
ards, staffing guides, and survey programs. Staffing stand-
ards based on work measurements generally are considered
to be the most reliable method. However, only the Air Force
has made much progress in developing and using this technique.

Although the Air Force and Navy have abandoned the use
of the less precise manpower surveys for determining manpower
requirements, the Army has not. The Army Manpower Survey
Program generally determines personnel requirements in support
and administrative areas. The program is decentralized among
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the major commands, which are responsible for surveying
their own installations and units.

In addition to our previous criticism of the Army's
survey program, 1/ a 1976 Army study reported numerous
problems with the program. The report recommended that:

-«A comprehensive Army-wide work measurement proyram
be developed and implemented by Headquarters Army.

--Commands and managers at all levels exercise active
interest and support in the program.

-~Survey teams make maximum use of approved standards
in their recommendations for staffing requirements.

--A standards data base be established at Headquarters
Army, and all Army-wide/summary-level/work-performance
standards be approved and maintained at Headquarters
Army.

The Army has similar problems determining personnel re-
quirements for combat units. For example, it computes the
number of personnel required for combat-related support ac-
tivities (maintenance and supply) by applying standard staff-
ing criteria called Manpower Authorization Criteria (MACRIT).
he MACRIT requirement formula, however, is based on unreli-
able estimates which are in turn supported by little or no
documentation and outdated data. The Army and 0OSD are at-~
tempting to improve MACRIT, but implementation of an improved
system is several years away.

We have also identified problems with the Army process
of determining staffing requirements for support and adminis-
trative functions. A study, which is expected to be released
soon, will report on the (1) inadequacies of manpower surveys
and work standards to determine staffing requirements, (2)
failure of the current manpower requirements program to pro-
vide useful budget and management information, and (3} prob-~
lems that the Army's decentralized management causes,

The Navy has also acknowledged its shortcomings in con-
ducting comprehensive analyses to identify the most cost-
effective manpower mix within imposed constraints. One of

1/"Development and Use of Military Services' Staffing Stand-
ards: More Direction, Emphasis, and Consistency Needed"
(FPCD-77-72, Oct. 18, 1977}.

25



its biggest problemns is determining manpower requirements for
shore activities.

In fiscal year 1977, 4Y percent of the WNavy's enlisted
personnel (about 230,000) and approximately 300,000 civilians
were in noncombat units (such as shore facilities and staff).
However, only 1 percent of the shore requirements were cov-
ered by statfina standards. Navy goals for fiscal years
1478 and 1979 are to increase the shore requirements cov-
ered by manpower standards to 4 and 30 percent respectively.
J3ut it could take until 1981, a nNavy manpower official esti-
mated, to complete all manpower stancards for shore-based
activities., Estimates on when a tully operable staffing
standards system will be complete are not available.

While the Arnmy and Navy are attempting to improve its
method of determining manpower requirements, the oovious
concern 1s the interim methods for determining requirements.,
Until the services precisely determine manpower reguirements,
they cannct develop the optimum mix of active and reserve
military, civilian, and contractor manpower within the total
force.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CONCLUSTIONS

The importance of managing DOL manpower well cannot be
overstated in view of rising manpower costs, increased compe-
tition for funds within DOD, and congressional interest
in reducing military costs without sacrificing readiness,
we helieve that total force management resulting from a well-
defined policy can provide cost—-effective solutions to man-
power problems. For example, it would allow DOD to achieve
maximun force readiness at the least possible cost because
it would integrate the planning, proagraming, and budgeting
of all seqments of the total force.

Total force management should specify the manpower (by
number, types, and skills) needed to accomplish military mis-
sions. However, 0OSD has not issued a clearly defined total
force policy. 7The 1973 document referred to as the total
force policy addresses the integration of active, guard, and
reserve forces, but excludes the civilian and contracted work-
force. 1Its vagueness has resulted in various interpretations.

We believe, moreover, that 0SD has not taken an active
leadership role in guiding the services toward total force
management

‘he guidance that is avalilable is vague and incomplete,
goes not realistically acknowledge constraints, and generally
addresses onlv segments of the total force at any one time.
Further, the guidance does not require trade-off analyses
to justify the type of manpower requested in service programs
nor does it provide complete direction for the integrated
planning, programing, and budgeting for all manpower resources,

Consequently, each service is developing its own manpower
systems with its own policies and sets of logic. However, the
Air Force 1is the only service with a total force management
system; the Armv and Navy have onlv recently started to
develon one, When the latter two have such a system, DOD will
have made a major step toward achievinag effective total force
management,

0SD could netter monitor and evaluate the total force
if accurate and standard information were available. Although
0Sh is developing a centralized information system to improve
its access to military and civilian information, it presently
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depends on the services for such information. This
information is inaccurate and incomplete and lacks sufficient
commonality between the services' manpower data systems.

The lack of coordinated manpower management between the
various offices in 0SD, the externally imposed limitations
on the number and use of manpower resources, and the decen-
tralized control of the civilian work force also hamper
0OSD's ability to effectively monitor and evaluate the total
force.

DOD officials generally agreed that the report accur-

ately addressed the problem areas and offers viable solutions,

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense take the lead
to develop with the services, a comprehensive total force
policy which includes all manpower resources. The policy
should define;:

--The objectives of total force management in determin-
ing the most cost-effective force, consistent with
military requirements and resource constraints.

--The manpower elements of the total force--that is,
active and reserve military, civilian, and contrac-
tor-—-and its respective peacetime and wartime roles.

--Manpower systems that provide for integrated manage-
ment and concurrent consideration of all manpower
resources.

--The consideration of host nations' manpower in deter-
mining U.S. manpower requirements.

The Secretary should also prescribe guidance to help
the services manage the total force and determine the DOD
work force composition, while allowing the services needed
flexibility. This guidance should at least cover the fol-
lowing areas:

--The services' need to provide a balance between deter-
mining manpower requirements and the ability to ac-
quire the desired mix.

—--Factors influencing short- and long-term manpower
requirements, supplemented by recognition of external
constraints which may preclude optimum total force
solutions, in annual program planning guidance,
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--Methodology to determine manpower requirements.
--Cost elements to be used in figuring manpower.

--The need for cost-benefit analvses in examining
manpower mix alternatives.

--Measures of improved capability over the current
force and methods of effecting that capability.

—-=Clarification of criteria used to decide between
performing in-house or contracting out for products
and services.

--The information 0USD needs to evaluate service requests.

RECOMMENDATION TO
1THE CONGRESS

when formulating DOD legislation and making DOl author-
ization and appropriation decisions, the Congress should
consider the interrelationships between available manpower
resources and the impact its decisions may have on DOL's
ability to manage the total force in the most cost-effective
manner,

(961059)
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