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MILITARY MANPOWER ISSUES OF THE PAST AND
FUTURE

TUESDAY, AUGUST 13, 1974

U. S. SENATE,
SURCOMMli LEE ON MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL

OF THE COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
ashington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:05 a.m., in room
212, Richard B. Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Sam Nunn
(chairman).

Present: Senators Nunn (presiding), and Byrd, Jr., of Virginia.
Also present: Senators Goldwater and Taft.
John T. Ticer, chief clerk; Robert Q. Old, Francis J. Sullivan,

Charles J. Conneely, and John A. Goldsmith, professional staff
member; Nancy J. Bearg, research associate; Roberta A. Ujakovich,
research assistant; and Mary G. Ketner, clerical assistant.
Senator NuNN. This is a meeting of the Subcommittee on Man-

power and Personnel. We have invited all the members of the full
committee this morning. I suspect some of them will be coming in.,
although I am sure that the Secretary would excuse them, particu-
larly those who are working on the markup of the military appro-
priations bill this morning.
As we begin these hearings I want first of all to express my

personal appreciation to Senator Stennis for naming me as chair-
man of this new subcommittee that involves manpower and per-
sonnel. And I want to pay a special tribute to Senator Byrd for
agreeing to serve on it, and to Senator Dominick. Senators Byrd
and Dominick bring to the subcommittee a vast amount of expe-
rience, certainly experience that exceeds that of the chairman, and
I am going to rely on both of them for a great deal of advice and
assistance as we go along.
I would like to welcome the Secretary of Defense and the Chair-

man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff here today. I see that you have
Secretary Brehm here also, and I am sure he will add a lot to the
hearings, since he is an expert in this area. I appreciate your
presence especially in view of the tremendous demand on your time
during this transition period for our Government.
The purpose of the hearings is to provide a background, a funda-

mental kind of underpinning for what this subcommittee will be
taking on in the months and years ahead. I think it is particularly
appropriate that we are meeting today after President Ford made
what I considered to be a very positive statement on the economy,
because everyone agrees our country is facing a grave economic
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situation today, characterized by a runaway inflation. Federal deficit
spending has been a major contributor to this inflation. The best
economists in this country cannot provide us with easy solutions,
nor can they give us any optimism that this difficult economic pe-
riod will soon end. We can be encouraged, however, by the forth-
right approach to the problem taken by President Ford last night
in calling for a domestic summit conference meeting on the overall
economy.
So when we get down to the role of this subcommittee, and we

consider that defense spending is, of course, a large part of the
economy, and a large part of the Federal budget, and when we
consider that 57 percent of the total DOD budget. is absorbed in
manpower costs, I think it brings us to a focal point, and demon-
strates that we must very carefully review our manpower costs.
We must do what we can to prevent the continued escalation of
those costs that has taken place in the past. We must maintain a
strong defense posture to survive in the world today. I know that the
Secretary and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs are strongly in
favor of a strong defense posture; however, this rising and increas-ing manpower cost at some point must be very carefully examined
if we are going to have sufficient funds left in the DOD budget to
really procure the weapons we need and to maintain the essential
research and development necessary without, at the same time, jeop-
ardizing our overall economy.
We also need to get into many questions in this subcommittee—the question of force structure, the reasons and justifications for

such things as 16 Army divisions which we are moving on now, and13 Navy carriers, three Marine Corps divisions and wings, and 21
Air Force tactical aircraft wings. We will have to look into the
deployment of our personnel overseas, including not only the 319,-
000 people we have in Europe, which I have already looked at in
some detail, but also why we have the numbers we do in placessuch as Korea, Thailand, the Philippines and the other areas in
the Pacific.
I am a firm believer in the total force concept when it comes tousing the Reserve and National Guard for vital and needed mis-sions. I am not for simply keeping large numbers of Reserves when

their missions or units cannot be justified under today's national
security requirements. I know the Secretary has been working inthis area, and I believe he will have recommendations in the not
too distant future on this. I believe we need to take the Reserves
and Guard forces we have and make sure that they have a mean-
ingful mission and make certain they have the equipment to do the job
and can respond in a very short period of time. That is my overall
philosophy, and I certainly think we will be getting into that in
considerable detail.
I am deeply concerned, as are other Members of Congress, and

particularly this committee, about the all volunteer force. It has
clearly, in the opinion of all, driven up the manpower costs over
the last several years. It seems to be a major contributor to the
acceleration in manpower costs that have taken an increasing share
of the Defense budget.
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Some have estimated that the volunteer force costs about $3.5
billion a year, but I know that at hearing after hearing we come
up with one small item after another which really is part of the
volunteer force—it is not considered in this overall computation
of costs. Therefore I am not sure we have a very good fixation on
what the total cost is.
In addition to the cost, there are other serious questions I have

about the volunteer force, including the quality of the people who
will make up this force. This does not simply go to the question
of IQ, or the educational level of the new soldiers. Quality includes
the whole spectrum of questions on the representatives, the motiva-
tion and the patriotism, as well as the skill of our armed force
personnel.
Another major concern in this whole area of manpower is the

combat and support ratio, and, of course, I have gotten involved
in that. At this point I want to commend Secretary Schlesinger and
General Brown and also Mr. Brehm for getting involved as they
have in this combat support ratio. I know the Defense Department
is already working on this, and also that the Air Force has done
a good lob in Europe under General Jones. They have reduced
headquarters tremendously in the last few years, and I think this
is a real positive step. I hope that together with Congress we can
continue to work toward a much stronger combat support ratio. I
believe that as the recent Brookings Institute report shows, at least in
the opinion of those who wrote the report, we have to examine the
fundamental question of what is the likely scenario in Europe,
particularly since that is where so much of our forces go. More
and more people have come to the conclusion that we are geared
for too long a war there and that simply is not very feasible at this
point. Whether or not that is the case, there is a strong enough ease
being made by many people in that regard. It makes me, as one
Senator, think that we ought to look very carefully at our structure
to see whether we can be in a better position to deter a war there by
having a more positive and quicker response to any kind of conven-
tional thrust the Soviet Union might make. Of course, we have been
into that in considerable detail in the NATO report, and I have
talked to each of you personally. However, that is a point I will con-
tine to be interested in.
So there are many other things that we need to get into. One of

them we started yesterday afternoon on the question of grade
structure. I will not say this is a very pleasant chore for the sub-
committee, because it is a very difficult and complex question that
involves not only the question of economy and efficiency, but also
the overall morale of the military services and the question of pro-
motion. As I told Senator Proxmire yesterday afternoon, it is one
thing to recognize that we have a very serious problem, and it is
another thing to be able to come up with a solution that does not
substantially jeopardize our morale factor in the military services.
So as chairman of this subcommittee. I do not have a ready answer

to the grade structure problem. However, I would say that we are
going to devote a considerable amount of attention to it, and par-
ticularly to the allegations about the number of generals and ad-
mirals exceeding by vast amounts the numbers that are needed now.
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Another thing that concerns me particularly, that was brought
out yesterday afternoon, is the question of so many generals and
admirals being assigned to duties in agencies outside their own
military service.
So these are things that we will be talking about.
I consider it a real privilege to chair this subcommittee. I believe

since I have been here—in the brief 2 years I have been in Congress
—we have spent most of our time, as Senator Goldwater knows,
talking about weapon procurement, and we have had one debate
after another on the floor regarding certain weapons systems, which
those of us in Congress certainly do not have as good a grasp of
as we would like to, and probably never will. At the same time, we
do not debate very much the question of overall manpower and
personnel, and yet that is where more than 50 percent of our budget
is going.
So I hope at least to serve as a catalyst to promote the kind of

meaningful debate which will bring out and air these positions in
public and make sure they are properly decided, at least to the ex-
tent of our ability. I want to try and have as many open hearings
as possible.
This is an area where there will be some national security matters and

there will be some sensitivity, which will necessitate some closed
sessions. To the greatest extent possible we will try to have open
sessions so we can get this in public debate and so the media and
the people of this country understand the vital questions concerning
our military structure.
Mr. Secretary, I did not mean to take such a long time, but hav-

ing you here gets us a large audience, particularly the news media,
so the chairman must take advantage of your notoriety this morning.
Senator Goldwater, do you have any statement you would like to

make this morning?
Senator GOLDWATER. No. I just want to comment that I think it is

very wise that the chairman of the full committee has pushed for
this. I am happy he has made you chairman. If my memory is right,
I believe we have only had two hearings on personnel since 1958 that
are meaningful hearings. Inasmuch as personnel is about 57 percent
of our Defense budget, it seems to me that this becomes the most im-
portant part of our budget.
The subject of personnel to me throughout the whole structure of

Government is a very vital one, and one that we have to attack. I am
very happy you are holding these hearings. I expect to attend as
many as I can.
I spent the last 5 years of my Reserve as Deputy Chief of Staff for

Personnel of the Air Force. So I have an interest in this, and I thank
you for inviting me.
Senator Nu NN. Thank you very much for coming.
Mr. Secretary, we will receive whatever statement you have this

morning. As I told you, the subject matter is very general in nature,
and the hearing this morning is as much for the purpose of answer-
ing detailed questions as laying the foundation. After you get through
with your statement we would like to hear from General Brown. Then
we will go into questions at the appropriate point.
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STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES R. SCHLESINGER, SECRETARY OF

DEFENSE; ACCOMPANIED BY WILLIAM K. BREHM, ASSISTANT

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, MANPOWER AND RESERVE AFFAIRS;

AND GEN. GEORGE S. BROWN, U.S. AIR FORCE, CHAIRMAN, JOINT

CHIEFS OF STAFF

Secretary SCHLESINGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Senator
Goldwater. My colleagues and I are delighted to be here this morn-
ing to serve as the first witnesses before this new subcommittee of
the Senate Armed Services Committee.
This is the subcommittee's inaugural voyage, as it were, and we

look forward to a prosperous and long association with it as we delve
into the critical question of manpower.
Manpower goes to the heart of the force structure, and manpower

issues must be intimately related, first, to force structure, and force
structure in turn to the external capabilities which the United States
wishes to serve to balance. Thus, manpower cannot be examined in
the abstract. It must be examined in terms of the international
environment.
If we do not change our commitments, and the military capa-

bilities external to the United States increase, that tends to bring
about an increase in manpower requirements. By contrast, if those
external capabilities were to decrease with no change in commitments,
that would permit a downward adjustment of manpower.
In recent years there has been a substantial downward adjustment

of manpower. Our military forces are now some 40 percent below the
Fiscal Year 1968 manpower level, which was the Vietnam high. We
have reduced by 1,386,000 men. In addition—and .this is a fact not
widely appreciated—we are some 525,000 men below the 1964 pre-war
level. The military manpower of the United States has shrunk by some
20 percent as compared to pre-war strengths.

There have been changes in the commitments of the United States.
There have been changes in the capabilities of our forces. But the
question that we must raise is whether the force structure has shrunk
enough or too much. We should be careful to analyze whether indeed
the forces that we possess are enough before further shrinkages in the
force structure are driven by budgetary considerations.
We are attempting to do something about these matters within the

Department of Defense by an increase in the combat capabilities, more
efficient use of our manpower resources, and more efficient use of our
financial resources against what is a fairly fixed ceiling in terms of
constant dollars.
The effect of these actions will be to increase the combat ratios.

Most notably, this has taken place during the last year in the Army,
where there has been a major effort under General Abrams and Secre-
tary Callaway to root out areas in which manpower is used with lesser
effectiveness in order to increase the number of combat divisions avail-
able to the United States. As you will recall, the Army maintained
16143 combat divisions in fiscal year 1964. This has now shrunk to 13
combat divisions. During the course of the next year, we hope to in-
crease this to 14 against a ceiling for the Army of 785,000 men.
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Once again the Army has borne the greatest burden in terms of
manpower reductions as compared to the pre-war period. We are some
200,000 men lower in the Army than we were then.
The need for a more efficient utilization of manpower and an in-

crease in combat capability as compared to prior periods of time, I
think, is underscored by the gradual approach of the Soviet Union
to nuclear parity with the United States. There are continuing argu-
ments of the relative strategic balance between the United States and
the Soviet Union at the present time. What we can state is that the
Soviet Union deploys the latest generation of ICBM's and introduces
a larger number of submarines into their force structure. Any advan-
tage that the United States may retain will gradually be eroded. As a
result, we will be faced with a condition of nuclear parity at a date no
later than 1980, if indeed we are not faced with that condition today.
As nuclear parity has come into existence, we have desired to raise

the nuclear threshold and to hold this threshold at as high a level as
possible. The way to keep the nuclear threshold high is by maintaining
extensive general purpose forces capable of conventional conflict. The
existence of such forces will, hopefully, deter any outbreak of
hostilities.
I mentioned earlier, Mr. Chairman, that we are in a position in

which we must balance external capabilities. As the U.S. forces have
shrunk in recent years, the forces of the Soviet Union have gradually
increased. Today the Soviet Union maintains something on the order
of 600,000 men in Eastern Europe as compared to the roughly 300,000
men the United States maintains in Western Europe.
While the U.S. forces in Western Europe have shrunk over the past

decade and notably shrunk elsewhere in the world by a greater margin,
the forces of the Soviet Union have been built up in Eastern Europe.
The Soviet military manpower as a whole has grown from about

3 million men over the last 13 or 14 years to about 3.8 million today.
Soviet military budgets in constant rubles have been growing at
about 3 percent a year. At the present time the intelligence com-
munity estimates the dollar equivalent of constant ruble expendi-
tures at about 96 million U.S. dollars, as compared to the approxi-
mately $80 million that the United States is spending at the present
time.
Thus, there is some discrepancy between the expenditures of the

Soviet Union and the United States. I do not wish to exaggerate
the significance of those numbers. Quite obviously, when one trans-
lates Soviet manpower into U.S. dollars, the effect is to lead to a
much higher cost than is valid, given the price ratios in the Soviet
economy.
You mentioned, Mr. Chairman, the issue of manpower versus

manpower costs. We would like to preserve manpower. Therefore,
we are very interested in economies in manpower costs that do not
reduce the combat effectiveness of the U.S. forces.
This can be obtained in part by greater flexibility in the use of

manpower resources. This committee is considering our proposed
legislation that would permit us to alter the grade structure of the
officer corps, and permit more selective retirements without the
statutory entitlement to particular numbers of years service for
officers in particular grades.
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I think this is necessary to maintain the morale and retain at the
same time the younger officers in the military establishment. If we
were to reduce the number of senior officers by a process of attrition,
we would freeze promotions. From the long-run standpoint of the
United States, the freezing of promotions would be more harmful
to the military establishment than some surgery at the higher levels.
These are, however, vexing problems. As you indicated, there is a

conflict between the objective of efficiency and economy on the one
hand, which is implied in appropriate officer-enlisted man ratios,
and the requirements of equity, justice and morale. The requirements
of morale are in many ways related to equity and justice.
In addition, we would like to have short-term flexibility in the

civil service area, Mr. Chairman. I am aware that this is an area
of some degree of political sensitivity. I believe that those political
sensitivities are much more apparent up here on Capitol Hill than
they are in the executive branch.
If we are to reduce the number of civil service personnel employed,

once again we must retain promotion opportunities for younger
people. We must be able to select and retain effective civil servants
rather than having RIF's which result in the elimination of the
younger members of the civil service corps, including the most
promising members.
One other point that I might mention, Mr. Chairman, is the

problem of the Reserves. You have alluded to this. We endorse
entirely the observations that you made. We endorse entirely Mr.
Laird's concept of total force. We wish the Reserve forces to be an
effective supplement to and substitute for our active duty forces.
This does create a number of problems. I welcome the interest
of the committee in the particular problem associated with the
Reserve area.
One problem which we hope the Congress will consider carefully

is the availability of the Reserves. If the active duty forces are to
rely upon the Reserve structures, they must be assured that those
Reserve structures will be available in a period of national emer-
gency. I think that one should underscore that a national emergency
need not be of the all-out type that we have historically considered.
If the Reserves are effectively integrated into the active duty forces,
they must also be available whenever there is a less than all-out
requirement for the use of military forces. At the present time
there are severe limitations, legal and political, on the availability
of the Reserve forces. I would comment that question to the atten-
tion of this subcommittee.
The Reserve forces are distressed with the relative unavailability

of modern equipments. They receive their equipmnts through a
hand-me-down process from the active duty forces. The lower the
rate of procurement by the active duty forces, the greater the
aging of what are frequently the obsolescent equipments available
to the Reserve forces.

It is for this reason that in our procurement policies we must be
prepared to lay out sufficient funds so that not only are active duty
forces properly equipped, but the Reserve components are rea-
sonably equipped at the same time.
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As a result of the substantial curtailment of procurement expendi-
tures that has occurred post-Vietnam, the trickle down or hand-me-
down of equipments to the Reserve forces has in a number of re-
spects been slowed down. This is another question that you will be
interested in.
We need to have a proper balance between men and equipment

in the Reserve structures. If one is to characterize the Reserve
structures, they are short on equipment and, relatively speaking, rich
on manpower.
Mr. Chairman, that concludes my initial observations.
Senator NuNN. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.
As I told the members of the committee yesterday afternoon, .I.

am going to try to impose the 10-minute rule so that we will all
have a chance to ask questions, including the chairman. Therefore,
I will ask Frank Sullivan to keep time.

First, on the question of civil service flexibility, has the Depart-
ment of Defense sent anything over to us on that subject yet?
Secretary SCHLESINGER. We have sent it out of the building, Mr.

Chairman. I do not know whether it has been waylaid on the way
to Capitol Hill.
Senator NuNN. That has come as a result of a proposal from

Capitol Hill as to the civil service flexibility?
Secretary SCHLESINGER. Yes, and we would be happy to provide

some drafting service in that area.
Let me make an observation here that may be of critical impor-

tance to elected Members on Capitol Hill. One of the consequences
of the inflexibility in the civil service system at the present time is
that in order to reduce civil service manpower, the Department is
forced to consider base closures or the closures of facilities, because
we cannot reduce manpower in a selective way. As a consequence,
we burn down the entire barn in a particular congressional district,
when, if we had the authority to be more selective, that would be
unnecessary.
I think the inflexibility of the system forces the executive branch

to take actions more drastic than would be required if we had a
degree of selectivity. For that reason, I would urge Members on
the Hill to consider whether the present system does not create
more political difficulties back in the districts than it solves.
Senator NUNN. Mr. Secretary, on that point I think this is cer-

tainly an area we all need to explore in the Congress. I do believe
that that would probably go to another committee, though, prob-
ably the Post Office and Civil Service Committee, but we will follow
it.
On the question of the Reserves and callup of the Reserve forces,

I certainly am interested in seeing that you have the kind of flex-
ibility you need there to make the Reserve forces truly meaningful
in periods short of all-out conventional war. Do you have any kind
of proposals you are working on in that regard? If so, what is the
status of it?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. We have worked on some proposals which
we are prepared to deliver through the executive branch. In addi-
tion, Senator Stennis, the chairman of the full committee, has re-
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quested us to provide drafting service with regard to a limited call-
up. We are in the process of providing such a drafting service for
him.
In other Free World nations, such as Germany and the United

Kingdom, the Minister of Defense has the authority to have a limited
callup without the declaration of a national emergency. To the
extent—and this is a subject in which you have been interested—to
the extent that we have a close integration of, say, the Reserve
forces involved in airlift and the active day forces involved in
airlift, we must be assured that in a less than all-out conflict the
crews are indeed available to increase crew ratios, for the aircraft.
That could be achieved through a limited callup power by the
Secretary of Defense.
Senator NmsTN. I believe there is, in the law recently passed

emerging from the conventional committee, something about the
surge capability of the strategic aircraft. I think one of the require-
ments is that you advise Congress on the limited callup feature. I
am particularly interested in that because I think it is ridiculous if
we have a Reserve force, even if they are ready and even if they
do have the capability, if they are beyond reach for political or
legal reasons. In that case the situation begins to evolve between
the active duty forces, who resist every effort to get the Reserves
proper equipment, and who add on more active duty forces than
perhaps are needed because of reluctance there to admit, or realistic
reluctance to admit, that the Reserves can truly be called. I think
that is the kind of impasse we are at right now, I would hope we
can confront this issue head on and at least get all the cards on the
table and not use this as a reason for increasing manpower at an
alarming rate when we should use the Reserve for that particular
mission.

Secretary SCHLESINGER. This Nation has many troubles, Mr. Chair-
man, but our chief trouble is not an increase in military manpower
at an alarming rate. If there is alarm, I think it is because of the
decrease.

Senator NurtN. Of course, there was a request, Mr. Secretary, for
about 11,000 more this year in the Air Force on that very point, and
that adds up to over $200 million a year. I know you are learning,
but overall on this particular mission that was not the case.
I would like to get your assessment of the overall fighting capa-

bilities of our troops versus the Soviet Union. You have alrady
alluded to the strategic parity that probably will be coming in the
late seventies or early eighties. Could you give us your assessment in
terms of land, sea, and air power as well as the strategic situation?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. Yes, sir. Let me start with the air and sea.
The United States continues to possess a qualitative edge with

regard to air forces as compared to the Soviet Union. In Europe,
although we are numerically inferior, the superiority of U.S. air
power is widely acknowledged. That will be testified to by General
Jones, and I believe has been testified to in the past by General Brown
before he assumed his present responsibilities.
With regard to the sea, we continue to possess an edge over the

Soviet Union in terms of the combat capability of U.S. naval forces
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as opposed to Soviet naval forces. I would like to go into this in
more detail because there is some perplexity on this point. The rea-
son that we are concerned about our naval capabilities is the dispro-
portionate dependence of the Free World on ocean communications.
The ability of the Soviet Union to interdict commerce and military
transport would bring about the severance of the bonds that hold
the Free World together. For that reason, there is a higher degree
of vulnerability of what we call the Free World due to this asymmet-
rical dependence on ocean communications. This, despite the edge
that our naval forces continue to have. I believe that we are con-
cerned in the naval area with whether our edge is sufficiently large
to continue to guarantee the security of the sealanes of communi-
cation.
In regard to the air and the sea, I think that we tend to separate

too sharply airpower and seapower. We have begun to examine
more closely what we call the air-naval maritime balance. Our exam-
ination indicates that in some contingencies the U.S. Navy would
not be forced to operate alone. In regard, for example, to the widely
discussed war at sea, in which there would be no combat on land,
the IT.S. Air Force would be available to supplement U.S. Navy
capabilities. For that reason, we must examine the overall air-naval
balance.
If you recall the events of last October, there was concern about

the security of the U.S. 6th Fleet in the eastern Mediterranean.
There was discussion whether, under first strike conditions, the U.S.
6th Fleet could survive. But that discussion was based upon two
assumptions that I wish to emphasize at the present time. First,
that the Soviet Union under those hypothetical conditions could use
land-based air around the eastern Mediterranean, and second, that
the United States would be forestalled from using land-based air in
the Mediterranean region because of the nonsupport by our allies.
Under those circumstances I think one drove home very clearly
the point of the close interrelationship between air and naval forces,
and we should be very careful not to put these different forces into
separate boxes. There is a close interrelationship, and we want to
encourage a greater achievement of cooperation and force interde-
pendence.
Further, with regard to the land forces, I think it is evident that

the Soviet Union continues to possess a preponderance of power in
this area. The United States does have a total of 16 active divisions,
including Marine divisions. The Soviet Union has 167 divisions. A
Soviet division is not comparable to an American division. It is not
comparable in terms of combat strength. There will be arguments
whether a U.S. division has twice the capability or three times the
capability of a Soviet division. But even using the latter figure,
United States forces would come out to be something on the order
of 45 or 50 Soviet division equivalents.
What we hope to maintain in Western Europe is an adequate con-

ventional balance. But that conventional balance cannot be obtained
by the United States acting alone, or even providing the prepon-
derance of effort. We must have the full support of our European
allies.

•

•
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With that support we can have conventional forces in place that
will maintain a high nuclear threshold and serve to deter whatever
aspirations the Warsaw Pact may have for a forward move.
Senator NuNN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Senator Goldwater, my time has expired.
Senator GOLDWATER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, how many civil servants do you have in the Office

of the Secretary of Defense?
Secretary SCHLESINGER. We have approximately 1,800 at the

present time, Senator. We have just ordered a 15 percent cut. We
had about 2,000 some months ago.
Senator GOLDWATER. What could you live with?
Secretary SCHLESINGER. Once again, I cannot give a definitive an-

swer at this time. We can live with less. But as you will understand,
the expansion of the OSD during an earlier period in times makes
it very hard to contract and maintain effectiveness given the regu-
lations under which we must operate.

Senator GOLDWATER. This particularly applies to the Air Force and
to the Navy. I realize that every person on a naval vessel has a
battle station, and that every soldier is trained for combat, but not
every Air Force man is. I have often wondered why we do not
extend the retirement age for enlisted people. For example, a man
working on the line in the Air Force

' 
or working mainly on a

carrier, we see these men getting out at the age of 46, 48. Why can
we not keep them? I know many of them would like to stay. They
do not look for promotion. They like their job, and they do a good
job. Is there any reason we cannot extend that?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. I think that there is one constraint, Sen-
ator, and that is the desire in the services to have promotion oppor-
tunity for those below. But I think your question goes to the heart
of the very significant issue of the whole retirement system for
the military, which was established under different conditions.
We talked earlier, Mr. Chairman, about manpower versus man-

power costs. The retirement system is part of the total system that
does tend to increase manpower costs relative to manpower. To
extend service tours is one way, I think, of reducing the overall
manpower costs. It reduces them in a number of subsidiary ways,
Senator, in that it reduces our recruitment requirements and thus
permits us to shrink the training base and make other ancillary
savings. I think that is a subject on which we would be prepared
to accept additional legislation.
Senator GOLDWATER. Are we going to receive in the near future—

or are you going to wait until next year—a new approach to re-
tirement from the Pentagon?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. I cannot answer that question at this time.
I think we should provide you with an approach in what I will call
the near future, but whether 6 months would be described as the
near future or not is a question of your judgment. I do not have a
precise date when we can provide that to you.
Senator GOLDWATER. I hope you can do it. My own thinking is in

the direction of Civil Service retirement applied to the military,
now that military pay has reached a more comparable situation.
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How did the Department determine that 2,152,000 was the de-
sired fiscal year 1975 end strength?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. The way that was determined, Senator,
was to work up from specific combat capability and aspirations for
specific capabilities, manning ratios for particular equipments, and
table of organization and equipment with regard to what kinds of
combat capability we should strive to maintain under very severe
budget pressure. The outcome is the 2.15 million figure that you
refer to.
Later, on my own time rather than yours, Senator, I would like

to talk about the question of stability for the services.
Senator GOLDWATER. What is the relationship between the total

DOD military strength and the number of combat units that can be
created within that total strength?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. I can supply that for the record. It differs
by service. It depends upon one's definition of combat capabilities.
[The information follows:]
The strength which the Defense Department requests and the Congress

authorizes is almost entirely dependent upon the number of basic fighting
units of various types which are adequate to meet the potential threats. The
obvious exceptions are the planning and R&D staffs, and such other auxiliary
needs, that represent a level of effort rather than the size of the standing
force. However, for the vast majority of the force, the relationship is a
direct one.
Given the required fighting units, appropriate support and control organiza-

tions adequate to sustain combat are added. The amount varies considerably
by Service. A fighter squadron, for example, possesses none of the organic
means for avionics support, munitions maintenance, and so forth. A ship, on
the other hand, possesses a considerable amount of support on board, as does
an armored di7ision. All receive augmentation, and just where the combat
function stops is frequently difficult to discern. There is also a broad logistic.
personnel and administrative tail which is structured to the size of the force
and which is strictly non-combat, but without which sustained existence of
the force would be impossible.
The subject is complex, and it cannot be stated with certainty that having

asked for 2,152,000 people, the Department cannot do with one less. The main
effort at this point is being directed at increased combat power, using what-
ever savings in support that can be identified. Real manpower savings and
conversions have been effected in headquarters, communications, mission sup-
port and central support forces. The Department will continue to identify
manpower economies in support functions and use them to increase the effec-
tiveness of the force, thereby maitaining the equilibrium sought through the
transition period ahead.

It should be noted that conversions are not a simple matter; they are de-
pendent upon long term procurement plans which become locked in through
the appropriations cycle. Similarly, there is an unavoidable lag in the ability
of the training base to produce trained assets in response to a restructuring
of the force. It is estimated that the personnel posture lags the restructuring
by about 18 months.

Senator GOLDWATER. I know this is not an easy one, but it receives
a lot of attention. How was the size of the support establishment
in each service determined? Are you satisfied that each of the serv-
ices are using similar criteria? Or can they?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. We are satisfied that they are not using
similar criteria and we are attempting to bring about greater sim-
ilarity in the criteria using the most efficient service as the model.
In a number of eases, one of the services will have a very high ratio
of training personnel in their training establishment as compared
to other services. We intend to bring that ratio down. One of the
reasons for this is that we have a certain inflexibility in dealing
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with officer strength. To the extent that we have greater flexibility
in dealing with officer strength we can better deal with some of these
issues.
Let me say in general that the support structure that has been de-

termined by institutional pressures within the services as well as by
concepts of efficiency. What we have attempted to do—and I men-
tioned this briefly to the chairman—is to provide each of the services
with powerful incentives to reduce those support costs. The Army,
as I indicated, is working very hard on the problem. The Air Force
and the Navy have worked on the problem in the past.
Senator GOLDWATER. Last year—I think it was before you assumed

your job—I raised the question that inasmuch as we now have four
Air Forces, and we are the only Nation in the world that has four
Air Forces, can we look at the possibility of training these four Air
Forces in the basic skills of flying under one command I do not
think you have that answer right now. I can tell you that we did
not get a very good answer to the question last time.
Secretary SCHLESINGER. I can give you a divided answer, Senator.

Yes, indeed, we are very interested in that idea, and there has been
some movement in that direction. As you know, the Army now trains
Air Force helicopter pilots. We can move even further in that direc-
tion, I think, and make some savings. However, there are stronger
service institutional pressures against a greater consolidation of
training. In addition, it is a subject that has caused a high degree
of consternation among some of your colleagues on the Hill.

Senator GOLDWATER. I know that, but I would hope that you would
continue to study it. I have long felt that four Air Forces is a little
bit rich even for as rich a country as the United States. I like the
move of putting the helicopter training in the Army. They are doing
a real good job. I hope you get the Navy and the Marines wrapped
up in there also. To have four different ways of teaching fixed wing
piloting in the basic skills to me is a waste of money. Of course,
when they get to the need for landing on a carrier, that is another
thing or close air support, or air-to-air missions, bombing missions,
that is above and beyond. I am talking about what we used to call
basic up through advanced training, and I would hope you would
give that some study.
Those are all the questions I have, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.
Senator Nurrx. Thank you, Senator Goldwater.
Senator Byrd.
Senator BYRD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, first, I would like you to know that I believe our

country is fortunate to have a man of your ability and judgment as
Secretary of Defense. I find myself in close agreement with your
views and your appraisal of our needs for a strong national defense,
and your appraisal of our defense posture.
There is one area where we are not in full agreement however, and

that is one the question of total personnel strength for our Armed
Forces. It seems to me that with the manpower costs taking such
a high percentage of our defense budget, that you really must do
something about reducing the size of our total personnel. I do not
see how the research and development budget can be reduced much
further, nor do I see the possibilities for great reductions in the
procurement budget. So if there is going to be any reduction at all

39-532-75---2
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it will have to come, as I see it, on the personnel side. You have, as
I recall—in round figures-2,150,000 in the military in uniform.

Secretary SCHLESINGER. Yes, sir.
Senator Brim. You also have a million civilian employees. Legisla-

tion already enacted however, reduces your total civilian employees
by approximately 32,000, if I recollect correctly? I think that is
a start in the right direction. But virtually no start has been made
on reducing the overall size of our uniformed military personnel.
Although the Senate felt that the total could be reduced by 49,000,
when the conference committee finally completed its work the figure
declined to about 2,500. But with the bulk of DOD's funds, in fact a,
good majority, going for personnel costs, it seems to me that some-
thing must be done with regard to this problem, although I am
sure that the Defense Department does not take kindly to that
viewpoint.
It is my impression, having been around military people and

military bases in one form or another, and having been in the
service that over the years a rather consistent military view point
has developed. This viewpoint has essentially held that manpower
has been a cheap commodity. It has been in the past, but that
is no longer the case. Just as time has changed circumstances in
areas of the economy. So too have times and conditions changed in
the Defense Department. It seems to me, therefore, that the question
of _personnel is now one area that requires primary attention.

Secretary SCHLESINGER. Senator, there are a number of observa-
tions that you have made with which we agree entirely. Let me
reiterate the distinction drawn earlier between manpower costs and
manpower. While we feel that further reductions in manpower might
be unwise for the U.S. at this stage, there are opportunities for
reduction of manpower costs without a reduction in manpower
We have a number of those proposals on the Hill at the present time.
As I indicated in my opening remarks, we have made a very

vigorous start toward the reduction of military manpower. The
forces have been reduced by 40 percent since fiscal year 1968. They
are 20 percent below the prewar level.
Senator Brim. If I may interrupt there, I do not think that is a

just comparison. We had a half million men or more in Vietnam
at that point.

Secretary SCHLESINGER. That is right.
Senator BYRD. That is not a just comparison.
Secretary SCHLESINGER. 40 percent from the fiscal year 1968 level

and 20 percent below the 1964 level. Prior to the Vietnam War we
maintained 2.7 million men under arms. That level of manpower
was maintained all through the 1950's under General Eisenhower.
Despite the emphasis at that time on American nuclear superiority
and what was then referred to as the "new look," we maintained
almost 2.6 million men under arms. We are substantially lower than
we have been since prior to the Korean War. So there has been a very
substantial downward adjustment of military manpower.
.I would not argue that no further downward adjustments can be
made. But as the committee goes into the relative balance, the force
structure issues, and the force ratios between our own and external
capabilities, I think that some of these issues will be illuminated to
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a greater extent and we can get into discussion of details as to where
manpower adjustments might further be made.
I have had the feeling, Senator, that we are on the thin side with

regard to our general purpose forces, particularly with regard to our
ground forces. The U.S. Army has been driven through a high de-
gree of turbulence which is pernicious in terms of the ability to
maintain combat capability. When we reduce the Army by 50,000
men or 100,000 men, the effect of this is to bring about a variation of
forces all over the world. It results in the service devoting most of
its attention to coping with that reduction in manpower rather than
to maintaining a fine edge in its combat capabilities. That is, I
think, a fairly serious consequence.
Some years ago the Congress decided on a reduction of 50,000

men average strength from the Army. It decided on that halfway
through the fiscal year. As a result, we had to remove 100,000 men
from the Army immediately in order to get that 50,000 man average
strength reduction. A reduction of that sort not only causes this
vast gyration of personnel, and runs up permanent change of station
costs, which are substantial, as you know, but it also prevents the
development of integrated units which have a degree of unity that
gives them combat strength. Those are the kinds of concerns we
have been pondering. What we have attempted to do with our 785,-
000 men level for the U.S. Army is to give them a period of stability
in the baseline so that their attention could be devoted to the kind
of issues that the chairman mentioned earlier, the increase in combat
capability.
At the present time, with 13 divisions in the U.S. Army, I do not

think that our ground forces are over strength, not for a Nation that
wishes to be second to none. I would suggest that they are to some
extent under strength. When one visits military establishments, one
is not at all impressed by the buzz of activity there. One, therefore,
infers that there may be wasted manpower.
The test of a military establishment is not the degree of activity

during peacetime, it is whether those manpower assets are effectively
employed during periods of emergency. Undoubtedly the military
airlift command did not operate in terms of exploiting its manpower
assets at maximum efficiency during last .pummer, but it did do so
during October. When called upon, a military command must be
able to respond immediately with a high degree of readiness. If it is
incapable of doing so, it is then that the Nation is in trouble.
So one must live with apparent superficial wastes of manpower

in peacetime in order to achieve the degree of efficiency in wartime
that will permit the armed forces to carry out their mission.

Senator BYRD. My time has expired, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.
Senator NUNN. Senator Taft.
Senator TAFT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Just following on from that last statement, Mr. Secretary, would

you say, for instance, at the end of World War II the manpower
situation was such that the degree of waste in military manpower
was less than it has been in civilian circumstances since?
Secretary SCHLESINGER. No. I think there was a high degree of

waste in World War II with regard to expenditures on military man-
power. We built up to something on the order of 12 million men.
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Most of the men were milling around in one training establishment
or another. The total strength of the Army reached 89 divisions, I
believe—something on the order of 6 million men. I think World
War II reflected the desire to have everybody participate. If one
has the desire to have everybody participate in military service, one
is bound to draw into the service greater manpower than is actually
required for the particular mission. So in some ways we had a high
training edge to our military establishment then, but it was larger
than it needed to be.

Senator TAFT. I think you stated a few minutes ago that the U.S.
forces of 300,000 in Europe have shrunken during the last decade.
What were they in 1964?
Secretary SCHLESINGER. Let me have slide 23.
[Showing slide.]
During the Berlin period they reached a peak of 460,000, Senator,

if you look behind you at the chart. We did not retain forces in
Europe extensively after World War II. They are not there as an
aftermath of World War II. We went down to about 80,000 men
post-war. Then during the Korean period, when General Bradley
observed that the Korean War was the wrong war in the wrong
place at the wrong time, we built up substantially in Europe, drew
down during the 1950's, and peaked again during the period of the
Berlin crisis. We reduced during the late sixties, and drew down
further in the Vietnam period, and then have come back up to our
319 level. The Soviets have been increasing substantially since 1968.
Senator NuNrr. Without objection, we will put this chart in the

record.
Senator TAFT. I think that would be very helpful.
[The chart follows:]

THOUSANDS
650

600

550

500

450

400

350

300

250

200

150

100

50

SOVIET - US MILITARY PERSONNEL IN EUROPE

SOVIET

44,.
40“*.titiwi I •.0 %

/ 
44...taliril S

/
/ 

••I •
I BERLIN 4...................

II KOREA

I VIETNAM
I
I CZECHOSLOVAKIAI
/

• I•
POSTWAR

DEMOBILIZATION

US

47 48 50 52 54 56 58 60 62 64

END CALENDAR YEAR

66 68 70 72 73



17

Senator TAFT. Mr. Secretary, you mentioned the ability of Re-
serves and that the restrictions on them made it difficult for them to be
effective. Do you have any special comments or feelings with regard
to medical Reserve units in that connection?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. I have no special knowledge of that, Sen-
ator. But I will insert some comments in the record.
[The information follows:]
The readiness of Reserve medical units has, in the past, been adversely

affected by the same kind of problems as many other Reserve units, including
the lack of modern equipment. For example, when the 311th Medical Hospital
(Field), U.S. Army Reserve, of Sharonville, Ohio, was mobilized in 1968, it
had only 17 percent of its equipment, even though it was nearly up to its
authorized personnel strength.
Although these deficiencies were corrected quickly and the 311th was

operating in Vietnam by mid-October 1968, it is clear that we must ensure
that Reserve units, medical and otherwise, upon which we rely in the future
for rapid response in the event of mobilization, are, in fact, ready. We are
working toward this goal, and the correction of equipment shortages is being
emphasized.

Senator TAFT. I would welcome it. I have had some rather un-
favorable experiences during the Vietnam War in that connection
with units being called out that apparently were not in any shape
to be called out from the point of view of their actual readiness,
or even desire to meet the requirements. I certainly think that should
not be allowed to continue in existence if we are going to be look-
ing at availability of Reserve units. I would particularly like to
make sure of availability in those areas.
What is the comparison—you mentioned the 1964 comparison

and the 20 percent reduction—what are the figures with regard to
the civilian employees?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. The civilian employees are approximately
the same as they were in 1964.
Mr. BREHM. We had just over a million in 1964. It is just about

the same level today.
Senator TAFT. To what extent, in your plans for shifting and

creating more combat units are the combat units in the new di-
visions simply transfers from the existing divisions?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. We have created additional combat units
as a result of support reductions. We are transferring men from
activities other than division strength to help build up the new
brigades for the 14 divisions this year. In addition, through further
reductions in headquarters and support and through an affiliate
process—which, by the way, we pope will strengthen the Guard
and Reserve—we hope to go to 16 divisions. That will draw, how-
ever, on the affiliation concept and existing strength in the Guard
and Reserve units.
Senator TAFT. You mentioned the aero-naval balance overall.

How does the B-1 fit into your thinking in this regard? The Soviets
have apparently been using their bombers extensively in connection
with such a type of operation. Are we planning to do the same?
Does the B-1 make that much difference?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. The B-1 would be primarily intended,
at least during the first decade of its life, for its role in the strate-
gic nuclear balance rather than its role in conventional conflict.
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For conventional conflict we would probably make use of the then
surviving B-52 fleet rather than the B-1, which would be reserved
for its role in the STOP. I think your question went to these con-
ventional issues rather than to the broader question of nuclear de-
terrence. For the foresaable future, the B-1's role in conventional
conflict would be relatively limited.
Senator TAFT. Are there any other aircraft in production or in

R. & D. that would be designed or expected to be employed in this
role, other than Navy aircraft?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. In the aero-naval balance? Yes, indeed.
At the present time we are looking at the possibility of putting
the Harpoon on the B-52 aircraft, *hich would provide us with a
long-range capability of going after surface vessels under hostile
conditions. In addition, a very large section of the existing U.S.
Air Force inventory would be quite useful for work reasonably
close to shores. As the range of aircraft is extended, the parts of
the ocean which cannot be reached by land-based air naturally
shrinks.
We have a number of aircraft that could well be useful in that

role. As you know, we have the YF-16 and the YF-17 presently
under development, and we hope to choose one. The F-111, which
is in inventory at the present time, has long legs and consequently
could be used in this role as well.

Senator TAFT. Mr. Secretary, in mentioning the growth of the
Soviet conventional forces, you made no direct reference to the
other fronts the Russians are concerned about, particularly, of
course, the Chinese front. I wonder if you would try to put that
into some kind of relationship.

Secretary SCHLESINGER. Yes, sir. With the growing disharmony
between the Soviet Union and China, the Soviet Union launched
a buildup on the Chinese frontier. That buildup extended from 1965
to 1969 without substantial augmentation of forces in Eastern Europe.
Since 1969 there have been buildups in Eastern Europe and along
the Chinese frontier that have occurred simultaneously. The strength
of those forces along the Chinese border at the present time are on the
order of 43 divisions, as I recall it—approximately 562,000 men.

Senator TAFT. Some of the growth at least, but not all, is what you
are saying, of the conventional Soviet ground forces do relate to that
front?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. Particularly during the 1960's the growth
was related, I think, primarily to the 'altered conditions on the Chinese
border. Since 1969 the growth has been more general.
Senator TAFT. Do you see any change in that which occurs as a result

of the change in relationship between the United States and the
People's Republic?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. I think that what one sees is no longer a
rapid growth in the strength of the forces along the Chinese border,
but a gradual improvement of those forces, a continuing improve-
ment which has gone on through this period of rapprochement between
the United States and China. But is nothing dramatic that has been
demonstrated.

Senator TAFT. Thank you very much. My time has expired.
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Senator NuNN. At this point we would like to get General Brown's
statement. I wanted to have an opportunity for all the Senators—
some of them had to leave—to question Secretary Schlesinger, and
then we will come back to both of you. I know they have several more
questions.
General Brown, I would like to welcome you to the committee. I

would also like to take this opportunity to say that I think the Depart-
ment of Defense is in extremely capable hands with Secretary
Schlesinger and you as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
the other members of the Joint Chiefs. It is particularly gratifying
that we have no disruptions and no ominous sounds from other nations
during our period of domestic turmoil here. I believe to a large degree
this is due to the strong leadership we have in the Department of De-
fense, and I commend both of you for your excellent leadership.

General Brown, whatever statement you have, we would be delighted
to hear at this time.
General BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I shall summarize it.
I welcome the opportunity to appear before you today. It is appro-

priate that my first congressional appearance as Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff be to discuss our military personnel requirements. No
resource is more important to the effectiveness of our military strength
than the men and women in our Armed Forces. Accordingly, no subject
is more important to peace than the adequacy of our military personnel.
The fact that personnel costs have increased and constitute 50.3 per-

cent of the fiscal year 1975 defense budget is well known. This fact is,
however, of continuing concern to all of us. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
do not view any element of our military strength as static, but rather
as evolutionary and requiring constant examination and adjustment.
The increased cost of manpower impacts not only on the numbers and
availability of personnel, but also on the requirement to fund badly
needed modernization of our forces unduly delayed by the war in
Southeast Asia. Until July 1973, Selective Service provided a per-
sonnel base at a cost not directly associated with the value of the serv-
ices provided by the young men of the Nation. However, if we are to
protect our global interests, and be prepared to cope with prospective
chancre, we must shoulder the cost of maintaining and modernizing
our forces.

Military personnel issues can neither be identified nor solved in iso-
lation. They are inexorably tied to the broader issues of strategy 'and
threat. My purpose today, therefore, is to sketch briefly the relative
balance of military force as it exists in the world today, to discuss in
broad outline the manner in which personnel requirements are identi-
fied and to conclude with a few observations with regard to specialized
personnel problems.
The overall strategic balance between the United States and the

Soviet Union remains in a state of dynamic equilibrium. The Soviet
Union has generated a momentum in new strategic offensive pro-
grams which, in the absence of successful negotiations or increased
strategic programs of our own, could upset the balance at some time
in the future. The Secretary of Defense has already discussed with
you this balance in great detail. Suffice it to say, the Soviet Union
now holds a significant numerical advantage in both ICBM's and
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SLBM's measured by launchers, throw weight, or explosive power.
This is offset by our equally significant counterbalance in areas of
critical qualitative importance, for example, CEP, MIRV's, sub-
marine quietness, and ASW. Likewise, we enjoy a numerical ad-
vantage in intercontinental bombers and numbers of strategic war-
heads. Currently, our strategic systems are fully capable of deter-
ring attack upon the United States or its allies. Our advantages are,
however, volatile assets which, over time, may evaporate. Continued
congressional support for strategic development initiatives recom-
mended by the Secretary of Defense, will insure that in the years
to come, should negotiations on further strategic arms limitations
not succeed, the United States will be better prepared to acquire
sufficient strategic power to deter aggression or nuclear blackmail.
Our strategic forces are capital intensive and directly represent

only about 5 percent of the active duty end strength requested in
the fiscal year 1975 budget. The current state of the strategic bal-
ance, however, increases significantly the role of the personnel
intensive general purpose forces in the deterrence of aggression
below the level of strategic nuclear war. We increasingly rely upon
ready, mobile, and versatile general purpose forces to deter con-
ventional attacks upon U.S. vital interests.
Here again, notwithstanding Soviet numerical superiority, I be-

lieve we are fully capable of deterring overt Soviet aggression and
defeating it in the event deterrence fails. The American fighting
man remains better equipped and better trained than his Soviet
counterpart. The Soviet Union maintains an impressive active duty
force strength of about 4 million men backed up by a trained re-
serve of at least another 4 million who have served with the active
forces in the last 5 years.
We do not plan to emulate the U.S.S.R. or the PRO where even

larger forces are maintained. If we are to attempt to compete in
terms of numbers with the Soviet Union, it would require far more
than the entire DOD budget just to maintain equivalent general
purpose force levels. Conscription and a rigidly controlled economy
are burdens borne by the U.S.S.R. which appreciably reduce the
costs of maintaining large general purpose forces. We must, how-
ever, maintain general purpose forces capable of protecting our
interests, lest our adversaries be tempted by a perceived weakness
to abandon reason.
The Soviet Union has undertaken important ongoing programs

to qualitatively improve its large general purpose force. A new
tank, a new armored fighting vehicle, and a new missile system
mounted on an existing armored vehicle, as well as a new assault
helicopter are currently being issued to Soviet ground forces. A
substantial Soviet naval modernization program is underway. The
naval capabilities of the Soviet Union are becoming more formidable
every year. There are numerous indicators that the Soviet Union
has begun to increase its emphasis on improving the ability of its
tactical air force to engage in ground attack missions. The Fencer.-
A; the Mig-23; the SU-20; and the new V/STOL fighter are de-
signed to serve as the fixed-wing complement on the Kuril class
carrier. Collectively they establish a new dimension to Soviet ground
attack capabilities.
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More specifically, we must continue to equip, maintain, and de-
ploy ready, trained, and disciplined military forces immediately
available to respond to any challenge on our important interests.
There is no better indication of our national will and our resolve
to honor our treaty commitments.
Now, I would like to comment on the process for determining

personnel requirements.
The development of overall force structure is achieved by a dia-

logue between the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of De-
fense. The product is submitted for approval ultimately by the
Commander in Chief and the Congress. The cycle begins with the
Joint Chiefs of Staff providing military advice to the Secretary of
Defense concerning military strategy based on the world situation
and national security objectives as they are perceived from presi-
dential statements, National Security Council policy, expressions of
congressional will, and prior decisions by the Secretary of Defense.
This iterative process results in the Secretary of Defense issuing
Defense policy and planning guidance. Force planning then pro-
ceeds in the following manner:

1. The threat is examined and detailed threat estimates de-
veloped.

2. Against the threat, estimates are made of United States and
allied forces needed to successfully defend against and thus deter
an attack by a potential enemy.

3. The present and future forces and capabilities of our allies
are then assessed.
4. U.S. forces and capabilities are also assessed.
5. The combined United States-allied capabilities are then com-

pared with the threat and assessed as to adequacy.
6. United States force planning is adjusted and coordinated with

our allies such that the combined capabilities are adequate to achieve
mutual objectives against the threat at a prudent level of risk.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff, the vrvices, and the Commanders of

Unified and Specified Commands, all participate. This objective
force is developed without specific dollar constraints, but the process
insures that it is reasonably attainable from a fiscal standpoint. The
objective force provides a basis for appraising the risks involved in the
adoption of any lesser force levels.
Applying this information, the Secretary of Defense issues fur-

ther force, fiscal, and support planning, and programing guidance.
Upon receipt of this additional guidance, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
prepares for the Secretary a joint Forces Memorandum, which
contains fiscally constrained force structure and levels, together
with an appraisal of the associated risks. The services then develop
and submit for approval their manpower requirements. Thus, the
strategy, fiscal, and force planning goals, and the contribution of
our allies, weighed against the threat, determine the mix of forces
and the level of forces Congress is asked to provide in order to serve
the Nation's needs.

Special personnel problems deserve some discussion.
The detailed responsibility for acquiring and training our au-

thorized forces resides, of course, in each of the services. I, as chair-
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man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, has no direct responsibility for
the assignment, adequacy, or retention of the men and women of the
services. I do, however, have an abiding interest in the people of the
Armed Forces. The most efficient and most modern weapon is with-
out meaning unless it is manned by proficient professionals willing
to put nation above self. Thus, the personnel problems confronting
the military services today relate not only to adequate numbers but
most importantly, to quality, a factor which cannot be ignored in
a time of complex tasks and highly sophisticated equipment.
The Congress has acted positively to assist our Armed Forces

to achieve an all-volunteer force by raising the level of compensa-
tion, as well as authorizing incentives for enlistment. The services,
in turn, are making progress in improving the quality of life of
the young men and women in service. The success or failure of
our national defense investment depends, in the last analysis, upon
our success in attracting outstanding young men and women who
will seek a full military career and accept the sacrifices of a life
of service to their country.
In conclusion, those who would be our adversaries understand

strength and firm resolve. We all hope to reduce the requirements
for arms for eliminating the causes of war and by negotiating veri-
fiable arms control agreements which do not diminish our security.

Until such time as we are certain that freedom can be main-
tained by other means, in my opinion, our surest guarantee against
war is a ready and responsible military power capable of defend-
ing the United States and its vital interests.
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity you have afforded

me to discuss with this committee our military personnel needs and
to place these needs in a perspective of service to Nation and to
peace.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[General Brown's statement follows:]

STATEMENT BY GENERAL GEONCIE S. BROWN, USAF, CHAIRMAN,
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: I welcome the opportunity
to appear before you today. It is appropriate that my first Congressional ap-
pearance as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff be to discuss with you
certain aspects of our military personnel requirements. No resource is more
important to the effectiveness of our military strength than the men and
women in our armed forces. Accordingly, no subject is more important to
peace than the adequacy of our military personnel.
The fact that personnel costs have increased and constitute 50.3 percent of

the FY 75 Defense budget is too well known to require discussion here. This
fact is, however, of continuing concern to all of us. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
do not view any element of our military strength as static, but rather as
evolutionary and requiring constant examination and adjustment. The increased
cost of manpower impacts not only on the numbers and availability of person-
nel, but also on the requirement to fund badly needed modernization of our
forces unduly delayed by the requirements of the war in Southeast Asia. In
reality, however, this increase represents less of manpower cost growth than
a shifting of the burden. Until July 1973, Selective Service provided a personnel
base at a cost not directly associated with the value of the services provided
by the young men of the Nation. However, if we are to protect our global
interests, avoid the specter of irrationality, and be prepared to cope with
prospective change, we must shoulder the cost of maintaining and modernizing
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fre

our forces. As the Secretary of Defense has said, the difficulty with weighing
the costs of deterrence against the risk of war is measuring the value of
peace and freedom.

Military personnel issues can neither be identified nor solved in isolation.
They are inexorably tied to the broader issues of strategy and threat. My
purpose today, therefore, is to briefly sketch the relative balance of military
force as it exists in the world today, to discuss in broad outline the
manner in which personnel requirements are identified, and to conclude with a
few observations with regard to specialized personnel problems.

THE MILITARY BALANCE

The overall strategic balance between the United States and the Soviet
Union remains in a state of dynamic equilibrium. The Soviet Union has gene-
rated a momentum in new strategic offensive programs which, in the absence
of successful negotiations or increased strategic programs of our own, could
upset the balance at some time in the future. The Secretary of Defense has
already discussed with you this balance in great detail. No useful purpose
would be served by my restating or reemphasizing the points he has made.
Suffice it to say, the Soviet Union now holds a significant numerical advantage
in both ICBMs and SLBMs measured by launchers, throwweight, or explosive
power. This is offset by our equally significant counterbalance in areas of
critical qualitative importance, e.g., CEP, MIRVs, submarine quietness, and
ASW. Only in the area of SLBM range does the USSR enjoy a temporary
qualitative advantage. Likewise, we enjoy a numerical advantage in inter-
continental bombers and numbers of strategic warheads. Currently, our stra-
tegic systems are fully capable of deterring attack upon the United States
or its allies. Our advantages are, however, in light of ongoing USSR programs,
volatile assets which, over time, may evaporate. Continued Congressional
support for strategic development initiatives recommended by the Secretary of
Defense will insure that in the years to come, whether or not negotiations on
further strategic arms limitations succeed soon, succeed In the future, or do
not succeed at all, the United States will possess sufficient strategic power
to deter aggression or nuclear blackmail.
Our strategic forces are capital intensive and directly represent only about

5 percent of the active duty end strength requested in the FY 75 budget.
The current state of the strategic balance, however, increases significantly
the role of the personnel intensive general purpose forces in the deterrence of
aggression below the level of strategic nuclear war. Neither the United States
nor the USSR will be capable in the foreseeable future of executing a disarm-
ing first strike. This equilibrium reduces considerably the ability of our stra-
tegic nuclear forces to deter lesser forms of conflict. We must, therefore,
Increasingly rely upon ready, mobile, and versatile general purpose forces to
deter conventional attacks upon United States vital interests.
Here again, notwithstanding Soviet numerical superiority, I believe we are

fully capable of deterring overt Soviet aggression and defeating it in the
event deterrence fails. The American fighting man remains better equipped
and better trained than his Soviet counterpart. The Soviet Union maintains
an impressive active duty force strength of about four million men backed up
by a trained reserve of at least another four million men who have served
with the active forces in the last five years.
We do not plan to emulate the USSR or the PRC where even larger forces

are maintained. If we were to attempt to compete in terms of numbers with
the Soviet Union, it would require far more than the entire DOD budget
just to maintain equivalent general purpose force levels. Conscription and a
rigidly controlled economy are burdens borne by the USSR which appreciably
reduce the costs of maintaining large general purpose forces. We must, how-
ever. maintain and deploy general purpose forces capable of protecting our
interests, lest our adversaries be tempted by a perceived weakness or by
ambition to abandon reason.
The Soviet Union has undertaken important ongoing programs to qualita-

tively improve its large general purpose force. A new tank, a new armored
fighting vehicle, and a new missile system mounted on an existing armored
vehicle, and a new assault helicopter are currently being issued to Soviet
ground forces. A substantial Soviet naval modernization program is underway
and the naval capabilities of the Soviet Union are becoming more formidable
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every year. There are numerous indicators that the Soviet Union has begun
to increase its emphasis on improving the ability of its tactical air force to
engage in ground attack missions. The FENCER—A, the MIG-23, the SU-20,
and the new V/STOL fighter designed to serve as the fixed-wing complement
on the KURIL-class carrier collectively establish a new dimension to Soviet
ground attack capabilities.
In order to maintain a credible deterrent, we must continue to equip,

maintain, and deploy ready, trained, and disciplined military forces imme-
diately available to respond to any challenge on our important interests. There
is no better indication of our national will and our resolve to honor our
Treaty commitments.

DETERMINING PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

The development of overall force structure is achieved by a dialogue between
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of Defense. The product is sub-
mitted for approval ultimately by the Commander in Chief and the Congress.
The cycle begins with the Joint Chiefs of Staff providing military advice to
the Secretary of Defense concerning military strategy based on the world
situation and national security objectives as they are perceived from Presi-
dential statements, National Security Council policy, expresions of Congres-
sional will, and prior decisions by the Secretary of Defense. This iterative
process results in the Secretary of Defense issuing defense policy and planning
guidance. Force planning then proceeds in the following manner:

1. The threat is examined and detailed threat estimates developed.
2. Against the threat, estimates are made of U.S. and allied forces needed to

successfully defend against and thus deter an attack by a potential enemy
by preventing him from being confident that he could achieve his objectives
at acceptable cost.
3. The present and future forces and capabilities of our allies are then

assessed.
4. U.S. forces and capabilities are also assessed.
5. The combined U.S.-allied capabilities are then compared with the threat

and assessed as to adequacy.
6. U.S. force planning is adjusted and coordinated with our allies such that

the combined capabilities are adequate to achieve mutual objectives against the
threat at a prudent level of risk.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Services, and the Commanders of Unified

and Specified Commands, all participate. This objective force is developed
without specific dollar constraints, but the process insures that it is reasonably
attainable from a fiscal standpoint. The objective force provides a basis for
appraising the risks involved in the adoption of any lesser force levels in that
the objective force is considered those minimum essential to support the na-
tional military strategy with prudent risk.

Applying this information, the Secretary of Defense issues further force,
fiscal, and support planning and programming guidance. Upon receipt of this
additional guidance, the JCS prepares for the Secretary a Joint Forces Memo-
randum, which contains fiscally constrained force structure and levels, to-
gether with a reappraisal of the associated risks. The Services then develop
and submit for approval their manpower requirements. Thus, the strategy, fiscal
and force planning goals, and the contribution of our allies, weighed against
the threat, determine the mix of forces and the level of forces Congress is
asked to provide in order to serve the Nation's needs.

SPECIAL PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

The detailed responsibility for acquiring and training our authorized forces
resides, of course, in each of the Services. I have no direct responsibility for
the assignment, adequacy, and retention of the men and women of the Services.
I do, however, have an abiding interest in the people of the Armed Forces.
The most efficient and most modern weapon is without meaning unless it is
manned by proficient professionals willing to put Nations above self. Thus,
the personnel problems confronting the Military Services today relate not only
to adequate numbers but most importantly. to (mall tv, a factor which cannot
be ignored in a time of complex tasks and highly sophisticated equipment.
The Congress has acted positively to assist our Armed Forces to achieve
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an all-volunteer force by raising the level of compensation, as well as author-
izing incentives for enlistment. The Services, in turn, are making progress in
improving the quality of life of the young men and women in Service. The
success or failure of our national defense investment depends, in the last
analysis, upon our success in attracting outstanding young men and women
who will seek a full military career and accept the sacrifices of a life of
service to their country.

CONCLUSION

Those who would be our adversaries understand strength and firm resolve.
We all hope to reduce the requirements for arms by eliminating the causes
of war and by negotiating verifiable arms control agreements which do not
diminish our security.

Until such time as we are certain that freedom can be maintained by other
means, in my opinion, our surest guarantee against war is a ready and
responsible military power capable of defending the United States and its
vital interests.
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity you have afforded me to

discuss with this Committee our military personnel needs and to place these
needs in a perspective of service to Nation and to peace.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Nurrisr. Thank you very much, General Brown.
On that latter point, I wanted to get with both you and the

Secretary on the quality of the volunteer forces. You said in your
statement that Russians were willing to bear the burden of con-
scription, which appreciably lowers their defense costs and allows
them to have more manpower. By implication, I assume you are
saying we are not willing to bear the burden of conscription in
this country in order to reduce the cost and increase our military
capability, is that right?

General BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I did not mean to imply any-
thing. I just stated my thoughts. The administration, as you know,
commissioned the Gates Commission to look at this matter. They
made a recommendation, which was accepted by the Chief Execu-
tive and the Congress. And, I certainly support it.

Senator NurrN. Would the return to the draft strengthen our
military capability and lessen our defense costs? I am not asking
you whether you are advocating returning—I am not putting you
in that position—I am just saying that hypothetically, if that policy
were adopted by the administration and/or Congress, would it be
capable of reducing our defense costs and increasing our military
capability?
General BROWN. I will defer to the Secretary, Mr. Chairman.
Secretary SCHLESINGER. One would have to have a change in ex-

isting legislation in order to bring that about, Mr. Chairman. At
the present time, the pay of the military is tied to the pay of the
civil servants, and the pay of the civil servant is tied to prevailing
wages in the civilian sector. As a result, unless there were a change
in existing legislation, whether or not one had the draft, pay in-
creases for the military would continue. One would, therefore, have
to have major legislative surgery. If such legislative surgery did
take place, then one could reduce the personnel costs of the military
establishment.
You mentioned earlier, Mr. Chairman, that the all-volunteer force

was one of the driving factors in increasing pay. I think we must
recognize that even prior to the movement toward the all-volunteer
force, major increases in pay for the lower ranking military were
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underway in order to remove the inequity that had existed for these
people since the early 1950's. We have eliminated those inequities.
Therefore, we could not reduce the costs.

Senator NUNN. I understand that the so-called Rivers amendment,
passed before the volunteer force, is a driving factor in the military
pay increase. The question I have is one of particular concern to the
young people at some point, although I do not think they are aware
of it. We have heard so much about the volunteer force. What would
happen if we had to go back to the Vietnam levels of manpower right
now?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. I do not believe we could obtain a suffi-
cient force at acceptable budget levels, and we would have to return
to the draft.
Senator NUNN. We would have to return to the draft to get back

to that figure?
Secretary SCHLESINGER. Yes, sir.
Senator NUNN. I have heard the figures of a $30 or $40 billion

increase in the budget to get back to that manpower level based on
the current pay level. Is that somewhere in the ball park?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. I do not think it would be, based on the
current pay level. We are able to raise about 2.2 million men, per-
haps a little bit more, through the volunteer system at the present
time. To obtain another 1.3 million men would probably not be
attainable through the volunteer system.
Senator NUNN. So what we have is a peacetime volunteer force

and not wartime volunteer force, is that not about right?
Secretary SCHLESINGER. That is correct. We have a force we hope

will maintain the peace so we will not have to have recourse to
the draft.

Senator NUNN. But if we did have any kind of war like the Viet-
nam war, your business judgment is we would have to return to
the draft?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. I think that that is a likely possibility.
Senator NUNN. Is the Defense Department capable of going back

to the draft on a short time basis? Do you have alternatives that
would perhaps bring this about, and could it be implemented under
wartime pressures?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. We have pressed very hard to maintain
the Selective Service System. We have continued to press for the
$45 million in authorizations for that system, so that we have a
standby capability if the need should arise.
Senator NUNN. Mr. Secretary, do you visualize down the road

that we may get into such budgetary constraint that we would,
even in peacetime, have to go back to the draft? You are part of
the policymakina. I do not think it would be fair to ask General
that we may get into such budget ary constraint that we would,
Brown that question, but I am certain President Ford will be listening
to you very carefully on that subject. Are you examining that pos-
sibility, or do you think there is any call to examine it?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. I do not think that that is a likely pos-
sibility for the immediate future. I think it relates to the issues
Senator Byrd was raising. If budget constraints become such that
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we are unable to equip our forces properly, and the only alterna-
tive we have is to underpay the men in the armed forces through
conscription, we would have to consider that. But I hope that we
do not have to come to that consideration.
Senator NurTN. There are no plans going on for that at the pres-

ent time, no alternative planning going on in that regard in the
Department of Defense?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. There are none, save in regard to the
maintenance of the Selective Service System.
Senator Numsr. As an aid to this subcommittee, at some point I

think I would request that there be some kind of alternative plan
for the guidance of Congress, just to see what the alternative is. I
am not certain this Nation, as a whole, is nearly as committed to
the volunteer force as the policymakers have accepted, particularly
outside the Vietnam area.

Secretary SCHLESINGER. I think they are legitimate questions. We
recognize that there are advantages in the national service force
as opposed to a volunteer force. I think the point that should be
made is that because of the national disenchantment with Vietnam,
the draft had pretty well outlived its short-term usefulness, and
that it was creating more problems in that period.
Senator NuNN. Short-term usefulness?
Secretary SCHLESINGER. Short-term usefulness.
Senator NuNN. That does not necessarily mean that it is the

policy for us in the 1970's and 1980's.
Secretary SCHLESINGER. I think that is right. What I did try to

emphasize is for the foreseeable future, I do not believe we would
find sufficient support on the Hill even if we should desire to go
back to a system of conscription.
Senator NurrN. I hope you would not have your policy dictated

by the lack of support you judge at this time, because I do not
think there is as much lack as you might think.

Secretary SCHLESINGER. I think that your admonishment is well
taken. We are going to prepare for you the kind of sketch of alter-
native systems for this subcommittee so that you have that avail-
able to you.
Senator Ntrific. I think that would be very helpful, because we

have moved into another era now. We are, as the President said
last night, plagued with economic problems. I think there are a
lot of other questions too that we do not need to get into today.
Let me move to another subject, the NATO structure. As you

know, I have been very involved and interested in, and have talked
to you and Secretary Brehm quite extensively on. Of the three major

iamendments passed this year n the military authorization bill, per-
haps the most significant, or at least one of the most, was the required
conversions of combat force troops to combat troops permissive con-
version, but required reduction of support troops. lioo you have any
plans now for tackling that subject, and if so, could you share them
with us this morning?
Secretary SCHLESINGER. We have plans, in the sense that we and

the Army are working industriously on the problem, but I do not
think we can give you a definitive answer today. It is our intention
to comply with the numerical requirements of that legislation. We
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entirely endorse the spirit of that legislation. We believe we can
obtain a better posture, and indeed a greater ratio of combat to
total force personnel through the kinds of changes that we suggest.
I think Mr. Brehm may be able to shed some additional light on it.

Senator NUNN. I would like to hear him on that subject. The ques-
tion of restructuring is what I am interested in, not just the question
of 18,000 troops, but taking a fresh look at our European defense
structure in the modern age we are in right now. That is the main
concern.
Mr. Brehm, do you want to add something to that?
Mr. BREHM. Just briefly, Mr. Chairman. As I think you know,

we have done a fair amount of homework in two areas. One has
to do with an examination of our headquarters activities in Europe
as well as other places. We have also examined the ground forces
themselves with respect to the relationship between the combat and
the support elements. That homework, I believe, will be extremely
useful to us in complying with the new legislation.
Senator NUNN. In this study are you going to be looking at the

short war-long war kind of debate that has gone on for some time
in relationship to our troop posture?
Mr. BREHM. Yes, indeed, that is a definite part of the consid-

eration.
Senator NUNN. You will also, I hope be looking at the possibility

of expanding the indigenous kind of logistic support in NATO
rather than having so much support coming from our Armed Forces.
Mr. BREHM. Yes.
Secretary SCHLESINGER. We are looking at that most energetically,

Mr. Chairman.
Senator NUNN. Who is going to be responsible for this particular

endeavor? Are you going to take that on?
Secretary SCHLESINGER. Mr. Brehm will be responsible for the

Office of the Secretary of Defense. He will be, of course, working
closely with the services, and particularly the Army.
Senator NUNN. General Brown, are you familiar with this, and

do you have any comment on it from the perspective of the Joint
Chiefs?
General BROWN. I am familiar with these issues. The Joint Chiefs

are all well aware. The Secretary has discussed the issue with us.
Of course, we are all aware of the amendments you offered and the
action on the Hill. It is healthy from time to time to take a fresh
look at our deployment and force structure, including our logistic
support base. The Chiefs welcome this examination and look for-
ward to participating in it.
Senator NuNN. I know the Air Force has undertaken—General

Jones briefed me on this back in February—to have much more of
a coordinated allied effort over the entire central front. Certainly,
I would hope the other services would follow that lead. I am not
sure you have reached a perfect solution at this point, but you
have made giant strides in that regard, I believe.
General BROWN. Principally General Jones achieved an awareness

of a need for far greater flexibility in the deployment of forces in
Europe. This indicated that the structure should be changed, as
well as organization, communications, command and control, and
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the whole thing. That action was a major milestone. Now we can
go forward working with our allies to implement fully the specifics.

Senator NUNN. The other amendment, Mr. Secretary—I will ad-
dress this to you, as I am sure you have already done work on it—
is the tactical nuclear weapon situation in NATO. This amendment,
of course, requires an intensive study and review of that posture
throughout NATO, particularly the U.S. role. Would you care to
comment on that?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. Yes. We have such an intensive study
underway. As the amendment underscores, the tactical nuclear
posture of the United States in Europe has been in place for 20
years. There have been major adjustments with regard to strategy,
force balance, and in addition, communications, particularly trans-
port. For this reason, we believe that we can make a major adjust-
ment of some of our overseas deployments. I would not for the
moment concentrate on NATO alone. I am talking about all of our
overseas deployments. We will be dealing with the Armed Services
Committee at large in a closed session on this issue.
Senator NUNN. Has there been any consultation with the allies

at this point?
Secretary SCHLESINGER. No, sir. As you are well aware, a major

element in the problem is the diplomatic element. There is a very
high degree of sensitivity among our allies to downward adjust-
ment in the U.S. tactical nuclear presence in Europe.
Senator NUNN. This all relates to the MBFR talks that are now

going on and I do not want to get into that. Would you give us the
status of it without getting into the more sensitive areas? I mean
the meetings, when they are going to take place, and whether we are
going to be able to make positive moves in the direction of the
MBFR results.

Secretary SCHLESINGER. The talks are presently in recess. I think
that I would characterize the tone of those talks as excellent until
last spring, when some mild chill, if I may use that expression,
began to characterize those talks. By and large, the Soviet Union has
been inclined to wait, or inclined to be intransigent, depending upon
one's view of the Soviet Uhion. We do not know what the Soviets
are prepared to do. If the constructive tone of those talks that
existed earlier does return, we could have an agreement in the next
9 months or a year for a significant reduction of the U.S. and Soviet
forces.

Senator NUNN. Do you think perhaps our own domestic turmoir
is contributing to their cooling off, or do you see more hope at the
present time?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. One can only speculate on what the Soviet
motives were during this period. It is at least plausible that because
of the domestic uncertainties in the United States, the Soviets de-
cided that a policy of general waiting might be their most advan-
tageous strategy. One cannot be certain of that. Only time will tell,
because these things appear only as a result of diplomatic contacts,
The MBFR talks will reconvene in the middle of September.
Senator NUNN. One other question on NATO, and then I would

like to go on to soin, other subjects. Congress also has expressed its
interest'' on the question of the commonality of weapons systems.

39-532-75-3
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I believe we have a mandated study on commonality in the authori-
zation bill. What is the potential for arriving at a better coordinated
effort in the area of commonality of weapons between the allies?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. This is an area on which we have placed
tremendous stress. General Goodpaster believes, with commonality,
he could increase the combat effectiveness of the existing forces by
about 30 percent. That is a very substantial increase. But nations
are jealous of their own prerogatives. Logistics are assigned as
national responsibilities. Nations do tend to yield to domestic in-
dustrial pressures in the small, when in the large they would bene-
fit from commonality.
Senator NUNN. Is that not particularly applicable to our own

country as far as the overall benefit if we went to commonality?
Secretary SCHLESINGER. No, I think it is least applicable to the

United States, because we maintain the largest military establish-
ment. Your real problem, I think, comes when you have military
establishments of 50 and 80,000 men that are forced to maintain their
own logistics capabilities. Under those circumstances, one has none
of the benefits of scale. The United States enjoys most of the bene-
fits of scale by itself.
Senator NuNN. What I was making reference to, though, is that in-

creased commonality from a national security point of view would
be advantageous to this nation, would it not?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. Yes, indeed, but we must recognize that
we face very strong institutional pressures within the Alliance.
The question of adjusting the support base in the United States
is relatively easy compared to the difficulty of bringing about the
commonality among the various national logistics systems in Europe.
That does not mean that we should desist in our efforts, but we,
should recognize that the institutional pressures are very, very com-
pressive.
Senator NUNN. I understand now there are four NATO nations

who are in the process of looking for a new lightweight fighter
' 

and
that consideration is on their minds. Is the Defense Department now
working with them? I know we have not selected our own light-
weight fighter. What are the constraints there?
Secretary SCHLESINGER. I would describe our reaction as energetic.

Others might describe it 'is eager.
Senator Nimrisr. I talked to several of their representatives when

they were here and found them to be really, in my opinion, eager to
try and work something out. However, the time differential between
the decision making in DOD, and when they have to make their
decision is such that 

Secretary SCHLESINGER. I am quite hopeful that in the area of the
new fighter aircraft we will be able to achieve the kind of common-
ality to which you refer.
The biggest problem we have, I think, is that for the Alliance as

a whole, we probably have excess capacity maldistributed among the
various members of the Alliance, and cutting down that excess
capacity is painful to each of the members.
Senator NuisTic. Shifting to another area, what about the U.S.

forces on Taiwan? Are they now being reduced?
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Secretary SCHLESINGER. They are being reduced.
Senator NumsT. To what extent?
Secretary SCHLESINGER. We will insert some numbers into the

record.. The .1-eduction has been on the order of 50 percent because
of recent developments.
[The information follows:]
As of 31 July 1974, there were approximately 5,160 U.S. military personnel

on Taiwan as compared to 8,785 on 30 June 1973. This is a 41% reduction
during that period. Since 30 June 1972, when there were 9,440 U.S. military
on Taiwan, the reduction has been over 45%.

Senator NUNN. How about the question of Korea and the forces
in Korea? Do you see any possibility of bringing some of those
forces home during fiscal year 1975?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. I would not anticipate such a development
in fiscal year 1975. I think it is a subject that bears continued scru-
tiny. As you know, we have reduced those forces from 60,000 men.
to 40,090 men at the present time. We are examining some adjust-
ments in the composition of those forces. But the withdrawal of
forces in that critical area of the world would have political effects
which must be examined very carefully.
Senator NUNN. On the question of the recent changes in Cyprus

and the Greek-Turkish relationships, how do you see that affecting
our .NATO posture at this point in time?

Secretary. SCHLESINGER. At this point there has been some diversion
of forces from their NATO commitments—basically a small diver-
sion. We are hopeful that as a result of the changes in attitude out
there, the harmony of NATO at the end of the process will be
at least as great as it was at the start.
Senator NUNN. Is this going to affect the homeporting of our

vessels in Greece? Do you think we will have more positive develop-
ments there? Have you seen any changes in that negotiation?
Secretary SCHLESINGER. I have urged Admiral Holloway to review

the entire homeporting issue with regard to the benefits that the
U.S. Navy gets in terms of forward deployment as opposed to its •
impact on readiness. He will be reviewing that issue. I think it is
fair to say that the altered tenor of the Greek Government results
in less of a political constraint on our homeporting in that area.
We must carefully examine whether the technical advantages of
going ahead with phase '2 are still significant enough to implement
that phase.

Senator NUNN. Mr. Secretary, I would like to close with your
comments on our Reserve and Guard forces at the present and what
you see in the future. I know you have a study underway now.
What is the status of that study, and when do you think it will be
available? Can you tell us anything about it at the present time?

Secretary SCHLESINGER. The study will be finished in December.
Senator NUNN. December?
Secretary SCHLESINGER. December.
Mr. Brehm, can you tell us about that?
Senator NuNx. Has the date slipped? I thought it was going to

come in September or October.
Mr. BREHM. We were shooting originally, Mr. Chairman, for

around August or September. The large study group of some 60
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people that we had convened has been extensively reduced, and we
now have a small team going over the findings of the original study
group. Having examined that process in detail we feel that it will
take another 2 or 3 months to act on it. We hope to have changes
that might be appropriately reflected in the fiscal year 1976 budget.
We are trying to tie to that milestone.
Senator NUNN. Are you considering hypothetically the point the

Secretary and I talked about a few minutes ago about the possible
callup short of a national emergency?
Mr. BREHM. Yes sir.
Senator NUNN. Are you assuming that as a possibility in your

study?
Mr. BREHM. We are assuming that flexibility, at least we are

assuming that that is a variable in the study.
Senator NUNN. I hope so, because I have found that that is

one of the real problems the active forces have.
Mr. BREHM. Yes I agree with that.
Senator NUNN. 130 you have any other comments on the Reserves at

this time?
Secretary SCHLESINGER. I think I would amplify my earlier com-

ment, that we hope and expect the reserves to be an effective sub-
stitute and supplement ot the active duty forces. The reserves are
variable in quality. There are a large number of high quality units
in the reserves. There are, however, other units that for one reason
or another have not been appropriately trained, they are not com-
bat ready: We are working on those units.

Increasingly, I think that we will have more effective combat
capability built into those units. This is a source of distress, I think,
to at least a minority of those in some of these units. Some months
ago the Army brought a reserve unit down to Fort Bliss

' 
for exam-

ple, and the members of the unit had expected the usual easy time,
which meant that they would gather together for some discussions
and then go over to Juarez in the evening. The Army took them
out into the desert and worked them for 2 weeks. There has been
substantial improvement, I think, both in the combat effectiveness
of that unit and in its orientation. Increasingly we hope to do that
with our reserve units, so that they recognize themselves to be a
part of the total force concept. And when called upon to serve in
this manner, I think they will have higher morale and probably a
better selection of recruits for the reserve units. So I am very hopeful
in that regard.

• As you know, the quality of the Air National Guard and reserve
has always been high. We had some problems in the last year be-
cause the air defense mission has grown increasingly less relevant to
the strategic position in which the United States finds itself today.
But those are high quality units, and what we are attempting to do
is divert their energies to missions that are more relevant to current
needs.
Senator NUNN. General Brown, would you like to comment on

that, particularly the question of readiness of the reserve and Guard
units we have now, and anything you would like to add for the
record on this point? We would like a rundown for the record on
how you rate the reserve and Guard units now.
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General BROWN. I would just like to add to what the Secretary
said. I visited an exercise in Louisiana last week, a BRAVE
SHIELD exercise conducted under the Commander in Chief of the
Readiness Command. It was the first time in a great number of years
that a major unit in the reserve components had participated as an
entity. The unit playing the defensive role in that maneuver was
the National Guard brigade of the State of Louisana. The Army
now has what it calls "affiliated" units. It had been affiliated with
the 101st Airborne, had worked with them in their training, and
had loaned them equipment for some of this where they were short.
They took to the field and stayed there for a period of several days.
I must say the enthusiasm was infectious. They did a fine job.
Of course, they found many weaknesses, as any unit does going

into the field. They had not exercised or trained other than in very
_small units up until this point. And then they got to work as a
team. The air units, of course, as the Secretary indicated, have been
very effective throughout the years. The affiliation principle between
regular and reserve units has been working with the Air Guard and
reserve for a number of years. It has recently been implemented
within the Army. This is the first evidence' I have seen of it, and I
must say if it is a typical example, it is very effective.
Senator NuNN. Thank you, General Brown.
Could you add for the record, a chart showing the readiness

ratings that you have now, the most recent one, on the Guard and
the reserve in all the services?

General BROWN. I would be most pleased to.
[The information follows:]

READINESS STATUS OF RESERVE AND NATIONAL GUARD FORCES

The following data and charts depict the readiness of various units of the
organized reserve and national guard. The material is organized in a narra-
tive summary for each Service followed by a chart depicting the readiness
categories of significant units.
Non-unit reserve manpower is addressed on a separate narrative and the

Service figures are compiled on a single chart.

U.S. ARMY RESERVE AND NATIONAL GUARD

There are 33 major combat units in the Reserve Components of the Army.
They include: 8 Army National Guard combat divisions, 21 separate combat
brigades (18 Army Natioanl Guard and 3 Army Reserve) and four National
Guard Armored Cavalry Regiments. There is a Service imposed limitation for
most Army National Guard and Reserve units. This is an authorized level of
organization designated as ALO-3 based on equipment corresponding to 80 per-
cent of full manning.
58 percent of the units (deleted) reported attaining a rating equal to their

ALO (c-3) which could be attained under authorization.
42 percent of the units are C-4.
Although most major combat units of the Reserve Components reported C-3

(marginally ready), this rating is based on full wartime requirements. Most
RC units are capable of attaining a combat ready status after mobilization in
time to meet mobilization requirements.

U.S. AIR FORCE RESERVE AND NATIONAL GUARD

The readiness posture of the Air Reserve Foree (ARF). the Air Force
Reserve (USAFR) and the Air National Guard (ANG). has been affected by
the large number of conversions and the resulting equipment modernization
within the last three years. [Deleted.]
The ANG reflects 87 pecent of the flying units combat ready and 45 percent

of the support units combat ready. Principal limiting factors for the flying
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units being not combat ready are equipment on hand (6%), equipment readi-
ness (5%), and personnel training (2%). Limiting factors for the support
units being not combat ready are equipment on hand (22%), personnel train-
ing (18%), equipment readiness (10%), and personnel assigned (5%).
The USAFR reflects 89 percent of the flying units combat ready. The

principal limiting factors for those being not combat ready are: personnel
assigned (6%), personnel trained (3%) and equipment readiness (2%).

U.S. NAVY RESERVE

There are 68 ships in the Naval Reserve Surface Force. The composition
of this force is as follows:

9 Coastal Minesweepers
22 Ocean Minesweepers
37 Destroyers

On 19 August 1974 only 2 ships reported C-1 (Fully Ready) overall. Of the units
not ready 73 percent reported degraded [deleted].
The Naval Air Reserve Force consisted of 46 squadrons. On 19 August 1974

only one squadron reported C-1 (Fully Ready) overall. Of the units not ready 50
percent reported degraded training readiness as the primary reason for not
being C-1 while 26 percent reported degraded supply readiness, 12 percent
reported personnel and 12 percent reported equipment on hand as the primary
reason.
With the exception of the NRF ships in overhaul (seven) and those ships

scheduled for decommissioning in FY 75 (two), all units of the NRF may
be expected to meet mobilization objectives established by the Navy.

U.S. MARINE CORPS RESERVE

The 4th Marine Division (Rein) is capable of providing a full division with
supporting Force Troops within prescribed mobilization time requirements.
There are no serious logistics deficiencies in the Ground Organized Reserve.
The 4th Marine Aircraft Wing is capable of providing two fixed wing and

one rotary wing aircraft groups. The number of ready groups is limited by
aircraft on hand. New aircraft procurement, which would be accelerated after
full mobilization, will alleviate this problem. Aviation logistic posture is
degraded mainly in the area of Pre-Positioned War Reserve Stocks (PWRS).
The primary problem area of personnel shortfall evidenced in the charts

would on full mobilization be filled from the Individual Ready Reserve man-
power pool. Supplies and equipment readiness for ground and air units reflect
only that used for training. The remaining supplies and equipment required
for full mobilization of the ground reserve are held in PWRS.
Of the Marine Reserve ground units reporting C-4, not combat ready,

(47 percent) personnel was listed as the reason. In the aviation units [deleted]
percent report C-4. Personnel is listed as the constraint for [deleted] percent,
equipment for [deleted] percent and training for [deleted] percent.

NON-UNIT MANPOWER POOL
U.S. Army Reserve
The trend for non-unit manpower pool strength is downward. Current pro-

jections fo the Individual Wady Reserve (IRR) and Standby Reserve strength
levels are sufficient to meet contingency requirements through FY 75. There-
after the strength levels decline. Regarding maintenance of Military Operations
Specialty (MOS) proficiency for non-unit personnel, there is no formal program
which requires non-unit personnel to maintain MOS proficiency. A limited
number of IRR personnel (based on fiscal constraints) receive refresher train-
ing annually. This has totaled approximately 40,000 individuals annually for
the past three years.

U.S. Air Force Reserve
The USAFR has a highly trained resource in the Ready Reserve non-unit

manpower pool which is made up of the Selected Reserve individuals assigned
to a Regular Air Force malt to support the period immediately following a
declaration of war or national emergency. In addition, the Ready Reserve
includes a resource in the non-unit manpower pool designated as Reinforce-
ment Designees which provides the Air Force with an added manning capa-
bility to meet contingency requirements within 60-90 days. Reinforcement
Designees are partially qualified individuals who are required to maintain
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their proficiency through correspondence courses, attendance at scheduled
meetings, seminars, etc.
It appears that non-unit manpower pool strength level will remain relatively

stable during the FYDP.

U.S. Navy Reserve
Recruitment and retention projections for the Naval Reserve, Individual

Ready Reserve and Standby Reserve, indicate a downward trend in man-
power strengths beyond [deleted]. However, the projected strengths will be
sufficient to meet contingency requirements through FY 76. The Naval Reserve
has no formal program for maintenance of military skills for non-unit per-
sonnel. Approximately 2900 Naval Reservists in a non-drill pay status are
provided refresher training annually.

U.S. Marine Corps Reserve
The personnel in the Individual Ready Reserve and Standby Reserve would

be used to fill organized reserve units to full strength upon full mobilization.
There is no formal program for maintenance of military skills for non-unit
personnel. The state of training of these categories of reserves varies due to
the varying levels of individual participation in reserve programs and the
length of time since the last active duty performed.

RESERVE NON-UNIT MANPOWER

Individual ready
reserve Stand-by reserve Total

U.S. Army Reserve:
Officer 
Enlisted 

68,500
472, 000

43,300
301, 000

111, 800
773, 000

Total 540, 500 344, 300 1434, 800

U.S. Air Force Reserve:
Officer. 30, 197 33,433 63,630
Enlisted 139,675 12,250 151,925

Total 169,872 45,683 215,555

U.S. Navy Reserve:
Officer 24,845 24,552 49,397
Enlisted  137,980 24,127 162,107

Total 162,825 48,679 211,504

U.S. Marine Corps Reserve:
Officer 6, 179 3, 507 9,686
Enlisted  69, 508 55, 555 125, 063

Total 75, 687 59, 062 134, 749

Senator NuNN. Do either of you have any other comments?
Secretary SCHLESINGER. Yes, sir; Mr. Chairman.
Could I have Chart M-12?

MILITARY STRENGTH CHANGES BY MANPOWER CATEGORY

[End strengths in thousands!

Fiscal year 1973
actual

Fiscal year 1975
authorized Change

Strategic forces 124 115 —9
Genera! purpose forces 909 927 +18

Subtotal 1,033 1, 042 +9
Auxiliary forces, support forces, and individuals 1,219 1, 107 —112

Total 2,252 2, 149 —103

I just wanted to indicate that there has been some progress made
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with regard to the combat ratio issue. As you will notice from the
chart, in the last 2 years there has been an overall reduction of
103,000 men in terms of military manpower as compared to our
1975 authorized level. Despite that decrease of 103,000, there is a
small increase in the number of people in the combat forces, and a
notable increase in the contribution to the general purpose forces.
We are moving in that direction.
Senator NuNN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Secretary SCHLESINGER. I might add that we live in a period of

renewed goodwill, Mr. Chairman. This is the inaugural meeting of
this committee. We hope that we will have a long and prosperous
relationship with this committee, whether it will be a marriage or
not.
Senator NuNN. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. We appre-

ciate it and appreciate your cooperation and your being here. I, for
one, am delighted that by all indications you will be continuing in
your vital role supplying leadership in the Department of Defense.
I look forward to receiving the reports that you have on the NATO
amendment particularly.
And General Brown, we look forward to working with you and all

the members of the Joint Chiefs.
Thank you.
The hearing is recessed.
[Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the subcommittee was recessed, to

reconvene at 2:30 p.m., of the same day.]



MILITARY MANPOWER ISSUES OF THE PAST AND
FUTURE

TUESDAY, AUGUST 13, 1974

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL OF THE

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES
'-W ashington,D D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess at 2 :45 p.m., in room
212, Richard B. Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Sam Nunn
(chairman).
Present: Senators Nunn (presiding) and Byrd, Jr., of Virginia.
Also present: John T. Ticer, chief clerk; Charles J. Conneely,

John A. Goldsmith, Robert Q. Old, Francis J. Sullivan, professional
staff members; Roberta A. Ujackovich, research assistant; Nancy J.
Bearg, research associate, and Mary G. Ketner, clerical assistant
Senator NUNN. Secretary Callaway, we are very pleased to have

you here this afternoon to discuss the overall manpower and per-
sonnel picture of the Army. Secretary Schlesinger and General
Brown gave us a very good overview of this issue, from a Depart-
ment of Defense standpoint, this morning. We would like to delve
into the specifics of these issues, from the Army point of view, this
afternoon.
We are also happy to have General Weyand with us this after-

noon and I know you will be able to give us the military side of
this important issue. I am glad that both of you were able to
arrange your schedules. I know it is very difficult to shake loose
on short notice. I share the feelings of others that General Abrams
is a great soldier, and I am glad the Army has other men like your-
self who are ably carrying on while he recuperates. My best wishes to
Gen. Abrams for a speedy recovery. I am sure I speak for the whole
committee on that.
I hope to get into the question of the Army's force structure and

readiness, as well as questions of quantity and quality of the All
Volunteer Force. I know the Army is very actively pursuing im-
provements in its force problem. I trust we can cover the issues
of civilian personnel and, in particular

' 
the Army National Guard

and Reserve posture as well. On the Volunteer Force, I repeat, Mr.
Secretary, as I have told you both privately and publicly, I think
the Army is doing a good job of implementing the policy laid down
by Congress and the administration. I am not at all sure that the
policy is correct, but any kind of criticisms I have of the Volunteer
Force are not to be taken personally by the Army, because you are
not supposed to come up with policy, you are supposed to imple-

(37)
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ment it. I commend you for the enthusiasm you have displayed in
implementing that policy.
I again want to express my pleasure that you and General

Weyand could come today. You may proceed in any way you want
to. I suggest you go ahead with any statement you have, and then
we can get into questions after that.

STATEMENT OF HON. HOWARD H. CALLAWAY, SECRETARY OF
THE ARMY, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, ACCOMPANIED BY
GEN FRED C. WEYAND, 'U.S. ARMY VICE CHIEF OF STAFF

Secretary CALLAWAY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am delighted to
be able to participate in this initial series of hearings held by the
Manpower and Personnel Subcommittee. And I say that purpose-
fully, not just as an amenity normal for such occasions. The Army
really is pleased that the Senate Armed Services Committee has
seen fit to form a subcommittee specifically oriented on issues re-
lated to personnel matters. For the Army is people. When the Army
is not actually fighting, the management of human resources is our
single most important function. As General Abrams stated in testi-
mony before your full committee earlier this year, "Unless we run
our people programs well, the Army itself will not be well."
In an era where manpower costs are a major portion of the

Defense budget, your responsibilities are both great and vital. In the
1960's the watchword in the Pentagon was "cost effectiveness"—in
this decade we have come to think more in terms of "people effective-
ness." To get the most out of every dollar it is essential that we get
the most out of every person. The very, creation of this subcommit-
tee is itself strong evidence that Congress, too, perceives that critical
change. So far as the Army is concerned, no work is more important
than yours—and we are looking forward to working with you in the
months and years ahead.
My prepared remarks will briefly and broadly meet the objec-

tives you prescribed for today's hearings. Afterwards, General
Weyand and I will sincerely welcome the opportunity of elaborating
on any points you might wish to pursue in more depth.
Let me begin with a bit of background. Essentially, our current

policies—as well as most of our problems—spring from the situation
in which we found ourselves in the immediate aftermath of the
Vietnam War. Historically, after all our wars, our country has let
the Army decay—or worse. There were many signs around indicat-
ing that this phenomenon was on the verge of happening again. A
number of articles and books proclaimed the defeat and predicted
the death of the Army. As it turned out, the premortems were pre-
mature, but they were not entirely farfetched—the Army was in-
deed facing a time of trouble, and the outlook was not good.
Underlying everything else were the traumatic and precipitous re-

ductions which had cut the Army by about half between 1968 and 1972.
That rapid decline further aggravated the serious problem of personnel
turbulence which had been an unavoidable aspect of the war itself.
Additionally, the Army was faced with many of the same serious
problems which were then buffeting our society at large—such as
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widespread drug abuse, a vocal antiestablishment mood, and troubled
race relations. Then, during this same period, the crucial decision

was made to end the draft. Even if everything else had been on air

even keel, that decision would have posed a severe challenge for the
Army. But, on top of everything else, it looked to many like the
final blow.
In the last year and a half, however—thanks in great measure

to the support and wisdom of Congress—the bleak outlook has:
faded. The Army did not die. It is alive and well, and eager to
continue its 200-year tradition of service to the Nation.
Nothing gives me more pleasure than recounting the achievements

of the Army in fiscal year 1974. It is a success story that surpassed
even our own most optimistic hopes. I think you are generally aware
of the particulars, and I am sure you share in our pride of them.
Let me just mention a few:
We not only met, we exceeded our end strength authorization.
We met or surpassed the standards established to insure quality in

the force.
We reenlisted over 58,000 soldiers, well over 100 percent of our

goal.
We recruited nearly 200,000 men and women, which comes close

to equaling the accessions of all the other Services combined.
Not to be outdone by the Active Army, the Reserve Components

had a good year, too. The National Guard ended up 8 percent above
its authorization, while the Army Reserve exceeded its strength goal
by 3 percent. Both have been able also to increase their minority and
female content.
At this point, so you don't get the idea that we are becoming

complacent, let me sound a warning note. The concept of the volun-
teer Army is still being tested. The fiscal year we are now entering
will provide us a most severe test. As the last of the draftees leave
the Army—a major exodus which will peak this fall—we will have
a significant gap to fill. Our new accession requirements will exceed
last year's by some 25,000. That will pose a real challenge; we will
need all the momentum we have gained this year. However, if we
can even come close to our goal we will be able to say, once and for
all, that an all-volunteer Army is attainable. For, as we pass that
low point a few months from now, the longer terms of service asso-
ciated with the Volunteer Force will begin to have an impact. In
fiscal year 1976, and for as far out as we can reasonably predict,
our needs appear to be well within the recruiting capacity we have
already demonstrated.
Not only should we find the numbers within reach, but we antici-

pate being able to increase our selectivity so that the quality of new
accessions also rises. As a matter of fact, much of our emphasis for
fiscal year 1975 and 1976 is being placed on quality improvement.
We are initiating several major programs to do this. Among our
goals for the Active enlisted force are:

Increase the high school content to 75 percent by the end of this
fiscal year, and to 80 percent by the end of fiscal year 1976.

Achieve, by the end of fiscal year 1976, a level of about 10 percent
who have one or more years of college.
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Increase the percentage of those entering the Army in mental
categories I through III—A from the present 51 percent to 60 per-
cent by the end of fiscal year 1976. At the same time, we plan to
cut the number of those in the lowest category from 18 to 15 percent.

Please note that when we talk of "quality" we are not using the
term as a euphemism for "quota." What we want, and need, are
quality soldiers—men and women—who are representative of the
overall population. We have been the target of some criticism for
the increased Black content in the Army. We do not consider that our
present Black content is unrepresentative of the American people.
Our fiscal year 1974 Black enlistments were about 27 percent, which
indicates that group's sensitive perception of the opportunities avail-
able in the Army. Not in any way, shape, or fashion would we want
to change that perception; it is another of our success stories. We
are proud of it. Our obligation to the American people is to con-
tinue to provide them with a credible Army which is representative
of them and acceptable to them. Our challenge, therefore, is not to
reduce the appeal the Army has to minorities, or Southerners, or
rural youth, or any other segment of our population which may at
sometime become over-represented, but to increase our attractiveness
to those segments that may become under-represented. As a good
case in point, consider the issue of Black officers. Because of powerful
competition from other professions, we have not been getting nearly
enough young Black officers. The answer is not to reduce efforts to
;attract high quality white candidates, but rather to increase at-
tempts to attract high quality Black ones. The ultimate aim is to
have an Army which is both high in quality and truly representa-
tive of the American people.
For the long run, how we treat our soldiers will be one of the

primary factors in determining how well the Army performs its
various missions. In this country, we have usually been sensitive to
the morale and welfare of men and women in uniform. Today, that
tradition is more necessary than ever before. While our commanders
must insist on proud and professional performance, they can never
forget the importance of taking care of their people. Nor can we
forget that taking care of our people includes taking care of the
circumstances under which they live and work. Military ghettoes
and second-class citizenship are artifacts which are no longer ac-
ceptable. They have no place in today's Army. We have to treat
our men and women as what they are—young citizens serving their
country: valuable resources the Nation is fortunate to have, not
cheap labor to be used for awhile and then discarded.
In this regard we will he proposing several programs aimed at

elevating morale and welfare, and, hence, the Army's overall effec-
tiveness. Just to cite a couple of examples, I might make mention of
our hopes to adopt a 24—month tour in Europe for first term, un-
accompanied enlisted men, and of the change to travel entitlements
aimed at providing equal treatment and benefits to first term soldiers.
Both these programs have as their underlying rationale the factors
of fairness and equity—we simply must start treating our first
term soldiers as full-fledged members of the Army team.

Senator NuNN. May I ask you, how does that 24—month tour com-
pare to the present situation?
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Secretary CALLAWAY. The maximum tour for first term enlisted
personnel now can go as high as 36 months. Generally, however, it
is approximately 30 months. A great many of our soldiers, because
they have completed a first tour in a unit of choice in the U.S.,
serve a shorter term. This factor has reduced the overall average tour
length to approximately 24 months. But where we have the first
term soldier who has a longer enlistment tour, maybe a 4—year term
or something of that kind, he frequently serves 30 months or more.
We have found that that is a very long period of time for a man
to be away from home. It ties in with the package that we have
requested on entitlements and travel.
The basic problem is where a young man is married and is re-

quired to leave his wife and perhaps children, for a 3-year tour in
Europe. His alternatives are not acceptable. One is to leave his wife—
and we have recruited that man with his wife, we know he makes
a good soldier with his wife. The other alternative is to go over
there and pay for his own ticket for her and put her up on the
economy and pay for travel and household allowance and things of
that kind. What we are saying is that the first term soldier in a
volunteer environment must be treated with equity. It is very dif-
ferent from the draft soldier, who had a different perception.
Senator NUNN. Thank you.
Secretary CALLAWAY. During the decades of the draft, we grad-

ually came to look upon a citizen's initial years of service as a period
of sacrifice he owed to his country. That perception was reflected in
the way the Army managed its people. If a man was drafted, it was
a sacrifice, and that was clearly understood. So if he was from
Georgia and couldn't stand cold weather, he might be sent to
Alaska without regard to what he wanted. Going to Alaska just in-
creased his sacrifice. If he loved cars and mechanical things and
wanted to be a mechanic, we might make him a cook. That increased
his sacrifice. Legislation also reflected that frame of mind. Our
first termers drew poverty wages; they had no allowances for family
travel benefits; the Government would not sponsor their dependents
at overseas posts. All of this was done because it was broadly felt
that a draftee should serve an obligation, without regard to his own
wishes or needs. This attitude may be appropriate during a war,
or national emergency, when all able bodied men are expected to
serve for a brief period, but it is clearly an inappropriate policy
for attracting volunteers to enlist for a longer time during a gen
eration of peace.
Let me read you some excerpts from a couple of recent letters.
Last month a young wife wrote this letter:
* * * My husband is an E3 in the U.S. Army. (He) has been in the Service

for one and one-half years. We have two children, one is three years old and
the baby is seven months. My husband loves his job in the Army as a military
policeman. He joined the Army on his own and has an evaluation sheet of
all outstanding. I'm very proud of him. . . . My husband left last night for
Germany. . . . I'm planning on being with my husband, but with his rank
it will take so long to save up enough money to send us over there. Is there
any way possible that the privates can have help sending their families
overseas? I don't want my children to forget their father. They, along with
me, love him very much.

How can I answer her when I have no authority to provide the
means to enable her to join her husband?
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That was a typical letter; compare it with this next one, which
tells of the reaction of the parents of a soldier whose problems we
had the authority to deal with.
. . . Our family will always consider ( what happened to our son) as our

own "private miracle". . . . He was away from home for the first time
after joining the Army, his marriage of two months was at an end, (and

there were other serious problems). He was en his way to becoming com-

pletely "lost" because no one cared enough to lend a hand to a young man

who desperately needed help. That's when we feel that God stepped in and,

'through Rev. (name) and you, pulled Jim out of a seemingly hopeless situa-

tion, and gave him another chance at a new life in new surroundings. His

talks with the Colonel attending to the mechanics of the transfer helped

sustain him until the transfer was completed. . . . We are delighted to relay

the information to you that he has taken full advantage of this opportunity.

He is quite conscious of this second chance and feels deep moral responsibility

• to succeed at the tasks before him. Since last October . . . he has been

actively working at the following:
Co. Clerk .. . 25th Inf. Div.
Enrolled at U. of Hawaii in January; will have completed two yrs. of

college by December.
Has attained (E-4) rating; has been recommended to (E-5) Board.

In June, was Soldier-of-the-Month and Soldier-of-the-Quarter.
And finally, Lay Reader at Lutheran Services, Base Chapel.

In short, his life has done an about-face. He is headed up once again.

What I am trying to say by quoting from these two letters is

simply that we must take care of our people. All of our people need

to know we care
' 

but especially the first term enlisted men and

women. We have to treat them with respect and concern because it

is right. But, additionally, we cannot expect the youth of our country

to continue supporting Army service unless their perception of that

service is positive, unless they believe we care. That is fundamental

to a volunteer force. We cannot run today's Army on yesterday's

laws; what was tolerable in a draft environment is counterproductive

in a volunteer environment. Bringing the basic benefits of first-term

soldiers more into line with our recognition of the value of these

new men and women is not only a moral imperative, it is a practical

necessity, too.
The subject of force structure is inseparable from that of per-

sonnel management. If people are employed in inefficient or marginal

organizations, then their efforts are wasted. In the past, in the days

of the draft, such practices might have been looked upon as merely

improvident; today they are nothing short of intolerable. To this

end, the Army is deeply involved in a major effort to reconfigure

itself.
The new direction of the Army is toward increasing its conven-

tional combat power, toward improving its responsiveness, and to-

ward expanding the range of its capabilities. Clearly, in today's
world, our conventional ground forces must have more real strength;

strength which is apparent to both friend and foe, which we can
project rapidly and apply with great flexibility. The new Army
structure calls for a total force of 24 divisions-16 Active and 8
Reserve Components—by the end of fiscal year 1978.
To meet these goals within an approximate strength of 785,000

and a more or less fixed level of funding, we must do two things:

First, for the creation of more fighting units, we must generate

spaces and dollars by eliminating every marginal activity, agency,

or organization; second, we must bolster the responsiveness and
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strength of the Reserve Components and integrate them more fully
into the total force.
As a first step in this restructuring process, we are generating

spaces and funds by internal belt tightening—reductions, realine-
ments, reorganizations, and the like. No echelon in the Army is
exempt from this process, beginning with the Army Staff in the
Pentagon. From these savings will come the additional combat
strength we need.
Changes in the role and structure of Reserve Components will be

made right along with the changes in Active Forces. We always
have to keep the total force in mind. In addition to the 8 Reserve
Component divisions required to achieve the 24-division Army, three
of the 16 Active divisions are planned to be rounded out by a Re-
serve Component brigade. In similar fashion, additionsl Reserve
Component battalions and brigades will be trained and equipped to
deploy as part of the Active divisions based .in the United States.
Moreover, as an increased share of the Active Army's strength goes
into combat structure, the entire Army becomes more and more
dependent upon the capability of support units in the Reserve Com-
ponents. This increased reliance on the Reserve Components de-
mands a heightened concern for their readiness and mobilization
requirements.
To achieve the force we want—and which I believe the Nation

needs—we obviously have a great deal of work to do. We know
that, and we are already hard at it. We also know that we can do
nothing without the support of Congress. In that regard, although
we will have many requests for specific programs, virtually all of
them boil down to just one overriding requirement. Stability. Long-
term stability. We hope to be able to demonstrate to you, to your
colleagues in the Congress, and to all who are responsible for rais-
ing and supporting the Army, the value of granting us an assur-
ance of long-term stability. By that, I mean something on the order
of a 4- or 5-year period during which our authorized strength is
held steady at about 785,000 people and our appropriations are
maintained somewhere near the current level, adjusted for inflation.

All sorts of advantages come from having a stable and predict-
able military end strength authorization. Take recruiting, for in-
stance. Stability makes our job simpler and, hopefully, less expen-
sive. It will surely magnify the chances of getting the numbers and
quality we are seeking. It is just easier to hit a stationary target
than a moving one. Our plans and programs can be established for
the long haul; they will be better because we won't have to be
tinkering with them repeatedly to meet year-to-year fluctuations.
As I mentioned at the outset, thanks to the decisions reached by

the Congress in the recent past, the Army has enjoyed a period of
relative stability for the last year or two. The results have been
good. The country has a better Army than it did during the preced-
ing years. What we are asking is that the stability be real rather
than relative and that it be sustained so that we can make the Army
even better.
Mr. Chairman, this statement has been very general, I know. But

I hope it has conveyed some feel for the Army's philosophy in this
most important of subjects.
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General Weyand and I are eager to take your questions.
Senator NUNN. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.
General, do you have any kind of an opening statement you

would like to make?
General WEYAND. No, Mr. Chairman.
Senator NUNN. I appreciate this excellent presentation, and I par-

ticularly appreciate your examples which make it a lot easier to
understand some of the things the Army is going through.
This morning we had Secretary of Defense Schlesinger here, and

one thing he pointed out that I don't. think is e,mphasized nearly
enough—because it is important—is that the overall manpower levels—
I think he was speaking of the kind of services since 1968—have
dropped 40 percent. Of course that was a wartime level. But since
1964, which was pre-Vietnam as far as American participation, we
have gone down 20 percent, and that is overall. Do you have com-
parable figures for the Army itself?
General IVErAxn. Yes we do, Mr. Chairman. I probably should

ask that we submit the exact figures for the record.
Senator -NUNN. That would be fine, if you would (rive us an

estimate.
General WEYAND. In 1964, I believe, 973,000, compared to the

785,000 requested this year. This is a reduction of 188,000.
Senator NUNN. How does this level compare to say, since 1950,

the Korean war? Is this the lowest level the Army has been?
General WEYAND. Yes, it is, since 1950.
Senator NUNN. Since 1950. So for the last 25 years we are now

at the lowest level manpowerwise we have been?
General WEYAND. Yes.
Senator NUNN. I was thinking pre-Korea.
General WEYAND. Just before Korea, yes.
Senator NUNN. So we are now about at the level we were in

1950—somewhere in that neighborhood.
General WEYAND. Yes, sir. That is just about it, about, 25 years.
Senator NUNN. You can supply that for the record?
[The information follows:]
The Army's total strength of 783,000 at end FY 74 was the lowest level

since the summer of 1950. Army total strength was 593.000 at the end of
June 1950 and climbed to just over 800,000 by September 1950. By comparison
to pre-Vietnam years, the Army's total strength at the end of June 1964
was 973,000.

Senator NUNN. Mr. Secretary, either you or General Weyand can
answer any of these questions any way you would like.
You have to recruit more people in fiscal year 1975. What was the

total number of new recruits that you had in fiscal year 1974?
Secretary CALLAWAY. Mr. Chairman, the recruiting of men and

women in 1974 was 199,198, just under 200,000.*
Senator NuNN. What will that figure be for 1975?
Secretary CALLAWAY. Our current estimates are 224,100, or about

25,000 more. Fiscal 1975 will be the largest number that we will
have to recruit from now on, assuming a constant end strength.
Senator NUNN. So this year will be your greatest challenge as far

as the number of recruits, then?
Secretary CALLAWAY. By all means, it will be. We estimate that

we go down to about 188,000 in fiscal 1976.
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Senator NUNN. Is that because the retention starts playing a part

in it?
Secretary CALLAWAY. That is right. We estimate—and in all of

this we are still guessing a little bit—but we estimate that those

who are recruited now will be more likely to reenlist because they

volunteer. Also our terms of enlistment—the draft, as you know, was

a 2-year enlistment—are longer. We are getting more 3- and 4-year

enlistments.
Senator NUNN. Are you going to be able to achieve this goal and

still keep the quality up as your goal indicates?
Secretary CALLAWAY. Senator, for fiscal year 1975 it will be

difficult. I will give you the same answer I have given to the House

Armed Services Committee when they asked this same question. If

it comes to a question of which we would rather have, a smaller,

higher quality Army, or meet all of our goals with lower quality,

I will, General Abrams will, General Weyand will, and the entire

Army will opt for the higher quality and the less numbers. It is

hard to make people really believe this when we are fighting so

hard to get the numbers because the numbers are also important.

But numbers are something you can see. Quality isn't something

that you can see as well. So naturally people emphasize numbers.

But we are putting in very exciting programs, to us for fiscal
iyears 1975 and 1976, n inc;easina the quality. We have talked about

it many times, and as you well know, quality does not -lust mean

whether someone has a high school diploma or not. Quality to us

means whether a man can perform his job, perform it well in ad-

verse conditions, how well he ,is disciplined, and how ready the

Army is. That is the area in which we think we are improving

quality and working very diligently and I think effectively.
Senator NuNN. I believe Senator Goldwater and Senator Taft

this morning brought up an interesting point to Secretary Schles-

inger. It was in reference to the 20-year retirement having so many

people in the military services who would like to stay in being

forced out after they have attained a very high experience level.

Does the Army have any kind of studies underway toward possibly

going beyond the normal number of years in service so that there,

would really be a change in the retirement system?
Secretary CALLAWAY. I am not sure of a study. Let me comment,

and then see if General Weyand wants to add anything.
Senator NuNN. First let me say that Secretary Schlesinger said

one of the main problems there was the lack of promotional oppor-
tunities. I think with the Army it might be a little different from

some of the other services; inasmuch as the Army had to recruit

vigorously.
Secretary CALLAWAY. Mr. Chairman, we have two general prob-

lems. If we are speaking of officers, then we have had in the last few
years a RIF or reduction in force of officers, mostly at the captain's

level, when we reduced the size of the force from the larger num-

bers we had in Vietnam. And we called very few Reserves, so that
there were very few people that went back to civilian life at the end.
When we pulled down the numbers of men, officers did not get out
at the same ratio as the enlisted did, and we had too many officers.
We have too many good officers. If we hold more people in at the

39-532-75 4
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higher level, it holds down opportunity for promotion and it tends
to stagnate the force. That is a problem that we are going to study
and look at. If you are speaking of the NCO level, if we get too
many people that stay in too long, the physical quality of an NCO
as a platoon sergeant, for example, who can run with his men and
maneuver and be a physical leader as well as a mental leader might
be impaired.

Senator NuNN. I think Senator Goldwater's question was aimed
mainly at the technical skills rather than the people out in the field
leading platoons. I think this was aimed mainly at the enlisted
level rather than the officer level.
General WEYAND. The retirement policy for our noncommissioned

officers is an enlisted policy in the sense that they can retire after
20 years with certain benefits guaranteed to them, but there is no
bar to them staying on if there is a military need for them. The
type of man that the Senator was speaking of I think more often
than not, we want to keep, and we have that authority.
Senator Nuicrr. Under what provision is the extension?
General WEYAND. It is not an extension, it is simply that he is

permitted to stay on beyond the 20 years.
Senator NUNN. How long can he stay on?
General WEYAND. I am not sure. We will supply that.
Senator NuNN. Will you supply that for the record and show us

what his options are once he has achiefed a certain level?
[The information follows:]
The length of service enlisted personnel may attain is controlled by their

grade. The Qualitative Retention Feature of the Qualitative Management Pro-
gram contains established maximum years of service points for each enlisted
grade and is designed to prevent promotion stagnations within the enlisted
force. The reenlistment ineligibility points are as follows: E9, 30 years; E8, 27
years; E7, 24 years; E6, 20 years; E5, 13 years; E4, 10 years; E3, 5 years.
Individuals who are performing satisfactorily may be retained to the

reenlistment ineligibility point for the next higher grade. Therefore, indi-
viduals in grade E8 may be retained to 30 years and individuals in grade E6
may be retained to 24 years active duty.

Senator NUNN. General Weyand, how many divisions do you
plan to eventually have, and what is your time schedule for working
these divisions in? I know the Army 1 s made considerable prog-
ress during the last year to use more headquarters and support
personnel to more adequately man the divisions. I know Senator
Stennis is very pleased with that, and. I believe that is the attitude
of the rest of the committee. On behalf of the committee may I
commend you for your effort in that regard.
May I ask, what are your plans now?
General WEYAND. I appreciate that, Mr. Chairman. The plan is—

and it is contingent upon a degree of stability—by the end of fiscal
year 1978, which would be 4 years, 1975, 1976, 1977 and 1978, and we
would have added three additional divisions to our force structure
without increasing our current strength. That is going to take some
doing. We have charted out the way that we plan to do that, and the
types of units that we will reorganize, and the headquarters that we
will deactivate. Some of this naturally is in the future. We may not
be able to accomplish all of it. If we don't we are determined to find
alternative ways of squeezing it out of our support structure.
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So this year we will activate three brigades. Tha
t will give us a,

foundation for those three divisions. It is a very 
interesting and

intriguing prospect for us, because for the first time
, we will be

incorporating in a sense, I say, integrating more fo
rmally than we

ever have in peacetime, Reserve elements into acti
ve units. It will

provide us an opportunity to explore to the fullest the
 potential that

our Reserves have for giving us an increased readin
ess capability.

There are many ramifications to it. But that is basica
lly it.

Senator NuNN. Can you provide for the record the
 cost involved

in the equipment it is going to take for these thre
e new divisions

and the cost of the construction, and so forth, 
versus the savings,

so that we can get a dollar picture?
General WEYAND. Yes, I will.
[The information follows:]

It will cost approximately $400 million to equ
ip these new divisions. These

costs reflect current dollars and do not i
nclude inflation for future years.

The military construction costs to support t
he division stationing are pro-

jected as $490 million through FY 81. T
hese costs include $128.3 million

requested in the FY 74 and Fy 75 budgets 
to station the initial increments

,of the three divisions. Additionally, there 
are 9,400 units of family housing

programmed through FY 79 at the new div
ision stations at an estimated

•cost of $338 million. This latter requiremen
t will be reevaluated annually

and adjusted based on changes in the avail
ability of housing in the local

communities.
In order to determine the savings, the speci

fic units to be cut from the

Army support elements would have to be id
entified. Since the planning of

these cuts is still ongoing, there is no way at this date t
o identify the

•savings associated with particular unit disconti
nuance.

Senator NUNN. What about the readiness of the 
Army divisions

that we now have? Can you comment on that?

General WEYAND. I think we are both very proud
 of it. The Sec-

retary has probably seen more actually than I h
ave.

Secretary CALLAWAY. Senator, you have been to man
y parts of the

world looking at our soldiers, and we always welco
me you to make

as many visits as you can. I don't know and I don
't think anybody

knows what the readinese is of any division until co
mbat starts, and

then you find it out very quickly. But there are w
ays to get some

indications. There are alerts that are called, some su
ch as the one in

the Mideast, which was a general alert, and some ar
e just tests that

are given. You can look at how well tank crews per
form with their

tanks. You can look at how disciplined people are as 
they go through

live fire problems in maneuvers and how well they take 
to command.

You can look at the numbers of AWOL's and desertio
ns and things

of that kind. I would just say that the feeling throughout t
he Army is

one of great enthusiasm for the readiness, the discipl
ine and pre-

paredness of the divisions that we have. We are very ple
ased with

the progress we are making, we feel that the progress has on
ly begun,

that each month we are getting better and more ready a
nd better

trained.
Senator NuNN. Do you have an Army measure of readi

ness? I

'heard General Abrams a couple of years ago when we had
 a very

low number of divisions that were so-called ready—I don't w
ant to

get into classified information here, but could you give us an
 indica-

tion of that and provide any additional information for the 
record?

[The information is classified and retained in committee fil
e.]



48

Secretary CALLAWAY. The Joint Chiefs have a system for readi-
ness which includes such things as strength. it includes such things
as how many men are in their proper MOS, the job that they are
trained for. It includes equipment and all of that. It is a very
precise method of calculation. I would say, not being a part of the
Joint Chiefs, the problem is that it is too precise, and it does not
take into consideration the human elements of discipline and morale
and things of that kind, because it is based on figures.
General Weyand is much more familiar with that than I am.
General WEYAND. Yes, we do have precise measures for the readi-

ness of these divisions. They are really intended to be management
tools in the sense that the Secretary says. They tell us the status
of training, and the status of how many round pegs we have in
square holes, that is, men who are being misutilized, what is the
status of our equipment, the maintenance of it, and the equipment
on hand, the state of training, whether or not they have completed
certain training tests, and so on and so forth. In general, we look
at that, and then we look at the commanders' objective assessment
of that division, or unit. When you take all that into account yon
go back to your initial question: whereas a year ago or a year and a
half ago only four of the divisions are what I would call combat
ready; today of the 13, 2 of them are what a professional would
term marginally ready. But both of those units are units that I
would take into combat. They are much better prepared, better
equipped, and better trained than the divisions that we have fought
in combat before. So we have come a long way. Those divisions are
continuing to improve day-by-day.
Senator NUNN. Two are marginally ready now. What does that

mean about the others?
General WEYAND. That means they are either fully ready by

those very severe measurements that I just mentioned, or su6stan-
tially ready.

Senator NUNN. So you have made dramatic improvements in the
state of readiness in the last 2 years?

General WEYAND. I believe so. I believe an awful lot of it is due—
1 not only believe it, I know it—to the stability that we have had,
and the relative amenities over the past 2 years. For that, I thank
the Congress. Part of it is also due to the volunteer Army. The
very fact that we have men in the Army now who are there because
they want to be, they are willing workers, just makes a difference
in your professional system.

Senator NUNN. Thank you.
I yield to Senator Byrd at this point.
Senator BYRD. Thank you, Senator Nunn.
Mr. Secretary, in your statement you say: "Among our goals

for the active enlisted force are: Increase the high school content
to 75 percent by the end of this fiscal year." What do you mean by
high school content?

Secretary CALLAWAY. Senator Byrd, by high school content we are
speaking of the high school graduate content within the Army,
within the enlisted strength of the Army. The numbers who come
into the Army are a lower percent than that. Many receive further
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education while in the Army. Last year we gave almost 50,000
high school diplomas. So our goal of 75 percent refers not only to
those who attain their high school diploma, prior to entering the
Army, but also those who earn their degree while in the service.
It is our goal not only to get a higher percentage of high school grad-
uates coming into the Army, but also to work with those who are
in the Army to see that they get their diploma. So our goal—and
these are only things that we were working toward, we really
haven't announced this to the entire Army as a goal—is to increase
so that 75 percent of the enlisted strength of the Army at the end
of this fiscal year will have high school diplomas or equivalent, and
80 percent at the end of fiscal year 1976 will have that.

Senator BYRD. What percent of your enlistments will have that?
Secretary CALLAWAY. We are now requiring 55 percent of the

new service enlistments to be high school graduates. We are hop-
ing to increase that. We have some goals that I don't have with me.
I will be glad to supply them for the record. But we are intending
to increase that percentage of high school graduates.

Senator BYRD. I wasn't speaking of goals, I was speaking of what
has actually been done.

Secretary CALLAWAY. Last year in fiscal year 1974 when we
brought in 200,000 young men and women the percentage of high
school graduates was slightly over 55 percent. I will supply that
accurately for the record.
[The information follows:]
The high school graduate percentage for the approximately 200,000 new

accessions to the Army in FY 74 was 59.8%. .The high school graduate per-
centage for the approximately 182,000 non-prior service accessions enlisted
in FY 74 was 56.1%. Approximately 17,000 of the new accessions to the Army
in FY 74 were prior service personnel whose IISG percentage was 99.8%.

Senator BYRD. To refresh my memory, there was some legislation
on the floor recently to eliminate that requirement, I believe. Did
the Army ask for that?

Secretary CALLAWAY. The Department of Defense did ask to elimi-
nate that requirement. The Appropriations Committee put the re-
quirement in. The House Authorization Committee took it out. Then,
thanks to an amendment by Senator Nunn, the language was
changed, which was completely acceptable to the Army. Now we
have some legal questions as to whether the Appropriations lan-
guage still applies or not. It is not a problem for the Army, because
we intend to be above that anyway.
Senator BYRD. How many men were enlisted in 1972? Do you

happen to have that figure?
Secretary CALLAWAY. No sir. I can supply it for the record. I can

also supply what we believe were the true volunteers during that
time.
Was that fiscal 1972 that you would be interested in, or calendar?

I have it here now. I have our estimate of true volunteers. The way
we did this was by going by draft numbers, to find people that had
a draft number so low that we thought they had to be true volun-
teers, and extrapolating that through the whole population. We
think it was fairly accurate. True volunteers in 1972 were 107,572.

Senator BYRD. How about for 1973?
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Secretary CALLAWAY. 133,861. This was nonprior service true
volunteers.

Senator BYRD. How many did you have in fiscal 1974?
Secretary CALLAWAY. In fiscal 1974 it was 166,798. That is nonprior

service males.
Senator BYRD. Do you have the percentage of Blacks in each of

those years?
Secretary CALLAWAY. I can supply that for the record. Last year

it was 27 percent roughly. But I can supply it for the record iii

each of those years.
[The information follows :1
The percentage of Blacks among non-prior service male true volunteers

was as follows: fiscal year 1971 17.4 percent; fiscal year 1972 15.4 percent :.
fiscal year 17324.2 percent; fiscal year 1974 27.9 percent.

Senator BYRD. How do you find the Army's discipline today com-
pared with 1972?

Secretary CALLAWAY. Senator Byrd. the feeling of so many was
that a volunteer Army would be a ix rr,issive Army. I can under-
stand how this got started. A lot of people thought we were enticing
people into the Army with the slogan that we used to have, that
you quoted to me before I ever became Secretary of the Army, that
"Today's Army wants to join you." We have changed that, as you
are well aware. But because of slogans like that, and because of the
feeling that they have beer in the barracks, no reveilles, and things
like that, it was perceived by a great many Americans that the Army
would be an undisciplined Army. To the extent that that was per-
ceived by young men coining into the Army they tended to act that
way, and there were problems which you are well aware of. I really
feel, however, that the Army right now, and I think the young men
who are being recruited and the recruiters, understand that you can-
not have a Volunteer Force without discipline: You cannot have a
Volunteer Force without soldiers who believe in what they are
doing. There is no way to believe in what you are doing if you are
part of an outfit that is undisciplined. A military outfit that is un-
disciplined is nothing, and you can't take pride in it.

General Weyand might want to comment further. I would say
that my oVvn evaluation in the year that I have been here, I see a,
great increase in discipline, morale, readiness, and training. Every-
where I see it is on the upswing. It will be better next year, fsincerely
feel.

Senator BYRD. What is the average age of an enlistee ?
Secretary CALLAWAY. Senator Byrd, it is quite young. It is

younger than it was during the draft, perhaps a year younger. In
fiscal year 1974 the average age for enlistees was 18.9 years.

Senator BYRD. Let's get to the question of bonus. Are many given
a bonus to enlist?

Secretary CALLAWAY. Yes sir, particularly for the combat arms
and for certain specialized skills.
Senator BYRD. You enlisted 170,400 in 1973, and you enlisted

166,798 in 1974. What percentage of those would have been given
an enlistment bonus?

Secretary CALLAWAY. We will have to supply that, Senator Byrd.
Senator BYRD. Supply that for the record if you will, sir.
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Do you find that you are making increased use of the enlist ment-
bonus
Secretary CALLAWAY. I believe we are holding about stab'l d on

that. As you know, we received permission to give eli 115tment
bonuses to certain other categories than we did originally. And to•
that extent we are making increasing use of it. I don't believe we'
are increasing in number. But I will supply that for the record.
[The information follows:]
In FY 73, 24,127 or 14.2% of the 170,400 non-prior service male enlistments.

were for the combat arms enlistment bonus, while in FY 74 12,860 or 7.7%
of the 166,798 non-prior service male enlistees opted for the combat arms.
enlistment bonus.
The 6.5 percent decrease in bonus enlistments in FY 74, when compared to

FY 73, is directly attributable to the tightening of bonus eligibility require-
ments. In May 1973 bonus eligibility requirements were changed such that
only high school graduates in Mental Categories I—III were eligible for bonus
enlistments; whereas for the most of FY 73 (Jul 72—Apr 73) there were no
special eligibility requirements for bonus enlistments.

Senator BYRD. I thought the legislation required you to confine it
to a combat enlistment bonus for three combat arms. I have forgot-
ten what they are.

Secretary CALLAWAY. Infantry, artillery and armor are the three-
basic categories. This includes air defense artillery.

Senator BYRD. Have you gone beyond that?
Secretary CALLAWAY. Yes sir. At one point it was combat only, but

fairly recently that was changed. In the noncombat arms, we have'
Pershing missile crewmen, the Nike test, equipment repairmen, and'
the Lance missile systems repairmen. These are noncombat arms
MOS's that are authorized effective the first of June 1974, this
summer.

Senator Byrd, the projected number of combat arms bonuses for
fiscal year 1975 is about 25,000. The projected number of total'
bonuses, accounting for all of the expanded skills, is about 33,000.
That is out of a total of 224,000 of all men, women prior service and'
nonprior service, that we will need this year. So it is somewhere
in the order of magnitude of 33,000. I will supply those exactly for
the record.
[The information follows:]
Current estimates are that 24,600 enlistees will opt for the combat arms'

bonus while 8900 will elect to enlist for the bonus in the more technically
oriented skill areas. In viewing these projections it must be remembered that
we are breaking new ground. Our experience in the enlistment bonus area
Is limited—particularly in the technical skills area. The projections are based
on the best historical data available, but quite obviously as we venture forward
Into the volunteer area will require revision.

Senator BYRD. That is for 1975?
Secretary CALLAWAY. For fiscal year 1975 projected, that is our

estimate for 1975 under the program that is now approved which
includes non-combat arms as well.

Senator BYRD. Do you still plan new enlistments of 225,000 in 1975?
Secretary CALLAWAY. Yes sir. That is nonprior service males, fe-

males, and prior service, altogether, 224,000.
Senator BYRD. That is close to a third of your total.
Secretary CALLAWAY. That is right. You see, this is the year all
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of the draftees leave. As I explained to the chairman, fiscal year
1975 is our biggest year. If we keep the same force that we now
have, this year is the year that we will have the greatest numbers to
recruit.

Senator BYRD. You expect 33,000 of these to receive an enlistment
bonus?

Secretary CALLAWAY. Approximately, yes, sir.
Senator BYRD. That is about 15 percent of what you will recruit?
Secretary CALLAWAY. Yes sir.
Senator BYRD. How does that enlistment bonus work? What is

the amount of it?
Secretary CALLAWAY. The maximum amount that we are now pay-

ing is $2,500 dollars, which we are paying to combat arms and certain
of the other categories.
Senator BYRD. If you go into a city or rural area, and a boy 18 or

19 years old comes up and wants to enlist, how much will you pay
him right there on the spot once he signs the papers?

Secretary CALLAWAY. Nothing on the spot. He gets paid when he
receives his military occupational specialty. Let's say it is 11 Bravo,
which is a light weapons infantry. He must go to basic training,
complete that, and go to advanced training and complete that, and
be awarded the 11 Bravo MOS. That is about six months. It can
vary a little bit. At that time he receives the full $2,500.
Senator BYRD. In other words, he gets $2,500 in cash at the end

of 6 months?
Secretary CALLAWAY. Yes sir, assuming that he is qualified and

makes his MOS.
Senator BYRD. That is a whale of an inducement, it seems to me.
Secretary CALLAWAY. Yes sir, we agree with you.
Senator BYRD. I would think that you ought to be able to get a

good bit of quality for that inducement.
Secretary CALLAWAY. We agree. For the combat arms bonus, my

recollection is that it is only available to high school graduates, and
to mental category I through III. It is not available to other than
high quality people.
Senator BYRD. That brings up the other question. As I read your

statement, almost 50 percent are in category IV.
Secretary CALLAWAY. No, sir, 50 percent below the midpoint, which

is category III—B and category IV. You see, presently we have
51 percent in categories I through III—A. We are trying to increase
that to 60 percent. But there are also categories III—B and IV. The
I through III—A is generally the top 50 percent of the military age
population. And we are now getting, as opposed to the military age
group, 51 percent. This is enlisted ranks, not officers. We intend to
increase that to 60 percent. You know the Army doesn't take anyone
in the category V. Category V is the bottom 9 percent of the Bell
curve. In category IV, there is about another 20 percent. The Army
is taking around 17 percent in that. So whereas the military age popu-
lation as a whole was 30 percent below the category III as opposed to
that 30 percent, the Army is only taking 17 or 18 percent of that now.
We are tending to decrease that and increase the higher mental cate-
gories. We think this is important.
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Senator BYRD. I also do.
Secretary CALLAWAY. The point I 'am trying to make, Senator

Byrd, is that the Army is not taking lower than the average of the
country. We are taking higher than the average of the country,
which we think is appropriate.
Senator BYRD. The individual enlists for how many years nor-

mally?
Secretary CALLAWAY. Two years, 3 years or 4 years.
Senator BYRD. Does he get $2,500 in either case?
Secretary CALLAWAY. No. The combat arms bonus is only for 4

years. We agree that that bonus is quite an incentive. So we use that
to get a longer enlistment, and we use it to get higher quality, and
we use it to get corribat arms. Combat arms is not a skill that is
as usable in civilian life, as we all understand. So we try to use that
bonus to help us with the problems of that kind.
Senator BYRD. What was your turnover last year? Did you do it on

a fiscal 1974 basis?
Secretary CALLAWAY. By • turnover you mean how many people

left the Army?
Senator BYRD. Yes.
Secretary CALLAWAY. About the same number as came in because

we ended the year the same strength.
Senator BYRD. So that is a third?
Secretary CALLAWAY. Yes, it would be about 200,000.
Senator BYRD. 200,000 out of 800,000?
Secretary CALLAWAY. Yes, sir.
One of the goals I can see you agree with is to get longer enlist-

ment periods. While we are extremely proud that we have made our
end strength, I don't want anyone to say that was easy. You can
only enlist some people for a 2-year period, and not three.
Here is an example. You take a young man who has just gradu-

ated from high school. Let's say he was the president of his class,
and the top of his class. He can go to any college he wants to within
reason. But perhaps he doesn't feel mature enough to know what to
do with his life. So he gives us 2 years in the Army and gets that
maturity and decides what he wants to do. Then he goes to college.
He has given us 2 years, which is very valuable to us. And that kind
of person is not interested in a 4 year enlistment; he is not willing
to take 4 years out of his life before going on to college. But he sees
the 2 years that he gives to the Army as being very valuable.

Senator BYRD. What about category III—C, and category IV, what
do they usually take?

Secretary CALLAWAY. A great many of them take what is called
Regular Army unassigned, which is usually a 2 or 3 year enlistment.
One of the reasons for that is that the better enlistments require in
many cases the higher skills. When I say the better, the more in
demand enlistments require the high skills. So when you get the
young man who is not eligible for the higher skill, and the various'
kinds of enlistments that we offer bonuses for, and that kind of
thing, he is more likely to get into the manpower pool called the
Regular Army unassigned.
We are working toward reducing the size of Regular Army un-
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assigned. Again, if we had the best of all worlds, we would probably
not have a category called Regular Army unassigned, and everyone
would have to enlist for a skill that he was trainable for.
But again while we are very pleased with having made our end

strength, it was very difficult, and we had to use a lot of different
kinds of enlistments that fit different personnel.
Senator BYRD. Could you supply for the record, too, the recruit-

ing costs for fiscal years, say, 1972, 1973, and 1974?
Secretary CALLAWAY. Yes sir.
[The information follows:]
Army recruiting costs (includes OMA and MPA) for fiscal years 1972-74 are:

Fiscal year 1972 $133,416,000
Fiscal year 1973 208,055,000
Fiscal year 1974 238,286,000

Senator BYRD. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator Nurm. Mr. Secretary, I know you have an appointment at

4 o'clock. Are you supposed to be there at 4? What time do you need
to leave here?

Secretary CALLAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I am due there at 4, but this
takes precedence over anything else.

Senator NurTN. I don't want to detain you, because we can get
some of these questions answered for the record and we can carry
on with General Weyand. So we will excuse you in about 10 minutes,
if that is all right, and General Weyand can stay for just a few
minutes.

General WEYAND. I think you ought to keep him here, Mr. Chair-
man.

Senator NuNrr. The question I want to get into now—and I will
address this to the Secretary, but General Weyand may answer if he
wishes—is, what is your assessment of the fighting ability of the
Reserve now, and how does that compare to 2 years ago?
Perhaps General Weyand can answer.
Secretary CALLAWAY. I think he can answer in more detail. But

one of the really exciting things that has happened in the last year
or two is that due to the reorganization of the Army—and you never
think reorganizations amount to much, they are just changing
around—but the reorganization of the Army put a four-star general
in charge of Forces Command, and gave that command all of the
prestige of four stars. A major part of his total responsibility is
the Reserve readiness in the United States. It assigned to him readi-
ness regions, each commanded by an Active two-star major general
with a competent staff to work with the Reserve Components. These
readiness regions, working with the National Guard and the Re-
serves, have established within a short period of time, really a little
over a year, a rapport, and a belief in each other. It has just done
more for readiness than anything we have seen. The level of training
this summer by the Reserve Components that have been going to
camp has been substantially better than last year. I think that the
reorganization is the basic reason for it. There is a belief in and
working relationship between the Active and the Reserves that I
think is about as good as it has ever been in our history.

General Weyand will perhaps be able to speak in much more detail.
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General WEYAND. It is too early to give you very precise meas-
ures, sir. The Secretary I think has hit the nub of the trend.
It is very discernible upward in the readiness of the Reserves. Part 

iof it, as he indicated, s increased attentiveness and assistance from
the Active Forces. Part of it is that the National Guard and the
Army Reserve have been under-strength. They too have suffered
from the turbulence of the aftermath of Vietnam. This year, as we
have told you, we were able to recruit sufficiently to reach and exceed
slightly their authorized end strength, and pretty much their full
strength. This shows too that they are able to train in a more mean-
ingful way. But right now we are going through the summer train-
ing period for them, which is their intensive training period. Each
one of those Reserve units is being evaluated by trained evaluators.
I would think that by the end of September we will have for you
a fairly precise measure. The ones I have visited have been working
very hard. The 100th Division, a training division, is actually train-
ing our Active Army recruits, and training our ROTC cadets and
doing a tremendous job.
Senator NuNN. Could you supply for the record the latest readi-

ness chart that you have on the Reserves, plus any additional infor-
mation you may have at the end of September to the committee?
General WEyAND. We will, yes, sir.
[The information is classified and retained in committee file.]
Senator NTJNN. Mr. Secretary, before you go, let me get involved

with you just a moment.
Do you consider it feasible to be able to sustain a volunteer force

if we have to go back to the Vietnam level of manpower?
Secretary CALLAWAY. I doubt it, Mr. Chairman. You know very

well that we brought in every man that we could last year under our
quality restraints. That is no secret. We kept quality high, and we
released people in our trainee discharge program, and we did a lot
of things to maintain quality. But maintaining that quality, we
brought in really everyone that we could. We barely made that end
strength. I think it would be unlikely that in the near future we
could increase our recruiting that much. We have some programs
under which, as we see the prestige of the Army coming forward,
we think we are going to be able to increase quality, and increase
the attractiveness of the Army. I can't comment on whether 2 or 3
or 4 years from now we would have such public support for the
Army that that kind of level would be possible.
Senator IsTuNN. So you would have to go back to the draft if we

had another altercation like Vietnam or anything on that level?
Secretary CALLAWAY. My present feeling is that if we had to go

to the strength of the Army that we had at the height of the Vietnam
war, at the present time I would have no recommendation other than
the draft which would accomplish that.

Senator NuNiv. Would we be drafting at the same levels, ahd so
forth, that we are at now?

Secretary CALLAWAY. Senator, that would be a decision of Con-
gress. As you say, that is a policy decision.
Senator NUNN. Does the Army have any alternative plans that

you are working with? For instance, will we be paying everybody

who went into combat under the draft a $2,500 bonus?
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Secretary CALLAWAY. No sir, I wouldn't think you would be pay-ing a $2,500 bonus. But I would think that the scale of pay wouldnot be $21 a month for draftees, although that would be a congres-sional decision. It is my thought that the Congress has pretty wellexpressed itself in the Rivers amendment some years ago on com-parability. That expression by the Congress is that a serviceman isentitled to the same kind of pay that his job is worth, he is entitledto the same pay he had as a civilian. That is determined by thecivilian market. I would be very surprised if the Congress wouldmake the decision that those who enlist are entitled to today's payand those drafted would be entitled to lesser pay.
Senator NUNN. I would agree with you on that, because it wouldbe essential if we did have any kind of war at all—hopefully wewill never have to test it—but do you have any alternative plan thatyou are working on if we have to go back to the draft?
Secretary CALLAWAY. We have mobilization plans for various sizesof the Army. This is more in the JCS level than my level, but I amnot aware of any program which _addresses the pay of the peoplewho are drafted.
I will let General Weyand answer that.
General WEYAND. No, sir we do not have any. We do have specificplans in various stages of mobilization and the numbers of men thatwould be involved, but not related to their pay. I assume that wouldrelate to the circumstances of the time. It is inconceivable to methat we would pay men who were called upon to fight for this coun-try less in wartime than they were receiving in peacetime.
Senator NuNN. I would agree with that. However, it seems since

everyone has agreed that if we had any kind of a war we would haveto go back to the draft, we should have a pretty viable plan ready
just for that event. What I am getting to is, I am afraid the young
people of today think that our Volunteer Force means if we do have
another Vietnam there is not going to be any draft. I am not saying
anybody has intentionally led them into that, because I think if you
read very carefully you wouldn't come to that conclusion. It is very
disturbin* to me, knowing full well that if we go back to any war-
time footing we will immediately have to go back to the draft. The
draft didn't become unpopular in peacetime it became unpopular
only because of the Vietnam war, because there were inequities all
through. It disturbs. me to think that we have a whole group of
young people who would be shocked if all of a sudden we got into
a war and the Volunteer Force evaporates, and we are back to the
full scale draft with exactly the problems we had before. Perhaps
what we have is a peacetime force, and that may be very well what
we need and the thing of the future. We may be able to make it
work and I commend you for your effort. By the same token,
knowing full well that once we got back into any kind of war, which
I hop t will never happen, immediately we would be right back with
the draft system with all the problems and all the pressures we had
in the Vietnam war. It just seems to me we owe the American public
more of an explanation than they have been given.

Secretary CALLAWAY. You made a comment that in the event of
any kind of war the Volunteer Army would evaporate.
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• Senator NuNN. The concept, not the people in it.
Secretary CALLAWAY. The people in it I think would fight, and

fight well. It would be unlikely that they would be allowed to leave
at the end of their term. So they would probably stay in if it were
that kind of war.

Senator NuNN. I will accept that amendment of my remarks. I
did not mean that they wouldn't be there and physically fighting,
but I meant the concept of no draft 
Secretary CALLAWAY. There is also another alternative. And this

would be an alternative for the Congress and the President to take.
But as you know, in the Vietnam war, with limited exceptions, the
Reserves were not called. There would also be the alternative of
calling the Reserves and the Guard. But this would not support
a World War II type of war with 10 million in the Army, but
rather would support a war of the size of Vietnam or something
of that kind.

Senator NuNN. I agree. I think it was a very bad mistake we made
in the •Vietnam war which put a lot of pressure on the draft and
on the 18-year old people even though the Reserves had been paid for
years to be ready. That evolution spread to the Volunteer Force.
Secretary CALLAWAY. There is one remark that I might want .to

make. Secretary Schlesinger may have made it already. He is very
concerned about it. I will just speak for the Army.
As the Army develops more reliance on the Reserve Components,

as we do the kind of things that General Weyand has talked about,
as we meld them in with our divisions, as we have divisions
with two Active brigades and one Reserve Component brigade, and
we say that is a division that will fight, and we put it into our con-
tingency plan, it is going to be very difficult for the Army to really
put that into a contingency plan unless the Army feels that the
callup of that Reserve Component can be done. I think Secretary
Schlesinger may well be discussing with you and other Members of
Congress a plan whereby the Army or the other services could be
assured of that callup. You see, the whole contingency planning of
the Army would be changed enormously if the _Army felt assured
that that third brigade was a part of that division as opposed to,
say, well, maybe it is and maybe it isn't.

Senator NuNN. We have talked about that, and I got into it, as
you may or may not know, in this Air Guard situation. I was con-
vinced that the SURGE capability in the strategic airlift could
very well be filled by the Air Guard, savincr

'' 
about $130 million a

year. We reflected that in the authorization bills that have passed
and are now law. The big problem was with the Air Force—which
is understandable, and I am sure it is the same in the Army and
Navy. If we can't call them short of a national emergency, and the
politics may dictate that the President doesn't want to call a na-
tional emergency for any reason, then we can't plan on them. There-
fore, we have to go the active duty route. That is costing you un-
told millions and millions of dollars. I did ask the Secretary to con-
front that problem directly, and let's get it on the table and see what
the problem is, and he is doing that. I think we will have a proposal
here because, in my estimation, if we are going to have the Reserves
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out there, we have some impediment to prevent them from being
called by the President. Therefore all the force structure planning,
in spite of us .giving theoretical lip service to the total force concept,
if everything is being planned on that basis, which I think it is
now, would result in our not being able to call the Reserves short
of a national emergency. Therefore, I contend—and I think you
have just made it clear—that we are wasting a tremendous amount
of money and that is a very important aspect. I think it would
affect the Army greatly.

Secretary CALLAWAY. Yes sir.
One of the options we are considering—and I am sure the Secre-

tary of Defense has talked to you about it—is some kind of option
where at least certain Reserve units could be called, perhaps on the
authority of the Secretary of Defense, without calling . a national
emergency, so that he could, when he needed the airlift in the case
that you give, on his own call that airlift. The people in those units
would of course have to clearly understand what their obligation is.
So there is no misunderstanding at all. I think that is an. option
that perhaps he has discussed with you.
Senator NITNN. I think it is an option. He was talking about

having a level up to which it could be called without having a
national emergency, perhaps by numbers, or perhaps by units. We
haven't gotten the plan yet. However, I would think that by having
some kind of mechanisms like that we can make our Reserves, in
a very short period of time, much more a part of our overall defense
force. I do believe the Reserve forces now have the greatest poten-
tial for an increased state of readiness of any group we have.
I have a lot of other questions, Mr. Secretary, but I don't want

to detain you, because I know you have other matters to attend to.
I suggest that we supply these for the record and let you and Gen-
eral Weyand go ahead now, because I know you are very busy. I
apologize to you for detaining you the 15 minutes I was late, but
I had those votes I had to make first.
We will supply a series of questions for the record which Frank

Sullivan will get to you. We appreciate very much your attendance.
I think the Army is making giant strides toward becoming a viable,
ready force that we all know we need, and I think both of you
have,a lot to do with it. .Therefore, I congratulate you.

Secretary CALLAWAY. Mr. Chairman, let me thank you for letting
us appear. There is nothing more important to the Army. We are
very excited about this subcommittee. We think it will serve a very
worthwhile purpose. We intend to work very closely with you. We
look at you as one who has the same end in mind that we have and
if, between the two of us, we can be more effective for our country,.
that is all we ask.

Senator NUNN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
I would say that at some point I would like to get into, perhaps,

the Army that is in Europe. We went into tactical nuclear weapons
with the Secretary this morning. Sometime in the future, I would
like to have more information on that.

Senator DOMINICK. I was interested in your description of the value
of maintaining stability in the Army's strength and force structure..
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To help achieve a greater measure of stability, I was thinking that
a 2-year end Strength- authorization would be helpful, not only to.
the Army but to the Congress.
What would the major advantages and disadvantages be of such

a proposal from your point of view as Army Secretary?
Secretary CALLAWAY. 1. A strength authorization provided for a

several year period is most desirable as it permits greater flexibility
for the efficient management of the Army. A 2-year congressional
end strength authorization would be a major step in this direction.

a. Recruiting for a volunteer force is, to a large degree, attracting-
qualified applicants to fill predetermined positions at specific loca-
tions 5 to 6 months after entry into the Army.

b. Training of recruits is geared to prepare individuals to per-
form in these predetermined positions.

c. Reassignment of soldiers returning from overseas tours requires
matching personnel to stabilized jobs to avoid additional reassign-
ments and associated PCS funds.
2. Annual changes in the authorized end strength alter the num-

ber of recruits required and may cause shifts in the recruiting and
training bases. More importantly, jobs at designated locations for
which individuals were trained must be eliminated if the end
strength is adjusted downward. The result is personnel turbulence,
training/skill mismatch, personal dissatisfaction, turbulent use of
training facilities and their work force, and breach of contracts
between individuals and the Army. All of the Army's long range
personnel management plans are predicated on the strength remain-
ing approximately constant.

3. A 2-year congressional end strength authorization would also
tend to focus the attention of Army management on the solution of
longer range personnel problems.

4. The personnel flow accommodating force structure changes such
as activations, inactivations and reorganization could be optimized
to minimize personnel turbulence and save dollars.
5. Achievement of the long range stationing plan could also be

accomplished more smoothly with less cost.
6. Stabilization is particularly essential during the next few years

as the Army is reconfigured to provide more combat power.
Senator DOMINICK. What are your priorities for personnel legis-

lation now pending before the Congress?
Secretary CALLAWAY. Personnel legislative items which are essen-

tial to the Volunteer Army and require priority attention are de-
signed to improve career attractiveness and retain trained person-
nel. These items recognize our commitment to people and permit us
to treat each member fairly and equitably.
The first item involves the extension of travel and transportation

entitlements to our junior enlisted members. Today, when we order
a junior enlisted member overseas, he is responsible to relocate his
family at his own expense to a location of choice while he serves
overseas unaccompanied. If we order him from the east coast to the
west coast to meet a requirement, he must bear the expense of mov-
ing his family and household. If we order a member to perform
essential Army duties, we should move his family to that location.
It's the right and people thing to do.
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To enable us to better manage our personnel resources and to im-
prove the quality of the Volunteer Army, the Defense Officer Per-
sonnel Management Act and the Uniformed Services Retirement
Modernization Act will give us the necessary tools of management.
Since not all personnel can serve a full career, these legislative items
will provide necessary attritive procedures and will recognize the
vested interest of service for both officer and enlisted members by
providing severance and equity payments.
As a result of recent court decisions, the Army needs the legisla-

tive authority to reinstitute the mandatory urinalysis program to
identify any drug abusers for rehabilitation and elimination of
indiscipline.
The Army—Active and Reserve Components—faces a serious jun-

ior officer procurement shortfall beginning in fiscal year 1978. Since
officer programs are long lead time, we have requested legislation
to increase our ROTC scholarships by 3,500. These additional
scholarships will be used for Active Army requirements and will
allow the Reserve and Guard requirements to be filled by the over-
flow of nonscholarship students. The proposed legislation is pres-
ently under consideration by OMB.
I wish to thank the members of the committee and the Congress

for judicious expansion of GI bill benefits for veterans. The educa-
tion and home loan provisions of the GI bill are a vital incentive
for Volunteer Army service. I know we can count on your con-
tined support for our other priority personnel legislative items.
Senator NuNi.T. What will it cost to equip the new divisions you

plan to form from making headquarters savings?
'Secretary CALLAWAY. 4proximately $400 million.
Senator NuNisr. If you have plans already to cut headquarters

and move to 16 divisions in 1978, why don't you do it right away?
• In other words, what are the elements that slow down the movement

to more divisions?
Secretary CALLAWAY. Our goal is to move towards 16 divisions

as soon as possible. Accordingly, General Abrams and I have chal-
lenged commanders at every level to find additional resources to use
in accomplishing our program. In so doing, I am concerned that
we keep turbulence, so damaging to readiness and morale at a min-
imum. The resouwes to assist, and perhaps even accelerate, our force
improvements will come primarily from the elimination of marginal
activities and from manpower savings in our trainee and training
base accounts as we realize the benefits of longer terms of enlistment
and increased stability, which increase only several years from now.
Efficiencies in the use and reduction of facilities, and better use of
operations and maintenance resources and equipment will save dol-
lars. Elimination of marginally effective units will free manpower
resources.
On the surface these actions would appear to provide the re-

sources to accelerate the move to 16 divisions. However, some tough
challenges confront us. We have identified some potential reduc-
tions that require consultation with other military departments and
the attendant need to develop new ways of doing business. In some
cases, consultation with allies and host governments is required be-
fore we can move further. Others involve realigning our logistical
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and depot system. Others require base closures and the need for
consultation with Congress. It is very much like peeling an arti-
choke. As we remove one tier, the potential for further savings
results, but you do have to remove the leaves before getting to the
heart. The manpower savings from these and other activities—the
sources of most of our savings—are not immediately usable in com-
bat units. The "MOS Mismatch Problem," already of concern to
you, will worsen—although we can accept some round pegs in square
holes, many of these soldiers require retraining. Should we acceler-
ate unit activations, PCS costs will increase—this, in the face of
current congressional action to reduce PCS costs, will be a signifi-
cant limitation.

Stationing for the new combat units is another tough area. As
you know, Forts Ord and Polk will accommodate two of the new
divisions. They are now training centers—to prevent disrupting the
training base to the degree that our ability to produce trained sol-
diers to fill increased combat authorizations is hampered, the trans-
fer of training units must be orderly. Additionally, this orderly
transition contributes directly to the achievement of One Station
Training—a program essential to improvements in our training
establishment. Although I am prepared to accept some temporary
departure from my standards for quality of barracks and other
facilities for our soldiers to accomplish the all important goal of
attaining the 16 division force, some of the facilities, especially those
at Forts Polk and Hunter/Stewart, are simply not ready and fiscal
constraints stand in the way of our refurbishing them as fast as we
would like to accommodate an accelerated schedule. Family housing
is a similar challenge—we are looking at ways to reprogram assets
but even if we succeed, construction time limits us. And we are yet
unsure of how much help we will get from private firms building
off-post housing, a situation especially acute at Fort Polk.
We cannot instantly increase our production capability. At the

same time we are increasing active combat units which adds de-
mands for additional major items, we are attempting to upgrade
our early deploying Reserve Component units. We are studying how
far we can stretch these resources, but we do not want our new
units equipped with wooden guns and stovepipe tanks.

Whatever we do, we must not run roughshod over our people—
commitments must be honored; turbulence minimized; and retrain-
ing accomplished in a timely way, not only to assure readiness is
maintained but to avoid the serious morale implications which re-
sult when soldiers are malassigned. All of these considerations im-
pact on the perception of our Army and consequently our ability to
recruit in a volunteer environment. Certainly, acceleration is desir-
able, but it would be counterproductive if done at the expense of
sound readiness and personnel policies, the objective of which is an
Army of quality, well equipped, with well disciplined, highly skilled,
and capable soldiers.
Senator NuNN. One of the major problems the Army has had

over the years is the "MOS Mismatch" problem—round pegs in
square holes. What kind of progress has the Army made on solving
this problem?

39-532--75----5



62

Secretary CALLAWAY. It is tempting to tell ,you we have made
great progress. For, in a way, we have. The "MOS mismatch" rate
was 15.6 percent in June of 1972; it was cut nearly in half by June
of 1974, or to about 9 percent. That is progress. But, to answer only
in terms of statistics would be to evade the real meaning of the
problem. MOS mismatch is not a numbers game; it is a human
problem with human dimensions that just cannot be ignored. If
we had only a single soldier malassigned, that would be one too
many. In the days of the draft, when men were brought on board
against their will to begin with, "MOS mismatch" was looked upon
as more of a management failing than as a problem having real
individual significance—the general assumption was that the man
would be unhappy whatever he was doing, so his thoughts didn't
matter too much. Such an attitude has no place in a volunteer force.
Commitment is a two-way road. Many of our men and women come
into the service seeking training in certain skills; we have moral
as well as legal responsibilities to see that they work in their chosen
field. And, while those who join for travel or other options are
trained to fill the balance of our needed skills, the Army has the
opportunity if not the obligation to give every soldier tasks that
are challenging, that call forth his very best effort. Only then can
we reasonably expect the best. Training a person for one job and
putting him in another is hardly the way to get the most from him.
On the other hand, putting him into a job he is prepared for magni-
fies the contribution he is likely to make. Therefore, I prefer to talk
in terms of our "MOS match opportunity" rather than of our "MOS
mismatch problem." If we approach the matter with genuine con-
cern for the aspirations of each individual, we will have the oppor-
tunity to do the most good for the Army and for our people. Until
we achieve a far greater measure of stability than we have had in
the past, we will never be able to put every round peg in every
round hole, but neither can we relax so long as we have anyone
serving in a capacity not compatible with his desires and skills.

Senator NU-NN. What is the current combat/support ratio in Eu-
rope as combat and support are defined in the fiscal year 1975 de-
fense authorization law?

General WEYAND. The present data for Army combat to total
force distribution for all Europe is 47 percent combat and 53 per-
cent support forces as defined in the fiscal year 1975 defense authori-
zation law. The figures for USAREUR only are 51 percent combat/
and 49 percent support forces.
Senator NUNN. How will the ratio improve when the 18,000 per-

sonnel shift is completed? Are any other actions being taken by the
Army to improve the combat/support ratio in Europe?
General WEYAND. The change in combat or support strength as a

result of the fiscal year 1975 defense authorization law cannot be pre-
dicted at this time. The Secretary of Defense is charged with the task of
apportioning the 18,000 man support force reduction among the
services. The Army has not yet been advised of its share. If it is
assumed that the Army is tasked to accomplish a 12,000 reduction,
utilizing the definitions of the fiscal year 1975 authorizations law,
the total Army force in all of Europe would be 53 percent combat
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and 47 percent support forces. The USAREUR force would be 58
percent combat and 42 percent support forces. The US Army in
Europe is continuing its ongoing effort to consolidate headquarters
and support elements and to build combat units. During the last
four years this effort has resulted in a 6 percent increase in person-
nel in combat elements. The combat-support balance in Europe and
worldwide is being studied in order to meet the Army's 16 divi-
sion goal. The Army has accepted the mission of trimming and
streamlining its logistical support. Significant changes in doctrine,
structure and procedures are required for realinement of the support
establishment.

Senator NuNN. What is the readiness status of U.S. forces in
Europe?
General WEYAND. All major Army combat units in Europe are

adequately prepared for combat. The major Army combat units in
Europe are organized at an Authorized Level of Organization (ALO)
The ALO of an organization is determined by the number of man-
power spaces against which an organization is authorized to requisi-
tion personnel and equipment and becomes the unit's readiness goal.
ALO 2 is 90 percent of required strength. As of August 1, 1974 all
major combat units achieved an acceptable overall readiness condition.
Senator NuNN. Please comment on the discipline of Army troops

in Europe and Korea. Is the drug problem easing off in Europe?
General WEYAND. The discipline of Army troops for both Europe

and Korea is up to Army standards. The 'hard drug" problem in
Europe remains serious even though it may be easing somewhat;
cannabis products are still the major substance of abuse. There are
two things that concern me about drug abuse in Europe. First, the
availability of a German manufactured prescription drug, Mandrax,
appears to be on the increase. The ease of obtaining Mandrax, al-
though it is controlled by German law, may lead to an increase in
Europe's hard drug problem. Second, a recent decision by the Court,
of Military Appeals has resulted in the suspension of our urine test-
ing program which makes the assessment of the drug problem and
the identification of drug abusers more difficult. A legislative pro-
posal which may allow reinstitution of urine testing is under con-
sideration.
Senator NuNN. How is the morale of the U.S. Army troops in

Europe?
General WEYAND. Morale is an individual property difficult to

assess except in the grossest of terms. However, in my personal
opinion, the morale in Europe has improved significantly. We are
continuing our efforts to improve the morale in Europe through the
improvement of material factors such as barracks and nonmaterial
factors such as leadership and job challenge. The situation in Europe
has greatly improved over the last few years and I am confident
that the improvement will continue.

Senator NUNN. Please outline plans to reduce support and head-
quarters units and indicate reductions made to date. What will be
the cost saving?

General WEYAND. On March 5, 1974 we announced a major re-
organization and reduction of the Headquarters, Department of the
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Army Staff. This action will be completed by end fiscal year 1975.
As a result, the size of the staff and its Staff Support Activities is
being reduced by 14 percent and over 500 military and civilian spaces.
On 27 June details of our actions to eliminate seven major head-

quarters and a number of support activities were announced. These
reductions have commenced and will be freeing over 10,000 military
and civilian spaces that are needed to increase the Army's readiness
and combat structure. They will be completed by end fiscal year
1975. Much of the support activity reduction occurs in the Western
Pacific and is illustrated by the following examples:
US Army, Japan (including Okinawa).
Reduce Okinawa Headquarters.
Terminate depot maintenance and retrograde operations.
US Army Support Command, Thailand.
Reduce Army support and redesignate as the Military Assistance

Command Thailand Support Group.
Eighth US Army, Korea.
Reduction in headquarters staff manpower.
Consolidate headquarters signal activities.
Military manpower spaces, funds associated with civilian spaces,

and materiel resources being freed by these actions are needed to help
build our 16 combat division force and are being reallocated accord-
ingly. With respect to reductions in headquarters to date, and not
included in the 10,500 spaces discussed above, is a reduction of 4,900
spaces which is reflected in the fiscal year 1975 Budget. Of these,
about 2,400 are job eliminations and the remainder were transfers.
None of these spaces, of course, are available for reallocation to
combat structure since they were end strength reductions associated
with headquarters or transfer of spaces to other Army activities. The
ability provided to the Army to reallocate its resources into combat
structure has provided a decidedly positive incentive for manage-
ment improvement, such as I have described, at all levels of command.
Senator NUNN How many headquarters, in CONUS or overseas,

will be eliminated? Which ones? What is the timetable?
General WEYAND. Seven headquarters, five overseas and two in

CONUS, are being disestablished. In CONUS, the U.S. Army Intel-
ligence Command at Fort Meade, Md., was disestablished on June 30,
1974 being replaced by a new and considerably smaller organization,
the U.S. Army Intelligence Agency. The U.S. Army Air Defense
Command at Colorado Springs, Colo., will be disestablished on
January 4, 1975. Overseas, the Theater Army Support Command,
Europe, and the Engineer Command, Europe, will be disestablished
by September 30, 1974. U.S. Army, Alaska, U.S. Army Forces,
Southern Command, and U.S. Army, Pacific, will be disestablished
no later than December 31, 1974.
Senator Numsr. What other reductions will occur in headquarters?
General WEYAND. A series of broad, sweeping actions are under-

way designed to streamline our management and reduce staffs,. head-
quarters, and support organizations. We are reallocating the identi-
fied manpower spaces and associated funds as they are needed to build
a combat force of 16 divisions, and they are being reallocated within
the Army to help. The headquarters and support reductions that I
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have discussed follow hard on the heels of the 1973 reorganization
of the Army in the Continental United States. The new CONUS
organization reduces headquarters and staff layering and function-
ally orients our major commands. We are continuing to review our
total force structure, with particular attention to the remaining
management headquarters and their effectiveness in relation to recent
organizational changes and needs of the Army. A significant part of
this effort is the continuing review of our long range stationing
needs. Our objective is to insure the most prudent size and number
of installations under Army control. While no announcement of
major realignments is anticipated in the immediate future, individ-
ual realignments may occur. As has been the case in these major
realignments, we will advise the committee and interested members
of Congress prior to final decisions being announced on future major
realignments.

Senator NUNN. What can be done to reduce the number of military
personnel tied up in training? As you know, this committee recom-
mended a 7 percent reduction in the 500,000 military and civilian
personnel involved in training in fiscal year 1975.
Secretary CALLAWAY. The Army is continually examining means

by which the number of personnel involved in training can be re-
duced. In an effort to reduce the training base, the Army in the
past several years has reduced the number of resident Programs
of Instruction (POI) from 821 to 628. On a continuing basis we
examine individual training for areas where we can eliminate, re-
duce, or consolidate courses. The following are examples of such
actions:

1. Elimination of Branch Officer Candidate Schools (OCS) and
consolidation to a single OCS with course length reduced from 23 to
14 weeks.

2. Elimination of Vietnam oriented as well as nonessential func-
tional transition courses.

3. Consolidation of duplicatory courses identified by Interservice
Training Review.
4. Elimination of courses which duplicate instruction in the Non-

commissioned Officer Education System (NCOES).
5. Elimination of some graduate flight training courses and con-

solidation of aviation training at Fort Rucker AL allowing a reduc-
tion in manpower and other resources.
6. Over the past several years BCT course length has been re-

duced from 81/2 to the current 7 week course; and the BCT structure
has been reduced from 300 companies in fiscal year 1972 to 207 in
fiscal year 1975. We are programed to reduce to 180 companies by
the end of fiscal year 1975.
As a result of economies effected in the training base we have been

able to support an increase in training requirements from fiscal year
1974 to fiscal year 1975 without an appreciable increase in resources.
We share your concern in regard to reducing the numbers of people
associated with training. We are currently implementing One Station
Training (OST) which has the potential of allowing further re-
source savings as well as reduced initial skill training loads through
the merger of BCT and AIT courses in selected MOS. A key factor
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in full realization of these savings is revision of Public Law 51
and the mandatory 120-day training period for REP personnel.
Paralleling OST is the planned reduction in the number of training
centers under project CONCISE. It is expected that implementation
of these planned reductions will produce additional resource savings
in the training establishment.
The Army is aware of the significant investment in manpower and

other resources devoted to training, and we are taking a very hard
look to take advantage of any potential savings in this area. Any
resource savings realized will be reprogramed to improve our combat
capability.

Senator Nuivic. What do you consider to be your most serious
problems with the all volunteer force and what is being done to
correct the situation?

Secretary CALLAWAY. We see no serious problems in the near
future. As you know, we made our recruiting objective last year.
However, there are several major challenges that we face this year.
The biggest challenge is the requirement to enlist approximately
25,000 more people this year than we did last year. We think we
can do it with the continued support of Congress and the people.
In regards to the other areas, we must enlist more people into the
combat arms, increase the overall quality, obtain more representa-
tive enlistments, reduce the present level of resources required to
obtain enlistments and change the negative perception of duty in
Europe. We are attacking each of these areas and feel confident we
can meet and overcome each of these challenges.

Senator NUNN. What percent of the active force do women com-
prise? What percent of the active force do you expect them to be
at the end of fiscal year 1976?

Secretary CALLAWAY. At the end of fiscal year 1974 women com-
prised 3.9 percent of the active force. By the end of fiscal year 1976
we are currently projecting women to comprise 5.7 percent of the
active force.

Senator NurrN. How do retention rates compare now with rates
shortly before the draft ended?

Secretary CALLAWAY. Our reenlistment rates as shown below are
significantly higher than they were shortly before the draft ended.
Although it might appear that the first term Regular Army reenlist-
ment rate declined in fiscal year 1974 from that in fiscal year 1973,
in fact the fiscal year 1973 rate is inflated due to the fiscal year 1972
early release program which reduced the number of fiscal year 1973
soldiers who were eligible to reenlist but retained all those who
indicated a desire to reenlist.

ADJUSTED REENLISTMENT RATES

1st term

Regular Army Draftee Career

Fiscal year:
1969 17.1 9.4 63.7

1970 16.0 6.9 56.9
1971 16.7 4. 4 58. 5

1972 13.3 .8 45.4

1973 37.0 2.7 62.4

1974 28.8 6.9 72.4

I.
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Senator NurtN. What is the quality of new recruits? Will they
fight, and are they dependable? Are there any signs that they are
mercenaries, that is, joining for the money only?

Secretary CALLAWAY. The quality of new recruits is good. In fiscal
year 1974, the majority of enlistees had above average aptitudes
(52.5 .percent mental category I-IIIa) while less than 18 percent
were in mental category IV; 56.1 percent were high school graduates
or higher. The Trainee Discharge Program screens out the new
recruits who demonstrate a lack of motivation, discipline, or apti-
tude for Army life. This program is designed to place in units fully
trained and disciplined soldiers who are dependable and will perform
well in combat.
There are no signs that the new enlistees are mercenaries. Our

experience shows that about 8 percent of total male enlistees enlisted
under the combat arms bonus option and their loss rate early in service
is not significantly different than enlistees who entered under other
options. In my opinion, the most important motivator that attracts
volunteers into the Army is the opportunity for 'personal develop-
ment. This includes learning a trade or skill which can be used in
civilian life and the opportunity for advanced education and train-
ing. We believe that soldiers are attracted by the pay, bonus, and
benefits offered by military service as well as the opportunity for
self-improvement the same as individuals are attracted by industry
and other civilian activities.
Senator NTJNN. In your opinion, what is the factor that attracts

the most volunteers—money, educational opportunities, travel, what-
ever?
General WEYAND. The single most important motivator that at-

tracts volunteers into the Army appears to be the opportunity for
personal development. This involves the acquisition of a trade or
skill useful in civilian life and the opportunity for advanced educa-
tion and training. It is interesting to note, however, that an opinion
research corporation nationwide study among young men, boys,
parents, and educators indicate that various subsets of potential
male volunteers differ in what they consider to be the prime motivat-
ing factor for enlistment in the Army. Whereas high school gradu-
ates indicate that the opportunity to become more mature and self-
reliant is the most important factor in their decision to enlist,
nonhigh-school graduates indicate that job training which will help
them later to get a civilian job is the most important motivator.

Senator NurtN. What specific steps are being taken or would you
recommend be taken to reduce personnel costs?

Secretary CALLAWAY. I'm glad you asked that question because we
share your concern about reducing personnel costs and are proud of
our accomplishments in this area. The Army took the initiative in
reducing headquarters overhead through a streamlining of its organi-
zational structure. In addition, we are targeting our efforts to convert
support elements into more combat capability. We have pursued
an aggressive civilianization program and we are attempting to re-
duce grade levels.
One of our management improvement actions—the one station

training concept—will lead to a better utilization of our training
establishment and produce a more effective fighting man. Further



training cost avoidance is being achieved from reduced input into
basic training from more reenlistments and longer, more stabilized
tours. Since we are manpower intensive rather than equipment inten-
sive, as far as costs are concerned, we emphasize the maximum
return on our investment in the soldier.
We have many management improvement programs designed to

increase the efficiency of our operations from the company level to
the overall Army team. These programs include Management Prac-
tices for TOE Units (MAPTOE) value engineering, cost reduction.,
Management Practices for TDA units (MAPTDA) productivity im-
provement, output measurement, Presidential management improve-
ment awards, zero defects and defense integrated management engi-
neering system—DIMES.

Since our product is a combat-ready deterrent force made up of
people which will always be short on dollars, we will constantly
strive to use innovative means to hold down personnel costs.

INFORMATION PAPER
August 15, 1974.

Subject: Combat Arms Enlistment Bonus.
Purpose: To provide information for Senator Taft, Jr.
FACTS.

Available statistics indicate there were 32,901 total enlistments in the combat
arms during FY 74. Approximately 16,577, or 50.4% (16577/32901), of those who
enlisted in the combat arms were qualified for the Enlistment Bonus Program
under the requirement that they be a high school graduate, or equivalent, and
be in Mental Category I, II or III. Of the 16,577 eligible, 12,860, or 77.6%
(12860/16577), actually enlisted under the Enlistment Bonus Program. These
figures do not include reenlistments, since reenlistees are not eligible for the
Enlistment Bonus.

[Whereupon, at 3 :55 p.m., the subcommittee was recessed until
10 a.m., Wednesday, August 14, 1974.]
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Present: Senators Nunn (presiding) and Taft.
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J. Sullivan, John A. Goldsmith and Charles J. Conneely, profes-
sional staff members; Nancy J. Bearg, research associate; Roberta
A. Ujakovich, research assistant; and Mary G. Ketner clerical as-
sistant.

Senator Nu-NN. The subcommittee will come to order.
Today we will continue our discussion of the overall manpower

and personnel situation of the Department of Defense. We are very
pleased to have Secretary Middendorf, Admiral Holloway, and
General Cushman here with us today to get into the real facts and
details of the Navy and Marine Corps situation. I know that the
Sea Services have a somewhat different aspect to their manpower
and personnel situation caused by their operation at sea and far
flung deployment. I also know that you are becoming more and more
technical, and for that reason you are perhaps having to have more
and more skill in your service. I want to get into these matters today,
as well as all of the other manpower-related issues.
I hope today we will be able to cover the overall Navy force struc-

ture situation as it relates to the mission the Navy has to carry out.
I would also like to find out more about the overseas homeporting
program, as well as the readiness and state of training of the various
Marine units. Of course, we read the news this morning about the
Greek and Turkish situation, and the Cyprus situation. To the extent
we can in open hearing, if you have any thoughts on that subject,
I am sure we would like to have them. I can bring that out with
questions later if you do not have it in your prepared statement.
I am particularly concerned about the all volunteer force and

whether the Navy and Marine Corps are able to get a sufficient
number of high quality personnel, not just this year, not just the
fiscal year 1975, but in the future. Manpower costs are a continuing
concern and I would like to get your ideas on steps that can be
taken to hold down the increase in manpower costs.

(69)
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I do not believe anyone thinks we are going to be able to have a
roll back, but I am very concerned about the projections in the out
years that look like they are going to be staggering in terms of
increases.
With this brief opening statement, Mr. Secretary, I would like

you to proceed with any statement you have. Then Admiral Hollo-
way and General Cushman, may present any statements they have
after which we will get into the questions and answers. Would you
care to lead off.

STATEMENT OF HON. I. WILLIAM MIDDENDORF, II, SECRETARY
OF THE NAVY; ACCOMPANIED BY ADM. JAMES L. HOLLOWAY, III,
CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS; AND GEN. ROBERT E. CUSHMAN,
.TR., COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS

Secretary MIDDENDORF. Thank you.
Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee and the staff,

on behalf of the Navy I am most pleased to be able to discuss this
question today.
As Secretary of the Navy, I am charged with recruiting, train-

ing, equipping and maintaining our naval forces. I must admit
that because the hardware programs that equip and maintain our
forces involve high visibility single items, they seem to get more
attention than our recruiting and training programs. This should
not be the case. The best weapons in the world may not win a war
if they are not operated by the best-trained people.
I will address manpower and personnel issues as they affect the

three vital, interdependent areas:
Active military strength, civilian support, and reserve forces.
Personnel management is essentially a matter of having the right

man in the right place at the right time. This is an oversimplifica-
tion, but with all its complexities, this has high priority in the De-
partment of the Navy.
The fact that personnel has a high priority is perhaps best ex-

emplified by the amount we spend on people; 43 percent of the total
Department of the Navy budget is listed as pay and related costs.
For the Marine Corps, a personnel intensive service, the percentage
of the total budget spent on people is nearly 79 percent. We cannot
accurately predict the percentages to be spent on personnel in future
years. We intend to hold to or decrease the present percentage if at
all possible. I think Admiral Holloway in his testimony will give
an estimate of this.
If we are to maintain the security of this nation, however, we

must face the reality that good people cost money.
In order to meet our active military strength goals in an all-

volunteer force, recruiting has taken on new importance. As the
draft phased out and we were faced with recruiting in an open
manpower market, we have had to dramatically increase the re-
sources directed to this effort.
In the draft environment of a few years ago our dollar com-

mitment to recruiting was far less than it is today. In fiscal year
1971 it cost the Navy $548 to enlist one person. That figure was
$541 in fiscal year 1972. It jumped to $804 in fiscal year 1973, as
the all-volunteer environment became a fact of life. It was $936 in

•
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fiscal year 1974. In fiscal year 1975, the cost to enlist one person
in the Navy is estimated to increase slightly, to $959.

Referring to the point you made, Mr. Chairman, the cost of en-
listment has gone up just as substantially. I just mentioned that in
1970 it cost the Navy $548 to enlist one person. And last year it
was $936. That is almost double what it was 4 years ago.
Senator NTJNN. If I might interrupt you on that point, Mr. Sec-

retary, is that mainly recruiting costs?
Secretary MIDDENDORF. Yes, sir.
Senator NuNN. How do you define that enlistment?
Secretary MIDDENDORF. We have 6,000 men working in the recruit-

ing area, and our budget is about $107 million in that area. That is
adding in everything, 0. & M.N. and what have you, and that works
out to about $959, just under $1,000 a man to bring them into the
Nay.
Senator NuNN. Thank you.
Secretary MIDDENDORF. We foresee continued high recruiting costs

associated with the all-volunteer force, and pay costs have also in-
creased substantially. The basic pay for a recruit in 1970 was
$115.20 a month. Today it is $326.10 a month.
The national economy, the natural tendency of young people to

seek travel and adventure, and the degree of public willingness to
support and serve in the armed forces—that is, simple patriotism—
are variables which may have significant effect on recruiting. For
the present, I can report that we have now reached a point which
we consider a good balance between returns and expenditures. In
the Navy, we have achieved close to our numerical goals, and after
some initial difficulties, the Marine Corps results are improving and
we are optimistic. And General Cushman will talk about some of
the reasons we did not make our goals last year.
The Marine Corps has had some help in tipping the scale by use

of the combat arms bonus and more recently, the expanded enlist-
ment bonus.
But success in recruiting is not solely a matter of obtaining num-

bers. We must recruit the right kind of people. They must join for
a sufficient length of time to justify what it costs us to train them.
And we must convince the good ones to reenlist.
With respect to reenlistment, in my opinion, the Navy has made

significant progress. Five years ago, our first term reenlistment rate
in the Navy was 10 percent. That figure has moved upward; to 17
percent in 1971, to 23 percent in 1972 and 1973, and in the year
just completed, to 32.9 percent.
I credit this successful trend, among other things, to the en-

lightened personnel policies of Admiral E. R. Zumwalt, who was
Chief of Naval Operations 1970-1974. I have encountered criticism
of his policies, but I am result-oriented—as the members of this
committee are—and the fact that we are retaining key personnel
in the service is a result that merits praise. I have also encountered
critics who point out sensational reports about incidents aboard
ships. It is my contention that these incidents are newsworthy be-
cause of their rarity. We are fortunate, in my opinion, that the Navy
has been able to avoid incidents when 5,000 people are in cramped
quarters, restricted to a 1,000 foot platform, for long periods of
often tense times, in a sea environment away from home.
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I do not want to paint too rosy a picture of retention: we still
have "miles to go before we sleep," as Robert Frost said.
Looking ahead, an analysis of our accession requirements indi-

cates that we will need more recruits in the years to come than we
did in fiscal year 1974. The fact that we were unable to satisfy fully
our specialty skill requirements in the last fiscal year highlights
the challenge before us.
It is imperative that we do all we can to make a military career

more attractive. Along these lines, loss of benefits hurts. As one
example, the reduction of educational opportunities for enlisted
members is disheartening to some of our very best people, This
reduction seriously degrades our ability to retain them. One pro-
gram I am referring to specifically is the associate degree program.
Senator NUNN. May I interrupt on that point, the educatonal

opportunities.
What has caused that decrease, the budgetary restraints, or the

Navy's own initiative to reduce that. Why do you have a reduction
in educational opportunities?

Secretary MIDDENDORF. It is a combination of these things.
Senator NuNN. Has Congress initiated the reduction?
Admiral HOLLAWAY. Yes, sir, the specific language in the bill has

substantially reduced those programs.
Senator NTINN. Was that in the last year?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Yes, sir. We did appeal this, and the reduc-

tion is not at the services' initiative in any sense.
Senator Nu-NN. Could you supply for the record the language in

the particular—I imagine there was an appropriation bill—I think
I recall it. At this point in the record, could you supply that, so
we could have the details of exactly what the status of that is and
what has caused that cut?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. We will, sir.
[The information follows:]
In the Report from the Committee on Appropriations of the House of Rep-

resentatives (Report No. 93-662 dated November 26, 1973) on the Department
of Defense Appropriation Bill, 1974, the following language appears at page 48
concerning educational opportunities and the budget restrains on that program:

ENLISTED PERSONNEL DEGREE SEEKING TRAINING

Each of the services has established baccalaureate degree training programs
for enlisted personnel. In addition, the Navy, Army and Marine Corps have
associate degree training programs. The following table shows the service budget
requests for enlisted personnel full-time degree seeking programs:

Program Navy Air Force Army
Marine
Corps Total

Baccalaureate degree:
Training load 1. 445 961 339 260 3.005
Cost $14.0 $9.8  $2.4 $26. 2

Associate degree'
Training load 2. 835 48 277 3.160
Cost $26. 8 $2. 3 $29. 1

Total, training load 4.280 961 387 537 8.265
Total, cost $40.8 $9. 8 53.4 $4.7 $58. 7

As shown above, the Navy enlisted personnel degree training program is
more than four times larger thany any of the other Service programs. The
Navy justified their program on the basis that an opportunity to go beyond
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the high school level is a very powerful incentive and attraction in the All-
Volunteer Force. In addition, the Navy explained that even though the courses
they take do not directly relate to increasing their skills in a professional
area, it does make them, as all education does, more effective men after they
have been subjected to academic discipline. The Committee does not agree
with this concept, and has reduced the Navy request by 20 percent. This
reduces the manyears requested by 558, the Military Personnel appropriation
request by $6,800,000, and the Operation and Maintenance request by $1,200,000.
The committee directs that full-time degree seeking training for enlisted

personnel be limited to that training required to perform their military jobs.
As an example, the Army provides college level training for selected enlisted
personnel in the computer sciences discipline. Since these personnel have
jobs requiring expertise in this field, the training is directly related to their
job requirements and is justified. As discussed below, there are many oppor-
tunities for the enlisted man to advance his level of education without the
Department of Defense having to assume the full cost plus lose the man's
labor.

Secretary MIDDENDORF. We have dropped the size of our Navy
down from 692,435 men and women in 1970 to 545,668 in 1974.
This is a 21 percent decrease, and 475,000 of that number are en-
listed men. Our civilian force has been reduced from 376,340 in
1970 to 323,556 in 1974, a 14 percent drop. One thing that the Navy
and Marine Corps have done well during this period is to increase
the percentage of women. We had 8,254 women in the Navy in
1970, and 16,782 in 1974. The Marines went from 2,418 women to
2,738.
In the Navy there is one women officer for every 3.68 enlisted

women, while• the ratio for men is one to 7.29 enlisted, so the women
so far have just twice the chance of becoming officers. This is largely
accounted for by the fact that 71 percent of female officers are in
the healing arts meeting both Navy and Marine Corps requirements.
In the Marine Corps, the officer women to enlisted women ratio is
one to 7.15, while for males it is one to 9.11.
Senator NUNN. How about women on ships? Is there a trend, or

a definite policy?
Secretary MIDDEDORP. It is the view of Congress that women

should not serve in combat roles, and as a result no women serve on
Navy ships, with the exception of Sanctuary, which is devoted pri-
marily to the healing arts, and it would be like a Red Cross ship.
Senator NUNN. Do you define combat role as anyone on the ship?
Secretary MIDDENDORF. The definition of combat would be a situ-

ation where a person could be subject to hostile fire.
Senator NuNN. It seems like that could be everyone today in a

nuclear age. I do not know how you draw the line. That is my point.
Maybe you could supply for the record the definition of combat, how
you draw the line, and the rationale for it. I think we would be
interested. I know it is a difficult subject. I do not expect you to be
able to define it this morning.
Secretary MIDDENDORF. If I could, Mr. Chairman, I would like to

supply for the record also the testimony before Mr. 0. C. Fisher's
subcommittee on the subject which we discussed a month or so ago,
women in the Naval Academy.
Senator NuNN. Thank you.
[The information follows:]
The Navy defines combat as an activity of a military unit in an environ-

ment which might expose the personnel involved to hostile fire of any kind. All
personnel assigned to military units which may become engaged in combat
activity must be trained for and be able to perform combatant duties.
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Secretary MIDDENDORF. I should also mention that there is one
trend—men, since we have gone all volunteer, and that is that we
have seen a very sharp reduction in the average age of our Navy
enlisted men coming in. The figure dropped down to 19.3 years,
vice about 19.7 years 2 years ago. And we took in in this last fiscal
year some 21,000 17 year olds, up significantly from the 11,600 of
fiscal year 1973 and the 3,500 of fiscal year 1972.

Civilian personnel are an integral part of the total Navy man-
power team. The management of these resources comes under two
broad Congressional controls: the Authorization and Appropria-
tion Acts and the Civil Service System governing personnel ad-
ministration.
We have for years been successful in managing the work force

size under the controls provided by Congress. Within this frame-
work, we have had the flexibility to meet contingencies in support of
fleet readiness, while preventing employment from rising beyond
our fiscal authorization. In fiscal year 1975, Congress has added a
new dimension by establishing numerical limitations on the number
of civilians who may be employed by the Department. We see this
new restriction as hampering the effective management of our work
force, particularly the approximately 165,000 at industrial funded
activities. The half of our civilian force, or 165,000, that are pri-
marily employed in the industrial funded area are primarily em-
ployed in shipyards. This is crucial to our country at a time when
we have reduced our fleet about 47 percent by deactivating the
older ships.
We now need to rebuild the fleet, and to keep the limited num-

bers of ships we have—down from 976 in 1969 to 508 this year—
in a state of readiness through overhaul and repair.
Under present regulations, we must administer our key civilian

managers and professionals under the same Civil Service System
that applies to all employees. While the System's protections and
benefits are appropriate for the vast majority of our work force, it
no longer serves the public interest for the management group. The
proposed executive personnel system submitted to the Congress in
.July 1974 is a good beginning. I would go further, and suggest that
all career management personnel be covered and that rewards and
penalties be commensurate with the exercise of authority in these
high positions. Specifically, we need to compensate the effective man-
agers adequately and we need the authority to remove the ineffective.
One advantageous authority would be management initiated retire-
ments. We need a new, flexible personnel system for the proper
management of our managerial personnel.
Turning now to the third element of manpower in the Depart-

ment of the Navy, our goal is a total force with the Reserves effec-
tively complementing the active force. I know you are interested in
Reserves, and know about the total force concept. This policy has
proven invaluable in the Marine Corps 4th Division wing team
which General Cushman will refer to. In the Navy, we are still in a
difficult transition period.
The Navy had an end strength in the Selected Reserve of 128,381

in 1970, and 114,864 in 1974. Comparable figures for the Marine
Corps Reserve for those years were 47,880 and 32,190, respectively.
Senator TAIT. Could I interrupt at that point?
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Senator NuNN. Go ahead, Senator Taft.
Senator TAFT. Is that reduction in the Reserve forces a planned

reduction, or does it reflect in some way the elimination of the Se-
lective Service? What is the explanation of it?

General CUSHMAN. May I answer that, Mr. Secretary?
With relation to the Marine Corps, this is inability to recruit the

numbers we need in the organized Reserve.
Senator TArr. In other words, it is not because of a statutory

limitation?
General CusxmAN. No, Sir, although the limitation each year has

been tailored to cut the cloth, so to speak, in that there has been
a steady erosion of the numbers we have been able to recruit. Each
year Congress has authorized a number which is in the neighborhood
of what we believe we can make, but they have not continued to
authorize the strength which we really should have, which is about
45,000, in that neighborhood.

Senator TArr. Thank you.
Secretaiy MIDDENDORF. The role of the Navy Reserve is being

carefully reexamined with the goal of achieving optimum active
and Reserve Force integration. In working toward this goal, new
Reserve employment policies are under study in conjuction with a
complete review of contingency requirements.
The Selected Reserve will be a key element in our military plans

because of its capability to provide almost immediate operational
support.
Senator NuNN. Mr. Secretary, what is the time element on this

study, when you say a complete study of contingency requirements?
Is this the overall Department of Defense study, or is this a separate
study by the Navy.
Admiral HOLLLOWAY. Could I answer that, Mr. Chairman?
Senator NuNN. Certainly.
Admiral HOLLOWAY. This is a Department of Defense study, under

the direction of Mr. Benowitz. The Navy has an admiral as a
member of the study group who is keeping us informed within the
headquarters structure of the Navy. Under the direction of the Vice
Chief of Naval Operations, we are overhauling our whole Naval
Reserve concept.
Senator Nurric. That is a separate study?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Yes, sir; it is. We are staying in step with the

defense study, but looking at our own particular needs and our
own requirements to improve ourselves in this area.
Senator NuNN. We understood yesterday—I believe Mr. Brehm

said it would be due about December. They slid it back from Sep-
tember to December. Are you on that same kind of time frame with
your collateral study?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Yes; we are, Mr: Chairman.
Senator Nurtic. So by the first of the year we ought to have a

pretty good look at both of those.
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Yes, sir.
Senator Nurmr. The subcommittee would like to have a copy as

soon as it is available.
Secretary MIDDENDORF. Although the President has the authority

to recall not more than 1 million Reservists upon the declaration
of a national emergency, there is an additional need to provide for
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the limited, highly selective recall of Reserves. Such flexibility is
believed necessary to meet specific requirements in a military con-
tingency short of a national emergency.

Senator NUNN. On this point, could you furnish to the subcom-
mittee for the record the kind of priority units that would be on
the top of the list as far as what you would need in an emergency
that was not an all-out national emergency as declared by the Presi-
dent? We are talking about this, and I understand we are going to
get a proposal from the Department of Defense which is in the
process of working its way through the executive branch. I would
like to know from the Navy's point of view—I have some feel in the
Air Force, because we have just been through a lot of debate on the
strategic airlift, but I would like to know from the Navy's point
of view what units would be the first priority units that you feel
should be called under a scenario that was less than a national
emergency.
[The information follows :]
The units which might be called and the priority of such activation would

depend on the scenario envisioned. Additionally, the readiness of specified units
at the time that the requirements exists would bear on the decision of which
units to activate. The Navy is reviewing its mobilization requirements, begin-
ning with "worst case" requirements, under the current OSD guidance. Follow-
ing the approval of these requirements, partial mobilization requirements
based on scenarios will be developed. Only then can a probable priority of
units be developed. Generally speaking, however, •the Navy's long range mari-
time patrol (VP) squadrons are expected to be considered an early response
asset under most scenarios.

Secretary MIDDENDORF. In summary, it gives me pleasure to report
that despite resource constraints, we are confident that with your
support we will achieve an even more responsive, highly professional
Navy-Marine team.
Admiral Holloway, the Chief of Naval Operations, and General

Cushman, Commandant of the Marine Corps, will address some
specifics of important manpower and personnel issues within their
services.

Senator NUNN. If it meets your approval, Senator Taft, I will go
ahead with the other statements, and then we will come back and
ask questions; however, if you have any questions as we go along, go
ahead and interrupt.
Senator TAFT. Thank you.
Senator NUNN. Admiral Holloway.
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am honored to testify before this distinguished subcommittee in

my first appearance before Congress as the Chief of Naval Opera-
tions. As we modernize our naval force, I am convinced that what
we do in manpower matters will remain the stepping stone to our
success. For that reason, I applaud the wisdom of Senator Stennis
in establishing this subcommittee. It is to me a clear indication that
our concerns in this area are certainly shared by the Senate Armed
Services Committee.
My approach to this hearing has taken a dual course. First, I feel

obliged to present for your consideration a reasonably full coverage
of our major problems and future prospects in manpower and per-
sonnel. Secondly, Mr. Chairman, I also view this as an opportunity
for you and the subcommittee to question me on my policies and



77

philosophical views in these matters. To accomplish the first objec-
tive, and with your permission, I would like to insert for the record
a more lengthy and detailed statement.
Senator NuNN. Without objection, we will be glad to have that

as part of the record.
Admiral HOLLOWAY. I would like to present at this time only a

short statement in order to leave as much time as possible for your
questions.

Gentlemen, the subject at hand today coincides precisely with the
highest priority I established upon beginning my tour as the CNO.
I can best illustrate this fact by reading the first message that I sent
to the major fleet commanders in chief, and I quote. (This message
was addressed to the Commander in Chief of the Pacific Fleet, of
the Atlantic Fleet, and of the U.S. Naval Forces in Europe.)

I consider that the key to continued progress in the United States Navy is
the solution of our personnel problems. The success of our people programs
Is a prerequisite to continued improvement and advancement in all other
areas of the Navy. The full potential of new ships and aircraft and the most
modern weapons technology will never be realized if not properly maintained
and effectively manned. The Navy must have quality people in the requisite
numbers if we are to maintain our paramount position at sea with modern
arms and high esprit. The most important single factor in the attainment of
our personnel goals is stability. By recruiting capable and motivated young
people, and reenlisting adequate numbers for a full career, we will minimize
personnel turnover and reduce turbulence. The attainment of a stable force of
professional Navy men and women will go far in resolving the pressing
problems of material and training readiness in the fleet.
We are meeting most of our goals in recruiting, and improving our record of

retention, but more needs to be done, particularly in the field of reenlistments.
There have been some significant gains recently in the retention picture for some
particular commands. In analyzing these sectors of success, the common element is
clearly evident: The full involvement and personal commitment of the com-
mander and his commanding officers.
To achieve these levels of success on a Navy-wide basis is going to require

heightened realization on the part of our entire Navy, that the future depends
upon a stable base of professionally motivated people, and that the attainment
of this objective requires the highest priority of command attention, in terms
of personal involvement and dedication.
I am sending this message to principal force commanders, rather than

promulgating these views in a general message, because of my very strong
conviction that this as policy guidance must receive personal attention at all
echelons. This can only be accomplished through personal contact among all
those exercising authority. I am convinced that it is only through involving
the full chain of command that the individuals at every level of authority
(commander, commanding officer, division officer, chief petty officers and
petty officers) can be made aware of their full responsibilities in this task

of the very highest priority. . . .

Mr. Chairman, that message addresses directly my three funda-
mental concerns regarding not just our active military personnel, but
also our Navy civilians and Reserves--quality, stability, and per-
sonal involvement of command.

First, and implicit throughout my guidance to the fleet com-
manders, is a clear recognition of the unique demands placed on
Navy people. Consider, if you will, our highly mobile forces as small
groups of trained men integrated as teams and operating individual
ships and units. These teams operate, singly and in concert, for
months at a time without seeing their home ports and with limited
opportunities to touch shore overseas. Even when not overseas, these
units will be away at sea for weeks at a time. Of course., all of this
is required because naval forces are by nature mobile, and because

39-532-75--6
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we are a forward deployed force, maintaining the Nation's continu-
ing seapower commitments overseas. But Navy personnel must be
able to foresee with confidence that after a few years of sea duty, they
can look forward to a regular 'period of shore duty. Thus, we must
have a firmly established sea-to-shore rotation base.
This unique Navy requirement for maintaining a solid rotation

base limits our capability to utilize civilians and women in substitu-
tion for our shore billets. However, having sea-experienced sailors in
shore billets provides us with a quick-reaction mobilization base to
draw upon when faced with crises. We did this in our buildup during
the Vietnam conflict. More recently, during the October Middle East
War, we drew from this base ashore to rapidly bring up our de-
ployed posture.
Second, I would emphasize that we need quality personnel in the

requisite numbers. In this the Navy is no different than other en-
deavors in life. Time and again I have seen that quality leadership,
both officers and petty officers strongly attracts quality young people
for full, professional careers. In a lean military organization, I have
observed that this effect is magnified. Quality is a self-perpetuating
thing, something that works synergistically to produce what we are
all after—and that is, of course, high esprit de corps and the best
possible readiness for combat. In other words, the best defense for
the dollar.
The third point I would like to make is my belief that the most

important single factor in personnel matters is stability. In my
message to the commanders in chief I used the word "stability" in
the sense of strengthening our efforts in recruiting and retaining
quality people and thereby reducing our personnel turnover. In
reviewing the latest fleet commander's readiness reports, I see a
common and continuing problem which impacts severely on our
combat readiness. Although the aggregate enlisted manning strengths
of fleet units are very high, the fleet—indeed, the entire Navy-4s
very short on critical technician and. maintenance skills and experi-
enced, supervisory petty officers. This is why, in my directive to the
CINC's, I placed particular stress on the retention of quality person-
nel. For, in so doing, we can achieve a stable force of professional
men an women who remain with the Navy for full careers. This
stability will reduce our training costs and produce the kind of
quality we need for maximum combat readiness.
Mr. Chairman there is another sense of the word "stability" which

I believe is highly germane to the subcommittee's inquiry. That is,
we need stability in our policies. Such stability is essential to efficiency
in our management actions. One of the greatest influences on our
efficiency can come from early authorizations and appropriations
from the Congress. Late enactments of budget bills force us to take
cost avoidance actions which have undesirable impacts on our per-
sonnel programs. In this regard, therefore, we are most encouraged
by the budget schedule set forth in the new Congressional Budget
Act.
We are also encouraged by the recently enacted Bonus Revision

Act and its positive effect in helping with our skill shortages. There
are other examples of favorable, helpful actions of Congress. On the
other hand, where there are rapid reversals of previously approved
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benefits or opportunities, the impacts on our people are most negative.

Any erosion of benefits or educational opportunities is seen by many

of our career-motivated personnel as breaches of faith. Such actions

also influence prospective enlistees. We are convinced that curbail-

ment of 'advanced training and education programs strikes at the

most powerful motivator of high quality personnel.
I am acutely aware of the fact that the cost of personnel programs

and of manpower in general has been and continues to be high. This

gives all of us great incentives for efficient management. The Navy is

making significant progress in reducing the percent of its budget

that goes into our manpower base. From 46 percent in 1970, man-

power dollars have dropped to 4.4 percent today, and are program-

med to decline to 42 percent in 1976.
Senator NuNN. On this point? Admiral, I would like to have an

amendment to the record showing the details of how you accom-

plished that.
At that point also, if counsel could ask for a similar analysis by

the other services, I think it would be a good comparison, so we can
have that in the record. We will require that other material, but I
think that is a significant point and I would like to know how you
did it.
Does that mean you are gating more dollars from Congress, and

thereby the percentage is reduced, or does it mean you are doing it
through management?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. We like to think we are doing it through

management, Mr. Chairman. I think that the facts that we provide
will bear that out.
[The information follows:]

Since FY 1970, numerous actions have been effected to adjust the Navy

military and civilian end strengths. From a combined military and civilian

end strength of approximately 1,176,600 in FY 1970, Navy has deleted 231,000

military and civilian end strengths as projected in the currently programmed

levels for FY 1976. A major portion of the reductions have impacted on mili-

tary manning requirements and civilian shipyard/facilities related to forces.

Additionally, there was the phasing out of manpower resources associated

with the Vietnam conflict. Sizeable numbers of civilian and military personnel

were no longer necessary after the termination of U.S. involvement in Vietnam.

A substantial amount of manpower resources were saved as a result of Navy's

shore establishment realignment. For instance, approximately 8,500 civilian

and military spaces were deleted as a result of these realignment, closures,
and consolidations. The modernization of the Fleet has resulted in a lesser

number of ships having to be manned while working toward the objective of

maintaining and rebuilding U.S. sea power through procurement of fewer, but

more modern ships. Impacting upon all these strength reduction has been

the objective to display for FY 76 a serious approach in implementing the

total force policy. This, of course, includes the full utilization of the Naval

Reserve community. As an example of the strength measures which have been
effected, one need only look at Navy active duty military end strength 1970-1976.

The end strength for FY 1970 was 692,000 and the end strength programmed

for FY 1976 is 540,000. This is a reduction of approximately 150,000 military

spaces. The projected officer strength for FY 76 is the lowest in the last quarter

of a century and represents a reduction of over 20,000 since 31 July 1969.

Enlisted strength requested for FY 1976 will represent a reduction of about

one-third since the peak attained in July 1968.
In summary, the task of implementing all the actions associated with the

huge Navy manpower strength reductions occurring 1970-1976 must be viewed

in perspective. Each year there were force changes, manpower support redu-

tions, training reductions, and command and base operations reductions. It i
s

Important to remember that these actions have been done in relation to eac
h
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other and must be viewed as such. They represent Navy management actions
as well as those actions directed as a result of OSD and Congressional reviews.
What percent of the Army budget goes into its manpower base? (Describe in

general terms those areas counted as part of the manpower base.) Provide
specific percentages to include years 1970 and as programmed for 1976. If per-
centage declined between 1970 and 1976, provide details of how it was
accomplished.
The percentages of Army budget related to manpower base for the years

fiscal year 1970 through fiscal year 1976 are as follows:

Fiscal year-

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 I

Outlays 57 61 63 69 69 70 69
Total obligation authority 2 60 64 63 65 68 66 66
Total obligation authority 3 61 64 65 66 68 66 64

I Estimated.
2 For the purposes of calculating the personnel and personnel related cost percentages, the manpower base includes

MPA, NGPA, RPA, civilian pay, retired pay (Army portion) and family housing (Army portion) outlays or total obligational
authority (TOA) expressed in current dollars and arrayed according to standard DOD convention. The percentages are
displayed in both outlays and TOA even though the Army has in the past provided only outlay-based numbers. The outlay
percentages are presented to maintain a consistent basis for comparison.

As an alternative computation using Navy methodology, the manpower base includes MPA, NGPA, RPA, civilian pay
(direct hire only), training, recruiting and medical costs (nonpay) and family housing (Army portion) TOA expressed in
current dollars.

The Army is people intensive rather than hardware intensive. Correspondingly,
Its manpower cost percentage has increased—not reduced—over the period fiscal
year 1970 to fiscal year 1976 for two reasons. One, the compounding effect of
annual pay raises and two, decreases in investment accounts combined with
increases in operating accounts have driven personnel cost percentage gains.
Reductions in both military and civilian strength levels have served to partially
offset salary growth spurred by pay raises. However, as long as the investment
(nonpay) share of the Army budget decreases or remains the same, reductions
in manpower cost percentage will not materialize.

Manpower costs as a percent of Navy total obligational authority

End fiscal year: Percent
1970   46
1971   49
1972   47
1973   46
1974   45
1975   44
1976   42

'Projected estimate.

Note: Manpower costs include military pay and allowances, civilian salaries,
training costs, medical costs, recruiting costs, PCS and family housing.

PERSONNEL RELATED COSTS I WITHIN MARINE CORPS TOTAL OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY

Fiscal year
Amount

(millions) Percentage

1970 2 $1,857 70.5
1971 1,701 78.2
1972 1,714 81.4
1973 1,835 80.0
1974 1,948 78.7
1975 2,021 78.3
1976 (estimated) 2, 040 75.6

1 Includes MPMC, RPMC, civilian personnel (including reimbursable amounts, from HEW and MCIF), and family housing.
Since retired pay is a separate DOD appropriation and does not affect Marine Corps' TOA, retired pay for former marines
Is not included.
2 Includes $31.687 million funded by 0. & M.N.

The percent of the Air Force budget that went into our manpower base for
fiscal year 1970 through fiscal year 1975 is reflected on the two following tables;
summary of personnel and related costs, and appropriation details.
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'Senator NUNN. Thank you.
Senator Taft.
Senator TAFT. Along that same line, if you could try to identify to

what extent that percentage is related to the fact that the Navy, I
would say, is one of the more capital intensive services—I guess the
Air Force is too—but as compared to the ground forces, I think that
would be true. That is an element that I would ask be dealt with.
Senator NTJNN. That is a good point. Certainly, all the services are

not comparable in that area, but I think the trend would be very
interesting.
Admiral HOLLOWAY. I will furnish that, sir.
'Senator Nursrx. Thank you.
Admiral HOLLOWAY. In the management of our civilian personnel

strengths, the incentive to minimize cost also gives us an effective
tool. That is, by keying our Navy civilian manpower to available
program funds, we can very effectively control our end-strengths. We
have proven this by being within 1.1 percent and .14 percent of our
respective fiscal year 1973 and 1974 end-strength targets. Therefore,
I am convinced that control of civilian personnel by authorization of
end-strengths, rather than by dollars for the various programs, is
counterproductive to efficient management.
Senator NI:wig. Admiral Holloway, in your statement, you say that

you can effectively control your civilian personnel through available
funds and that the authorization of civilian personnel end-strengths
is counterproductive to efficient management. In light of the rapidly
fluctuating and increasing costs of both personnel and services, it
would appear more difficult to control strength by funds. Would you
explain the rationale for your statement?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. End-strength controls limit only the number

of personnel who may be on-board as of a certain date in each fiscal
year. This does not effectively control costs, but may in fact cause
work force disruptions that may increase program costs. If an arbi-
trary end-strength is assigned, while the Congress approves procure-
ment, R. & D. and operating programs, the appropriated funds will
still be spent on personnel in one of several ways. First, a large num-
ber of temporary employees may be hired during the fiscal year to
accomplish funded programs and then be released prior to June 30.
Second, overtime may be increased substantially to perform required
work. Third, managers, to achieve their program schedules and plan-
ned performance, must assign the work to contractor effort, even if
it is more costly.
Each of these alternatives may prove counterproductive. Use of

temporaries may involve substantial training costs and increase the
personnel office and payroll overhead. Overtime rates are, of course,
well above regular rates. In addition, when ceilings put pressure on
program managers to go contract, an increased headquarters review
effort is required to insure that work placed on contract meets re-
quired standards for contractor performance, and is not being placed
with private industry simply to circumvent ceilings.
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In addition to the above, fixed ceilings may prove costly by denying,
flexibility to adjust employment to meet workload changes, particu-
larly at industrial activities and in managing effort in the Foreign
Military Sales program. Changes may occur in delivery of com-
ponents from private industry, in workload scheduling to achieve a
more effective utilization of manpower and equipment, and in non-
Navy funded work. None of these involves changes in Navy program
dollars. However, if them is no flexibility to adjust manpower levels,
delays in work accomplishment may prove costly and our ability to
fulfill commitments to foreign governments will be impeded. In
addition, costly and unnecessary reductions-in-force may be required
at some activities in order to free ceiling spaces for allocation to
high priority projects at other activities.
Allowing program dollars to determine manpower levels is far

preferable. The majority of Navy civilians (166,000) are employed
in industrial activities. Program managers will fund these activities
only if they are less costly than other sources. Thus activity com-
manding officers must insure that personnel costs—and overhead
costs in particular—are not excessive. Flexibility to adjust employ-
ment levels to meet changing customer demands is essential if these
activities are to prove cost effective. As noted in the statement, Navy
civilian employment has been at or near the budget estimate, and no
runaway growth has occurred in the absence of ceilings.
It should be noted that the GAO has also consistently opposed

civilian ceilings. GAO Report B-165959 of April 1971 states:

Personnel ceilings or hiring limitations, whether imposed by statute or by the
Executive Branch, do not provide the most effective management controls over
civilian personnel resources in our opinion.

A joint GAO/OMB/OSC Study on Productivity of June 1973
states:

Personnel ceilings have major adverse impacts on the efficient management
of human resources.

Gentlemen, in all these important management policy questions, we
seek the stability which can come from the understanding and steady-
ing influence of a subcommittee such as yours.
As for my general assessment and prognosis of the Navy as an all

volunteer force, I believe the Navy is making impressive gains to-
wards the goals I have expressed. My emphasis rests on the highest
personal commitment of all levels of naval leadership to surge ahead
in recruiting and retention of quality personnel. This is not a one-
time surge, but rather will be a steady, purposeful awareness which
will manifest itself in all of our leadership efforts.
Our outlook is one of cautious optimism. Although we attained 97

percent recruiting success during this past fiscal year, the all-volun-
teer force is still being tested. However, its successful fruition will
be measured in terms of fleet combat readiness. It is in this area of
career personnel retention, in addition to the recruitment of first-
term enlistees, that we need all the help we can get from the Con-
gress. This is the major challenge of the draft-free environment.
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Our fiscal year 1975 goals are even higher than those of 1974. The
Navy is at the low point in its congressionally-approved plan to
give up a large number of old ships in being in order to invest in new
ships and rebuild its total numbers, from our low of 508 towards 600
ships. In 1977, our total manning numbers must start to climb as we
rebuild our surface fleet so essential to maintaining a reasonable bal-
ance with the expanding Soviet Navy. It is most important that this
subcommittee understand and support this requirement. As our new
ships come ino the fleet, our recruiting and retention goals must
remain high in order to properly man that restored and modernized
fleet.

Despite the challenges, I remain confident that, with your con-
tinued strong support and that of all the Congress, we have a reason-
able chance for success.
In concluding, Mr. Chairman, I would note that I have directed my

staff to be available to the subcommittee and its staff as you move
forward in your examination of Navy manpower and personnel.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[Admiral Holloway's statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF ADM. JAMES L. HOLLOWAY III, CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the honor and welcome the opportunity to re-
view with you the current status and future prospects of Navy manpower and
personnel programs. The Navy's objective continues to be the modernization and
rebuilding of our combat forces in a manner which is responsive to the cur-
rent and projected threats. A key to the attainment of that objective is people.
We are dedicated to the continued procurement and maintenance of a highly
trained and motivated group of men and women in numbers sufficient to ac-
complish the world-wide Navy missions.
As I will later discuss in more detail, this task is difficult and complex. It

has been made more complex by the elimination of the draft, the inflationary
efforts of the economy and the changing nature of society as a whole. The
establishment of this distinguished Subcommittee by Chairman Stennis, and
the hearing today, are gratifying and certainly indicate that our concerns
are shared by you.
Today, I will address Navy forces and manpower in terms of organization

and force structure; how we got where we are today and where we are going;
the Navy approach to the Total Force Policy implementation—including trends
in the strengths of our total manpower components—and various aspects of
our efforts to improve our tooth-to-tail ratio and maximize our readiness
capability. Additionally, I will discuss the challenges and problems associated
with manning while we modernize our fleet. Hopefully, this will provide some
Insight into Navy personnel management problems and initiatives.
The primary function of the Navy is to organize, train and equip naval

forces for the conduct of prompt and sustained operations at sea. The Navy's
missions include the strategic deterrent mission which is accomplished by the
highly able fleet ballistic missile submarine force. The sea control and sea
projection missions are accomplished by balanced, mutually supporting and
highly mobile naval forces consisting of task groups of carriers and surface
combatants, and attack submarines, shore based ASW air squadrons, amphibi-
ous forces, and underway replenished and support forces. In peace time, our
active naval forces maintain overseas deployments in order to reassure our
allies, protect U.S. interests and to act as a deterrent against actions which
are counter to U.S. national interests. Reserve forces are maintained to in-
crease naval capabilities in the event of mobilization when they will con-
tribute to the sea control and sea projection missions. Reserve forces for this
purpose include land based ASW air, surface combatants, sea based tactical
and ASW air, mine vessels and mobile construction battalions.
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The naval force structure is organized to accomplish its missions under
three major fleet commands located in the Pacific, Atlantic and European
areas. The next subordinate command echelon includes the numbered fleet
commands; the Sixth and Seventh Fleets are forward deployed in the Med-
iterranean and Western Pacific respectively, and provide forces for overseas
presence and during international crisis such as the recent Cyprus conflict and
evacuation. The Second and Third Fleets consist of naval forces operating in
the Western Atlantic and Eastern Pacific respectively.
The fleet commands are backed up by functionally oriented training and

logistics organizations. These organizations, called Type commands, are directly
concerned with the equipping, logistic support, training and manning of the
fleet units.
As you know, the Navy's force levels have been reduced significantly since

1969. During fiscal year 1975, Navy force levels will reach their lowest point

in 25 years. How we reached this position and what we are doing about it are

highly germane to any discussion of manpower and personnel. We emerged
from World War II in a clearly superior position with no requirements for

fleet modernization. We used this same fleet to fight the Korean War but were

provided minimal funds to commence modernization. In the period following

the Korean War, we continued to devote inadequate funds to modernization of
our sea control and projection forces. This was because of the vast sums
expended to produce the urgently required ballistic missile submarine force.
Again, during our lengthy engagement in Southeast Asia, while continuing
our commitments elsewhere, we incurred heavy operational expenses. This

continued to deny us the funds necessary for fleet modernization.
Thus, we came to the end of the 1960's, the Navy found itself with a fleet of

976 ships which were approaching an average age of 18 years. The Navy then
made the necessary decision that, if we were to solve the problem of obso-
lescence, we must give up a large number of ships and aircraft. We could
then, within the projected austere budget levels, make available the funds
needed for modernization and rebuilding of the fleet. With the agreement and
full support of the Secretary of Defense and of the Congress, the Navy pro-
ceeded on this course.
By sacrificing current capabilities for modernization, we have reduced our

ships by 47% and our aircraft by about 22% since 1968. The most important
part of our Navy modernization plan is now underway. With the continued
and essential support of the Congress, we will complete the plan to move from
our current low point and rebuild towards approximately 600 modern ships.
We can do this while holding the average age of the fleet at 14 years.
As the Navy's force levels have been reduced, so accordingly has its com-

mand structure. Our operational and support organizations have been con-
solidated and reduced drastically in the past two years to match the decline
In force levels. It is with this streamlined organization that we seek to meet
our challengers while modernizing our forces and maintaining our mission
commitments.
Our declining strengths, both active and Reserve, and budgetary con-

straints—all in the face of an expanding threat—have emphasized the im-

portance of a careful, well-defined implementation of Secretary Schlesinger's
Total Force Policy.

Therefore, in October 1973, the Navy initiated a comprehensive review of
Its total capability to mobilize and execute its wartime missions. The find-

ings of this review led us to undertake several actions. The first was the

formulation of a Policy for the Utilization of the Naval Reserve, currently

In the final phase of approval. This proposed policy recognizes the unique

requirements of the Navy's forward deployment commitments. It emphasizes

flexibility and mobility, and considers the Naval Reserve a part of the Total

Navy Force. Secondly, we are refining our guidance for Total Navy Force
structuring and sizing. We expect to complete our review of hardware re-

quirements in a few months and then, by 1975, to derive Reserve personnel

requirements In the context of a Total Force. Implicit in this effort is a

recognition of the Navy's hardware orientation, its unique method of opera-

tions, and the continuing requirement to meet our overseas deployment

commitments.
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Mr. Chairman, as you know, the same factors which prompted the TotalForce Policy also emphasize the importance of maximizing our combat-support ratio. The Navy's manpower in Combat Forces has varied over theyears between 47% to 50%. Immediately prior to the Vietnam War there were49.8% in Combat Forces, about the same as the 49.2% in the currently pro-posed Budget. As new ships enter active service and we rebuild our manpowerlevel while holding our support activities level, Navy combat manpower isplanned to rise above 50%.
In the European area, we have an even higher proportion of manpower inCombat Forces: 57%. This is because most of our deployed forces arehomeported in the United States and thus, some support overhead is ex-cluded. I would emphasize that as we continue to evaluate our commandstructures and combat/support ratios, the Navy's principle objective mustalso continue to be that of enhancing our warfighting capabilities with avail-able manpower.
As the members of this Subcommittee well know, the costs of achieving andmaintaining our total manpower objectives are formidable. The salaries ofNavy civilian personnel, and the pay, allowances, incentive programs andrelated expenses of our active and Reserve Navy personnel, all combine ina total of 10.369 billion dollars for 1975. Notwithstanding the decreased strengthlevels, these costs have continued to rise.
For example, in fiscal year 1970, the pay and allowances (exclusive of foodand travel) for a force of 732,000 cost $4.296 billion, a little less than $5,900per man. Today, the manyear programs of 552,000 for fiscal year 1975 isestimated to cost $5.079 billion, an average of $9,194 per man—an increaseof 79%.
Feeding a Navyman today costs $2.30 a day as compared to $1.50 in 1970.In travel, the average cost of a move within the United States has morethan doubled in the same time span, from $541 to $1,237. We expect thesecosts will continue to rise in the near future.
Our civilian blue collar employees have received annual pay increasesbased on prevailing rates in local areas for comparable skills. The gradedemployees have also received annual increases, which by Public Law, arebased on Bureau of Labor Statistics indices.
In fiscal year 1970, the average civilian compensation was $10,273 permanyear. This increased 25% to $12,879 in FY 1973 and is projected to in-crease by 10% to $14,194 through FY 1975. This FY 75 average cost excludesthe wage board increase anticipated to be effective during FY 75, and excludesthe Classified Pay Raise for October 1974.
These high costs of manpower continue to give us a powerful incentive forproperly managing our civilian and military personnel resourees. Accordingly,I want to highlight some of our major concerns in this Area.
First, I believe that the imposition of direct-hire civilian personnel ceilingson the Department of Defense in FY 75 will have substantial adverse effectsand will most likely prove counterproductive. Ceilings, coupled with sizeableend-strength reductions, will cause the Navy's average civilian grade to risebecause of higher attrition at lower levels. If we conduct reductions-in-forceto spread the reductions evenly throughout the grade structure, we are con-fronted with substantial severance costs and decreased employee morale.Thus, it is far better to control costs by controlling program dollars—allow-ing the Navy to balance its work force within available funds.
With the removal of most ceilings two years ago, the Navy controlledcivilian employment 'by issuing employment targets to its major commands.Emphasis was placed on matching civilian employment with available fundsrather than applying specific ceilings. Thus, Navy commands were givenflexibility to adjust manpower levels to meet funding and work schedule

changes. In FY 1973, the Navy was 1.1% under its budgeted end-strength
request. In FY 1974, the Navy was over its budgeted end-strength target by
only .14%. Clearly, funding restraints provided a very effective control
mechanism.
We also expect that civilian personnel ceilings will result in significant

workload problems, particularly at Navy Industrial Fund activities and in
the Foreign Military Sales program.
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Navy Industrial Fund (NIF) civilian manpower is dependent upon the
needs of program managers and their willingness to fund NIP operations
as the most economical means of getting their work accomplished. If funding
declines, civilian employment declines.
During the past few years funding has served as an effective restraint on

civilian employment at NIP activities, regardless of any ceiling restrictions.
NIP employment in FY 71, when formal ceilings were enforced, was 185,000.
Ceilings were subsequently lifted, but civilian employment declined to 171,000
In FY 73. A further decrease to a level of 166,000 by end FY 75 was included
in the FY 75 President's budget.
In the event of a significant end-strength reduction, the Navy will also have

to substantially increase overtime at its industrial activities in order to ac-
complish priority funded fleet readiness programs.
The problem of ceilings at industrial activities will be compounded if the

distribution of the 32,327 DoD end-strength reduction proposed by the House
Appropriations Committee is implemented. 4,600 of the 8,000 Navy civilians
end-strength reduction would have to be taken in Naval Shipyards to comply
with the Committee's intent. This will seriously impact on our ship overhaul
program by forcing deferral of ten scheduled ship overhauls into future years.
(Additionally, if $61,500,000 of Operation & Maintenance funds are not re-
stored, the scheduled ship overhauls cannot be accomplished at either Naval
or private shipyards.)
A similar problem is created in Foreign Military Sales (FMS) which is

basically a self-sustaining program.
When the FMS program was relatively small, unexpected requirements

could be accommodated within the Navy budget manpower plan. However, with
the four and one-half-fold growth of the program since 1973, and the assign-
ment of a civilian personnel ceiling in FY 75, such out-of-budget-cycle manpower
requirements will be difficult to manage. Unless some form of exemption from
ceiling is granted for these personnel, unexpected requirements will have to be
accommodated either at the expense of Navy fund workload, or the foreign
sales program delayed. The result could be embarrassment to the U.S. Gov-
ernment and, in some cases, the loss of potential savings in our own pro-
curement unit costs.
In summary, we appreciate that civilian ceilings are intended to control

civilian personnel costs. However, rigid ceilings will more likely prove counter-

productive by requiring increased overtime costs, severance pay, costly delays

and disruptions in work scheduling. Moreover, they can cause the loss of po-

tential cost benefits which can be realized from the Foreign Military Sales

program. And finally, the Navy's projected fleet readiness programs cannot

be accomplished successfully under fixed ceilings with the end-strength re-

ductions currently proposed.
Turning now to our military personnel, we acknowledge that our officer

grade structure contains imbalances between the actual on-board nuthbers and

our manning requirements. This situation is one which was expected from the

recent and rapid decline in our force levels.
Since 1969, when peak strengths for South East Asia were reached, the

Navy will have reduced the number of officers in the grade of captain from

4,270 to 3,940 by the end of FY 75— this is a net reduction of 7.7%. In the

grade of commander we have come from 8,602 to 7,612, or 11.5%. In the grade

of lietenant commander, the reduction has been from 15,077 to 14,494, or 3.9%.

The overall senior, control grade reduction will have been over 1900 officers

since 1969, a net ,reduction of 6.8%.
Our total officer strength has been reduced steadily since 1972 and the num-

ber of new accessions each year have been necessarily lower than desired. It

has been a management challenge to distribute these limited resources in a way

that is most beneficial to the Navy as a whole. Our currently desired level of

accessions to fulfill the first tour billets is 8600. Accessions for FY 75 are

planned at 7.058. Some billets will not be filled and some officers will receive

excessively long tours at sea. In addition, the education pipeline must be

severely restricted. These factors limit the Navy's ability to attain the

quality mix needed for our complex weapon systems and ships.

The Defense Officer Personnel Management Act (DOPMA), which is 
cur-

rently before the Congress, would provide grade ceilings within which grade
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strength can be effectively managed in the future. The Captain/Commandernon-continuation authority which is contained in that Act has also beenIntroduced in the Senate as S. 3193. Passage of this Bill would give theServices the ability to better manage officer strength in the senior, controlgrades. In addition, we have implemented a management concept called theOperational Technical Managerial System to better utilize our officers withspecialized skills.
Along with our reductions in the active portion of the Total Navy Force,we have also proposed reductions in the Naval Reserve. The overall Reservestrength has been gradually reduced from 129,000 drill pay spaces in FY 73to a projected end strength of 108,313 in FY 75. The FY 74 end strength was114,864. As I discussed earlier, our current efforts towards clearly definedgoals will serve to better validate our Reserve requirements within the TotalNavy Force.
Foremost among our challenges are the problems associated with activeenlisted personnel manning levels. The Navy distributable enlisted manningshortfall at the end of June 1974 was 16,218 personnel. This equates to amanning percentage of 95.9%. This percentage masks a very serious skillmismatch, in that we have a 30,968 petty officer and designated strikerdeficit in 47 ratings, 27 of which are manned below 90%. These rating short-ages manifest themselves in lack of unit readiness. Currently, many of thetotal Navy ships and squadrons, excluding units in overhaul, are reportingmarginal-to-not-ready for combat—solely due to personnel shortages.As with the officer corps, our active enlisted strength has been steadilydecreasing since the Vietnam peak to the lowest total in twenty-five years. Weanticipate staying near-level in the immediate future and then commence asteady extension to man our modernized forces.In ray view, a fundamental consideration in achieving that objective is ourability to do so in the era of the All Volunteer Force. In other words, and inthe manpower manager's parlance, we simply must achieve our accessiontargets while maintaining our quality standards. During the past year, theNavy came very close to the required accession levels. We would have reachedtarget if, late in the year, we had not been required to levy an additionalquota on the recruiters because of unanticipated losses.Our reenlistment picture has steadily improved over the last five or six yearswhich, of course, has helped. The Navy has aggressively recruited prior servicepersonnel in our attempt to maintain the experience level necessary for aviable career force. In this, we have averaged more than 600 prior servicereenlistments per month during the past fiscal year. This not only helps withour accessions but also holds down training costs. We have attained our re-cruiting goals for women and, within two or three years, we will be at themaximum number which can be effectively utilized under current law pro-hibiting ,use of women on combat ships, while maintaining a suitable seaduty/shore duty rotation schedule for Navy men.
We are experiencing problems obtaining enough volunteers for entry leveltraining and are undertaking management actions to improve this situation.It appears that, despite our best efforts, our difficulties will continue inobtaining volunteers for some of the unattractive skills—primarily, eitherordnance-related or with low civilian applicability.
We must, and will, continue to ensure that sufficient high quality volun-teers will select the six-man obligation program. We need this to meet ourrequirements for nuclear power operators and advanced electronics spe-cialists. These highly trained men are vital to the future operations of theNavy. The skills they attain through the Navy are also in great demand incivilian industries. Therefore, recruiting and retaining personnel for theseprograms will remain a number one priority.
In the area of enlisted grade structure, we are presently reducing boththe number of billets requiring petty officers and also the level of paygraderequirements for other billets. Upon completion of this scale-down in gradestructure, the percentage of the total enlisted Navy billets which require pettyofficers is expected to be 61.5%, a reduction of 4%. In addition, the Navy isdoing extensive work with a computerized model which utilizes feasibility
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and cost-benefit analysis in deriving an optimum solution of paygradestructure.
The advancement system for the enlisted force has been fundamentallychanged in an effort to remove any trace of cultural bias and to ensure thatevery man has the maximum opportunity for advancement.
Improved retention of our first term personnel, selective retention of thecareer force—including recruitment of prior service veterans—and channeling

of personnel into skill areas where they are needed, are the solution to im-
provement of manpower quality deficiencies. We know, for example, that
the opportunity for advanced training and education is a very powerful
career incentive for high quality personnel. Thus, the recent reductions in
this area are cause for concern. Any erosion of service benefits or oppor-
tunities influences not only our career personnel but also prospective en-
listees. On the positive side, the recently enacted Bonus Revision Act was
a much needed step in the direction of solving some of our skill shortages.
We continue to examine other retention producing avenues.
I believe that our various initiatives to improve the stability and quality

of Navy personnel will be enhanced by the consolidation of personnel manage-
ment functions at New Orleans. The result should be greater efficiency and
effectiveness of overall Navy personnel management.

Looking to the next few years, I do not foresee any easing of our re-
craning problem. In fact, our required accession levels will be somewhat
higher during the next two years. Our FY 74 recruiting statistics do give rise
to optimism. However, our successes must be qualified by two facts of life.
First, the attainment of 103% of the basic FY 74 goals pressed our recruit-
ing assets to the limit. In fact, the mid-year add-on goal proved to be a larger
task than Our recruiters could manage in the lean spring months. The total
attainment, with the add-on considered, amounted to 9% of desired levels.
The important point is that the measure of success we enjoyed resulted from
a year-long, maximum effort. Second, our FY 75 recruiting goals present a
significantly greater challenge than FY 74 goals—indeed 40% greater, in the
first six months, than actual attainment during the comparable period last
year. Continued recruiting success in the draft-free environment will be
measured against this challenge—and we are determinded not to sacrifice
recruit quality for the sake of numbers. We estimate that the recruiting
market will be essentially unchanged in FY 75. Consequently, the gap between
historical attainment and future goals must be narrowed by a combination
of recruiter learning curve, better knowledge of the existing market, more
efficient distribution of assets reflecting our increased knowledge, and finally,
continued support of recruiting in recognition of its essentiality in main-
taining the All Volunteer Force. The years beyond 1975 offer no prospect for
relief. The projected goal trend through 1980 is increasing, and poses a greater
challenge in every year than we faced in FY 74. Thus, our outlook toward
this monumental task is one of guarded optimism. But with the essential
support of this Subcommittee, as well as that of the Congress as a whole, I
believe we will meet these challenges.
In summary, Mr. Chairman, I have presented what I hope will give the

Subcommittee a solid framework within which Navy manpower and personnel
matters can be clearly perceived and further explored. Additionally, I am
attaching pertinent tables for your consideration. I have also directed my staff
to be available at any time to assist the Subcommittee as you move towards
fuller examination of our problems and challenges.
In closing, I would reemphasize two ideas. First, the Navy Is nearing the

crucial mid-point in its decade-long plan to modernize and rebuild its fleet.
Along with this must go the requisite rebuilding of our manpower level. Just
as we received Congressional approval upon starting this plan, so too we need
strong Congressional support to carry it through.
And second, a vital key to the Navy's future is the successful recruitment

and retention of a stable force of quality, career personnel.
I am confident that the creation of this Subcommittee will give us a wel-

come lift towards achieving those two goals.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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MILITARY/CIVILIAN COST COMPARISONS

[Average cost per person)

Fiscal year-

1970 1973 1974 1975

Active Duty I $5, 871 I $8, 507 '$8, 946 1 $9, 194
2 6, 634 9,421 2 10, 036 a 10,515

Reserves 1,021 1,651 1,646 1,668
Civilian  1 0, 273 12, 879 13, 878 14, 194

I Excluding PCS/subsistence.
2 including PCS/subsistence.

Note cost trends: PCS travel costs expected to continue to rise due to drastic increases in shipping costs. Food cost in-
crease expected—drought in Midwest—possible crop failures—heavy world demand—all tend to drive up process. Pay
increases, may range 5.5 percent to 6 percent, expected in October 1974, will increase payroll costs.

NAVY MILITARY MANPOWER COMBAT/SUPPORT RATIO

Combat manpower is defined as all military serving in activities defined in the
Defense Planning and Programming Categories of Strategic Forces and General
Purposes Forces.

Combat military manpower as a percent of total end strength

End fiscal year:
Overall
percent

1963 49. 6
1964 49. 8
1965 49. 6
1966 50. 8
1967 51. 7
1968 50. 3
1969 50. 3
1970 46.8
1971 46.2
1972 46.7
1973 48.5
1974 48. 4
1975 49. 2
1976 49. 1
1977 49. 7
1978 50. 4
1979 50. 2
1980 50. 6

1-NAVY RECRUITING FISCAL YEAR 1972-80

Fiscal Fiscal
year year
1972 73

Goal  1 94, 438 138, 522
Attained  91, 618 126, 374
Percent attained  97.0 91.2 103.3

In thousands

Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal

1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980

2 98, 640 118.7 122. 1 115.9 114. 1 110.8 122.5
101, 907  

I USN programs only; prior to 1-Navy (Regular and Reserve) recruiting.
2 Not including 8,800 add-on in ACDU programs. ACDU attainment equaled 99,129 (96.8 percent) 01 102,381 required for

authorized Navy end-strength.
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OFFICER END STRENGTH BY FISCAL YEAR

Actual

Fiscal

year1970

Fiscal
year

Fiscal
year 

Fiscal

filg

Fiscal
 year 

1

Captain:
URL prescribed num-

ber 5 2, 450 2, 450 2, 275 2, 114 1, 980

MC/DC 626 671 655 661 708
Total less MC/DC 3,848 3, 578 3, 575 3,291 3,089

Total 
Reduction during fiscal

year 
Commander:

URL prescribed num-
ber , 

4, 474

5,210

4, 249

225

5,210

4, 230

19

4, 949

3, 952

278

4, 792

3, 797

155

4, 468

MC/DC 850 761 688 660 756
Total less MC/DC 8,073 7,822 7,753 7,477 7,078

Total 
Reduction during fiscal

year 
Lieutenant Commander:

URL prescribed num-
ber , 

8,923

7, 500

8, 583

340

7, 500

8,441

142

7, 623

8, 137

304

7, 275

7, 834

303

7,077

MC/DC 1, 854 1,894 2,060 2, 144 1,922
Total less MC/DC 14, 344 13, 050 13, 911 13, 280 12, 603

Total 
Reduction during fiscal

year 

16, 198 14, 944

1,254

15, 791

(847)

15, 424

367

14, 525

899

Total Navy:
MC/DC 5,918 5,586 5, 547 5,881 5, 175
Total less MC/DC 74, 618 68, 971 67, 382 64, 459 61, 817

Total 
Reduction during fiscal

year 

80, 536 74, 557

5,979

72, 929

1,628

70, 340

2,589

66, 992

3,348

Plan
Fiscal

Fiscal Fiscal year

r;; year 1977

2,000 1,950

759 745
3, 181 3, 022

3, 940 3, 767 3, 767

(143) 173 0

4,255 4, 154  

799 687
6, 813 6,810

7,612 7,497 7, 497

222 115 0

6,965 6,622  

2,383 +2, 147
12, Ill 11,666

14, 494 13, 813 13, 813

31 681 0

5,467 5,453
60, 697 59, 047

66,154 64, 500 63, 000

838 1,654 1,500

I Plan strengths: Captain-3,941; Commander-7,790; Lieutenant Commander-14,789; Total Navy-67,600.
Achieve fiscal year 1977 control grade strengths by end fiscal year 1976.

3 Includes line LDO'S.
4 40 under planned fiscal year 1974 end strength.

THE OVERALL RATIO OF TIME SPENT AT SEA AND ASHORE FOR OFFICERS

Most unrestricted line junior officers spend most of their time at sea. At more
senior levels some officers will spend much larger percentages of their time at sea
than others depending on specific talent abilities, desires and performance of the
Individual. In general under current policy, the longer the career the lower the
total percentage of sea time, i.e.

Length of career Percent of career on sea duty

5 year  All sea duty or preparatory training.
10 year  About 60 percent.
20 year   About 50 percent.
30 year   About 40 percent.
40 year   About 35 percent.
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Restricted line and Staff Corps tend to have less sea duty averaging between
10 and 20% after transfer into the community. In many cases this is between the
5 and 10 year point in the unrestricted line career pattern.

Aviation 15522 58
percent commander Surface 7915 30 percent Submarine 3131 12

RQRMTS 05 and years at sea percent at sea percent at sea
below years WT AVG
commissioned service Years Percent Years Percent Years Percent (percent)

5 5 100 3.0 60 5.0 100 88
10 7.5 75 5.0 50 7.5 75 68
20 11.75 59 9.0 45 12.4 62 55
30 12.75 43 9.7 32 12.8 43 39
40 13.75 34 10.4 26 13.8 35 32

TABLE 7.—Enlisted personnel average years at sea per 20-year career

12 to 14 years  BM, BT, BR, CS, EM, EN, FTB, FTM, IC, MM, ML,
MT, OS, PC, PI, PM, OM, QM, CD, SM, ST.

10 to 12 years  ABE, ABF, ABEI, AF, AG, AO, BU, CE, CM, CU, DK,
DS, EA, EO, ETN, ETR, FTG, GMG, GMM, GMT,
IM, HT, LI, MA, MR, MN, NC, OM, PT, RM, SH,
SK, SW, TM, UT.

8 to 10 years  ADJ, ADR, AE, AK, AME, AMII, AMS, AQ, ASE, ASH,
A.SM, AT, AV, AW, AX, AZ, DT, DM, HM, LN,. PH,
PN, PR, YN.

6 to 8 years  AC, DP, JO, TD, MU.
N0TE.-9 ratings reduced from 12-14 year group to 10-12 year group (Occurring 1973.) ;

8 ratings rose from 6-8 year group to 8-10 year group; 6 ratings rose from 8-10 year group
to 10-12 year group.

Driving policies-6-year maximum sea tour length; 3-year minimum sea tour length;
CIVSUB actions; action to achieve additional shore billets (FMAG) ; 2-year minimum
shore tour length.

Rating definitions:
AB—Aviation boatswain's mate; ABE—Equipment ; ABF—Fuel ; ABH—Handling ;
AC—Air controlman ; AD—Aviation machinist's mate; ADJ—Jet ; ADR—Recipro-
eating engine; AE—Aviation electrician's mate; AG—Aerographer's mate; AK—
Aviation storekeeper; AM—Aviation structural mechanic; AME—Safety equip-
ment; AMH—Hydraulics

'
AMS—Mechanical ; AO—Aviation ordnanceman ; AQ—

Aviation fire control technician; AS—Aviation support equipment technician;
ASE—Electrical; ASH—Hydraulics; ASM—Mechanical ; AT—Aviation electronics
technician; AW—Aviation antisubmarine warfare operator; AX—Aviation anti-
submarine warfare technician; AZ—Aviation maintenance administrationman ;
BM—Boatswain's mate; BT—Boiler technician; BU—Builder; CE—Construction
electrician; CM—Construction mechanic; CS—,Commissaryman ; CT—Communica-
tions technician; CTA—Administrative ; CTI—Interpretive ; CTM—Maintenance ;
CTO—Communications ; CPR—Collection; CTT—Technical ; DK—Disbursing clerk;
DM—Illustrator-draftsman; DP—Data processing technician; DS—Data systems
technician; DT—Dental technician ; EA—Engineering aid; EM—Electrician's mate;
EN—Engineman ; EO—Equipment operator; ET—Electronics technician; ETN—
Communications ; ETR—Radar •, EW—Electronic warfare technician; FT—Fire con-
trol technician; FTB—Ballistic ; FTG—Guns ; FTM—Missiles ; GM—Gunner's
mate; GMG—Guns ; GMM—Missile ; GMT—Technician; HM—Hospital corpsman;
HT—Hull maintenance technician; IC—Interior communications electrician; IM—
Instrumentman ; JO—Journalist; LI—Lithographer • LN—Legalman ; ML—Molder;
MM—Machinist's mate; MN—Mineman ; MR—,Machinery repairman; MT—
Missile technician; MU—Musician; OM—Opticalman ; OS—Operations specialist;
OT—Ocean systems technician; PC—Postal clerk; PH—Photographer's mate;
PM—PatternMaker ; PN—Personnelman ; PR—Aircrew survival equipmentman •
PT—Photographic intelligenceman ; QM—Quartermaster; RM—Radioman ; SD-1
Steward ; SH—Ship's serviceman; SK—Storekeeper; SM—Signalman • ST—Sonar
technician; STG—Surface 

' 
• STS—Submarine; SW—Steelworker; TD—Tradesman;

TM—Torpedoman's mate; UT—Utilitiesman ; YN—Yeoman.

39-532-7;5-7
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TABLE 8.— Total Navy career manning percentages

Occupational group Career manning percent I

BM-100; QM-77; OS-69 ; STS-81; STG-
106; SM-89; EW-71; OT-76.

TM-87; GMG-82; GMT-80; GMM-82;
FTB-120; FTM-84; FTG-75; MN-81;
MT-96.

ET-94; DS-92.
IM-83; 0M-79.
RM-98; CTA-92; CTI-92; CTO-95; CTR-

127; CTT-110; CTM-114; YN-95; PN-92;
J0-86; PC-123; SD-280; DP-102; SK-96;
DK-104; CS-96; SH-94; LN-79.

LI-97; DM-110; MU-103.
MM-75; EN-98; MR-68; BT-76; ML-77;
EM-88; IC-70; PM-93; HT-70.

EA-92; BU-90; SW-98; CE-95; UT-88;
EO-111; CM-105.

A0-95; AC-87; AQ-96; AT-94; AE-88;
PT-87; TD-93; ABE-72; ABF-78; ABH-
108; PH-106; AG-95; AK-113; PR-94;
AX-70; AZ-102; ASE-118; ASH-101;
ASM-143; AW-85; ADJ-107; ADR-112;
AMS-102; AMH-94; AME-103.

Medical  HM-102.
Dental  DT-106.

The specialized training area of the Advanced Electronics Field contains the
following ratings which are listed above in the Deck, Ordnance, Electronics and
Aviation Occupational Groups: DS FTB 'TG FTM STS
STG MT EW AT AX AQ ET.

I Career manning is the ratio of the rating's inventory with greater than 4 years of service against the sum
of CNO requirements for paygrades E5 through E9.

Deck 

Ordnance 

Electronics 
Precision equipment 
Administrative-clerical 

Miscellaneous 
Engineering and hull 

Construction 

Aviation 

Senator Nurric. Thank you, Admiral.
General Cushman?
General CUSHMAN. Mr. Chairman, it is a privilege to appear be-

fore this committee on the occasion of its first hearings on manpower
and personnel. I welcome the opportunity to provide some insights
into the plans, policies, and programs relating to the manpower man-
agement of the Marine Corps.
The management of manpower includes procuring young men and

women in appropriate quantity and of requisite quality to enter the
Marine Corps, classifying and training them in appropriate skills,
and ultimately assigning them to proper locations.
Manpower is highly dynamic; a significant number of marines

leave our corps each year. This factor alone requires that we look
well ahead and plan carefully to insure that we have the right num-
ber of marines with the proper skills and grades in the proper places
at all times. To do this, we must always have well-defined, long-
range objectives for our manpower.
Sudden and precipitous changes from these objectives, such as

changes in authorized strength or grade structure, may create ad-
verse long-term effects. For example, to meet a reduction in strength
we obviously could simply cease procurement of new marines—but
then there would be no new input into the career force from that year
group in future years. Or we could arbitrarily release career marines
to achieve the reductions—but this would require us to violate our
moral sense of obligation to provide a measure of tenure to the career

-4
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enlisted marine and would also be inequitable to junior officers andreserve officers, since senior Regular officers are provided tenure bylaw.
Changes in the pattern of manpower management can be madeeffective only with deliberate, advance planning normally requiringmuch more than 1 year's notice. Frequent, unanticipated changes inmanpower objectives and programs create confusion and uncertaintyin the minds of individual marines. Such changes are adverse toeffective utilization of manpower resources in terms of both marinesand dollars.
Marine Corps manpower management practices have been tradi-tionally directed toward maximum readiness of our combat forces atminimum cost and will remain so. Basically, the magnitude of themanagement task is prescribed by the force structure.
The National Security Act of 1947 establishes a minimum statutory

force structure for the Marine Corps of "* " * not less than three
combat divisions and three air wings, and other such land combat,
aviation, and other services as may be organic therein " *"
However, the act does not prescribe the strength required to man

such a force to carry out its mission.
To maintain all three division/wing teams at a prudent level ofreadiness and with a full range of combat capabilities requires aminimum strength of 205,000 marines.
Recognizing current fiscal realities, I requested this year and havereceived authorization for 196,398 active marines. This is essentially

the level at which our peacetime strength has remained since 1953;
and we do not anticipate significant variations from this level in thenear future.
We have also received an authorization of 34,958 for our MarineCorps selected Reserve as well as just under 21,000 direct and indirecthire civilians who provide support to the Marine Corps both in thiscountry and overseas.
To support the roles and missions of the Marine Corps established

by the National Security Act, we attempt to concentrate as much ofour active strength as possible into the operating forces which in-
clude our Fleet Marine Forces, security forces and Marine detach-
ments aboard naval vessels. Through these efforts, we will investabout 65 percent of our strength in this category.
The remainder of our manpower provides for logistical support,procurement, training, administration, and other supporting func-tions required to perform the overall mission.
In addition, the Reserve forces provide trained units and qualifiedindividuals to augment the initial expansion of the Marine Corps intime of national emergency as well as a fourth division/wing teamformed by the units of the organized Marine Corps Reserve.
We constantly strive to achieve the leanest possible supportingestablishment while maintaining combat forces at the highest at-tainable state of readiness. We believe that for today's Marine Corpswe have attained the optimum balance between operating and sup-porting forces, although whenever possible we will continue our pastpractice of converting supporting manpower allocations into addi-tional combat strength.
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Examples of improvements made in this area include a nearly 27
percent reduction in departmental headquarters elements since 1970
and the addition of 7,000 marines in combat forces during the past
4 years while maintaining the same approximate end strength.

Senator NUNN. At that point, General, may I interrupt? What is
your combat to supply ratio now?
General CusnmAN. 65 to 35.
Senator NUNN. When you say operational, that means the same

thing to you as combat?
General CUSHMAN. Yes, sir. These are the Fleet Marine Forces. It

also includes the security detachments whose probable involvement
in combat, of course, is questionable, and the detachments aboard
naval vessels that would enter into combat if the vessel were in
combat.

Senator NUNN. Would you supply for the record your definition
of combat, your definition of support, and a breakdown of that so
we can put it in here?
General CUSHMAN. Yes, sir.
[The information follows:]

The Marine Corps definition of combat and support forces is based upon

the Defense Planning and Programming (DPP) Categories as used in th0
annual Department of Defense Manpower Requirements Report. The Marine

Corps considers all forces not directly filling one of our satutorially pre-

scribed missions as being in support. This includes our training establishment,

base operations, non-deployable staffs and logistics assets as well as the in-

dividual accounts (transients, patients, prisoners, trainees, and students).

The combat forces are defined as the Strategic Forces, the General Purpose

Forces assigned to security for major Navy bases throughout the world.

A listing of the Marine Corps manpower, as requested in the 1975 Budget

and the Defense Manpower Requirements Report, is as follows:

Marine Corps manpower fiscal year 1975 President's budget request

Combat forces 122,803

General purpose forces 113,387

Land forces 84,553

Tactical Air Force 28,274

Naval forces 560

Strategic forces 223

Security detachments 9,393

U.S. Navy bases 7,847

Embassy guards 1,546

Support forces 73,595

Auxiliary forces 1,670

Mission support forces 1 14,707

Central support forces 1 21,564

Individuals 35,654

Total Marine Corps 196,398

1 Does not include security detachments at U.S. Navy bases or Marine embassy guards. These Marines are
accounted for separately under combat forces.



97

Senator NuNN. If you would, I would like for you also to look into
the definition that we wrote into the organization bill this year for
the Army, and if you could, distinguish for us 'between your defini-
tion and the definition the committee wrote in for the Army as it is
applicable to the Marine Corps.

General CUSHMAN. Yes, sir. I can give you these figures. Out of a
Marine Corps of 198,000, 110,000 in round numbers go to the Fleet
Marine Force. All of these 110,000 are under the operational com-
mand of fleet commanders and are prepared for combat landings. I
will provide additional information for the record here.
[The information follows:]
The precise definition of Army combat components inserted into Section

302(a) of Senate Bill S. 3000 is not compatible with the Marine Corps
definition of combat forces, in three respects.
First, the definition does not include Marine aircraft units or ships' de-

tachments •aboard U.S. Navy vessels, nor does it include the few Marines in
Strategic Forces. The Marine Corps considers these tactical air, naval, and
strategic forces to be essential elements of the combat forces, and they would
be so committed in the time of war.
Second, the definition excludes all units larger than battalions, thus omitting

the headquarters elements associated with larger units, such as for regi-
ments, divisions, and air wings. These headquarters are fully deployable and
directly engage in combat operations. Therefore, the Marine Corps con-
siders such operational headquarters to be included within combat forces.

Third, due to the statutory requirement for the Marine Corps to provide
security forces at U.S. Navy bases, and the agreement with the Department
of State to provide Marines as guards at U.S. embassies, the Marine Corps
includes within combat forces the manpower dedicated to these two mission-
essential functions.

Senator NUNN. My general understanding over a period of years
has been that the Marine Corps does an excellent job in its combat
support ratio. I would like to make sure as closely as we can that the
definitions we start out with, are going to be as comparable as they
can be depending on the definitions.

General CUSHMAN. Yes, sir. I would like to point out, though,
that we rely upon the Navy for many services which would count
against that support—for example, medical services. And again,
when we need a tank we buy it from the Army, they being the ones
who developed it, and so forth. This reflects in large measure our
interdependence with the other armed services, who help us out.

Senator NUNN. So you are saying that your combat support ratio
would be higher than the Navy's, and perhaps the Army's to some
degree would be lower because of this interim changeability?
General CUSHMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator Nurmr. I would like any amplification of that you can

give.
'General CUSHMAN. We are so closely intertwined with and sup-

ported by the Navy that, while we can quantify it in some respects,
in others we cannot really break it out. For example, dollars of
the Navy budget devoted to the Marine Corps in the 1975 budget is
just about $1 billion. And what we call "green dollars" are $21/2
billion. So that gives you a pretty good base with which to buy air-
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planes from the Navy, for example. Here I will provide additional
information for the record.
[The information follows:]

CHANGEABILITY OF INTERSERVICE SUPPORT
In addition to the Marine Corps detachments providing security for Naval

Bases or serving aboard Naval vessels, the FY 1975 Budget contains a re-
quest for 3,131 Marines who will be serving in either Navy or Secretary of
the Navy billets. The Marines perform such duties as instructors in Navy
Schools which have Marines enrolled, members of staffs where direct Marine
Corps participation is essential to the Naval Service, and members of crypto-
logical units.

Simultaneously, the Navy has programmed 5,399 Navymen to serve with
the Marine Corps to perform such duties as engineers, chaplains, doctors, or
corpsmen. Over and above this direct and mutual support, the Navy and
Marine Corps provide each other with indirect support in areas such as
aviation supply and maintenance.
Under the Single Manager Concept, the Marine Corps also receives support

from the Army in such areas as artillery weaponry and engineering equip-
ment; and from the Air Force in military airlift transportation.

All Services are intertwined in the research, development, test and educa-
tion of weapons and tactics.

Senator TAFT. Along with that, give us some idea of manpower
cost effectiveness—in other words—the ratio of the total budget di-
vided by the manpower aspects of the budget. I think that might be
helpful for comparison purposes.
General CUSHMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator NUNN. Thank you.
[The information follows:]

FISCAL YEAR 1975 PRESIDENT'S BUDGET AMENDED

Budget

Percent of tJtal dollars which are
Percent of total manpower

Fiscal year Fiscal year Fiscal year Fiscal year Fiscal year Fiscal year
1973 1974 1975 1973 1974 1975

Military personnel—Marine Corps  69. 2 68. 2 67.4 69.2 68.2 67.4Reserve personnel—Marine Corps  3.0 2.6 2.8 3.0 2.6 2.8Operations and Maintenance—Marine
Corps (civilian manpower)  19. 5 19.9 20.4 7.8 7.9 8.1Operations and maintenance—MarineCorps Reserve (civilian manpower)_ _ . 4 . 5 . 5 (1) (1) (1)

Procurement Marine Corps  7.9 8. 8 8. 9  

Total  100.0 100.0 100.0 80.0 78.7 78.3

Less than 0.1 percent.

General CusxmAx. To further decrease our support overhead, we
use such innovative techniques as the fleet assistance program. In this
program, certain base operating tasks are performed by tenant com-
bat units. This enables combat Marines to praotice certain skills
otherwise limited when in garrison, saving us about 5,500 Marines
while still keeping the assisting personnel ready to deploy with their
combat unit.
The cumulative result of our efforts has been to reduce us to the

practical limit with respect to acquiring further combat capability
within the present authorized strength.
Approximately 31,000 Marines, 16 percent of all our manpower,

are stationed in foreign countries and aboard naval vessels, prin-
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cipally as elements of the operating forces. Most of these Marines
are assigned to those forward-deployed Fleet Marine Force combat
units which are in the Western Pacific.
Senator NUNN. Lot me back up just a minute, to the bottom of

page 4, this fleet assistance program. When you say tenant combat
unit, would you go into a little more detail and explain how that
concept works?

General CUSHMAN. Yes, sir. For example, the Second Marine Divi-
sion is 'located at Camp Lejeune, North Carolina. We have a base
structure there which maintains the quarters, provides the utilities,
keeps up the ranges, and so forth. With the presence of the division
they need more manpower than if the base were in a caretaker status.
Manpower is drawn from the Second Division stationed there in the
form of working parties and range maintenance details to meet these
requirements. So that the base primarily provides the permanent or
fixed services, and the combat unit provides the labor and skills that
are required solely due to their presence.
The price you pay for this, of course, is that they miss out on some

training time during the time they are helping run the base. But this
is on a rotational basis. When the unit leaves to go into combat or on
exercises, they take their people with them. At that point the base
may have some trouble struggling along, but since they do not then
have so many people to take care of, it works out.
Senator NUNN. Do you find this to be a serious impediment to

recruiting?
General CUSHMAN. No, sir.
Senator NUNN. It does not cause you personnel problems?
General CUSHMAN. No, sir.
[The information follows:]
What is the Army's concept of base operations support? Does •the Army

use a program analogous to USMC's fleet assistance program? If so, describe
and compare it with the fleet assistance program. If not, why not?
The Army has a comparable program. Individuals and units whose indi-

vidual and unit proficiency and readiness would be enhanced by performing
certain base support functions are assigned to such duties. Approximately
9000 military personnel are performing base operations type duties in CONUS.
The use of military personnel in base operations functions reduces the re-
quirement to staff such functions with permanently assigned resources. Some
examples where personnel are utilized in skill related functions are:

Engineer personnel and units supporting installation engineers.
Medical personnel and units supporting installation medical treatment

facilities.
Maintenance personnel and units supporting installations maintenance

functions.
However, because of staffing deficits in the base operations area, the Army

does utilize military personnel in non-skilled related duties. To reduce this
practice the Army has requested Congressional approval to substitute civilian
manpower for military personnel being utilized in non-skill related duties.
These programs have failed to obtain Congressional approval in FY 73, 74
and 75.

Senator NUNN. At this point I would like for counsel to request
that the Army provide us with their concept of this, whether they
use this at all, and if so, a description, and if not, why not. Also give
us a comparison between the two. I personally think this is essential
if we are going to do something about support. I can see why, if
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other services do not do any of this, and the Marine Corps does, why
it would place you at some degree of disadvantage in recruiting.

General CUSHMAN. No. However, something young prospective
recruits may hear about is mess duty. But actually, they do not all
dislike mess duty that much, and they do not catch it very often.
Senator NUNN. We would like as much detail as you can give us

on this particular point, including the duties that they do perform,
the mess duty or the range duty, or whatever.

General CUSHMAN. Yes, sir.
[The information follows:]

FLEET MARINE FORCE PERSONNEL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

The Fleet Marine Force Personnel Assistance Program, commonly referred
to as the "Fleet Assistance Program (FAP)," provides for the assignment of
combat Marines to work in designated billets in supporting base units when
in a garrison environment. Through this program, demands for personnel
dedicated to base support activities are materially reduced, since personnel
of tenant units, whose presence at the host base generates workload, perform
certain tasks for the supporting base. It should be emphasized, however, that
these personnel are not simply a source of working parties for menial tasks.
Rather, the primary concept derives from the necessary expansion of certain
base facilities due to the increased density of personnel while tenant units
are present on the base.
Of equal importance is the fact that the program provides opportunities

for combat personnel to perform skills which would otherwise remain rela-
tively unpracticed in garrison. For example, the more common FAP billets
provide the base with additional military policemen, administrative personnel,
supply clerks, communications personnel, cooks, and postal clerks. Although
"on loan" to the host command, the FAP personnel remain an integral part
of their parent combat unit, available for immediate deployment as necessary.
The program materially contributes to the attainment of one of the basic

goals of the Marine Corps, maximum utilization of manpower. It Is a flexible
program, developed mutually by host and tenant commanders to meet the
requirements of each base complex. These mutual agreements have evolved
billet requirements in both officer and enlisted grades in a variety of skill
areas. The existing FAP program for Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, N.C.
shown in the table below, provides a good example.

FAP BILLETS, MARINE CORPS BASE CAMP LEJEUNE, N.C.

Billet description Officer Enlisted

Administration 2
Supply  15
Cooks and bakers 15
Postal 7
Motor transport 4
Clubs 12
Training/assistant 10
Military police and guards 3  
Marksmanship instructors 131
Special services 24
Miscellaneous 14  
Maintanance 31

Subtotal 17 318
Total FAP billets 335

Senator NUNN. I think the volunteer force is lending itself to less
and less of that all the time, and, therefore, we are increasing the
support, and, thereby increasing the cost.

General CUSHMAN. Somebody has got to cut the grass, Mr.
Chai Ian.
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Senator NuNN. That is right.
Senator Taft, do you have any questions?
Senator TAFT. No questions. Thank you.
Secretary MIDDENDORF. May I add something, Senator?
Senator N-uNN. Certainly, Mr. Secretary.
Secretary MIDDENDORF. To touch on that Navy manpower and com-

bat forces, to put that in the context, it has been averaging about 49
percent, just under 50 percent. That figure has been constant since
about 1964.

Senator NuNN. Does the Navy use this tenant combat unit concept,
Admiral?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Yes, sir, we do. When ships are deployed, they

are maintained by their crews. On the other hand when they come
into port, many services are provided by the yard or the base where
they are stationed. Furthermore, fleet maintenance assistance groups
have been established at fleet centers in San Diego and in Norfolk
to provide technical skill in helping to maintain the ships.

Senator NUNN. To the extent that there is an 'analogy in our
services--and I know they will not be comparable—would you pro-
vide for the record at this point what the Navy does along this line,
what is analogous to it.
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Yes, I will, Mr. Chairman.
[The information follows:]
The analogy is much the same as that previously explained by General

Cushman. There are certain tasks aboard a ship that must be performed that
do not necessarily require the expertise to be accomplished that may be a
part of the technical training of the individual. This is particularly true of the
house-keeping chores. Also, each man aboard that ship has a battle station and
he may be required to perform a task at that battle station that is not directly
related to his technical skill.
This same situation may also occur when a member is stationed ashore or

his ship is in port. Some members may be used for Shore Patrol duty or as
part of a garbage detail or used in the mess halls. These duties are temporary
or of short duration and may have no relation to his training or technical
skill. However, because of the very nature of the Navy operations, our use of
personnel in these capacities may not be as great as in the Marine Corps or
Army.

General CUSHMAN. Other overseas Marines provide security of
naval stations and U.S. embassies or are assigned to such activities as
military assistance and advisory groups, defense attache offices, and
Navy, joint and combined staffs. No substantial changes to these
overseas troop levels are contemplated in the foreseeable future.
The majority of these Marines are not accompanied by their de-

pendents and serve a reduced tour of duty overseas. This policy
enables us to maintain these forces in a high state of readiness for
deployment, for crisis control or, if required, combat. At the same
time, 'minimal demands are created for the establishment of overseas
bases, housing, hospitals, schools, commissaries, and the like.
In addition, forward-deployed forces from combat divisions in the

United States are maintained afloat in the Caribbean and with the
6th Fleet in the Mediterranean. These commitments are also expected
to continue.
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Sustaining a strength adequate to meet the manpower allocations
which I have described poses a very real and serious challenge to the
Marine Corps in a draft-free environment.
Senator NUNN. Excuse me just a minute, but we are having some

interesting things come up, and I think it perhaps could be very
important in the subcommittee's deliberations in the future. You say
the majority of these Marines are not accompanied by their de-
pendents and serve a reduced tour of duty overseas?
General CUSHMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator NUNN. What number of Marines are you talking about

that are overseas now?
General CUSHMAN. There are about 40,000, I would say, that fall

into this category. Of these, the 25,000 who are in Japan and
Okinawa do not have dependents authorized. All of those who are on
naval vessels, of course, when deployed, do not have dependents.
Those who are on cruises in the Mediterranean on the Caribbean have
no dependents. And that is about it.
Senator NUNN. What kind of tour of duty would those have, that

are in Japan for instance?
General CUSHMAN. 13 months.
Senator NUNN. Do you have any kind of analysis on the turnover

costs versus the dependent costs?
General CUSHMAN. No. Really though, it would be impossible to

put up the dependents in Japan. The facilities simply are not there.
No Government facilities, and none in the local community that can
be afforded by those who might bring dependents over there to live
on the economy. The economy is highly inflated.
It is almost impossible to build anything these days in Japan. For

example, on Okinawa, cement is almost nonexistent. Without making
any actual analysis, the prices would be out of sight, to build a com-
missary, and quarters, and all that sort of thing.
Senator NUNN. I would also like for the record for you to expand

on this point and give us a breakdown of the number, the percentage,
the tour of duty and any other details you might have on this, and
also get a comparison, particularly with the Army on this point, and
with the other services as well. I think it is an important area.
[The information follows:]
The programmed requirement for Fleet Marine Force personnel in Japan/

Okinawa for fiscal year 1975 is 25,049 billets. It is estimated that 7,966 of these
billets will be filled with Marines entitled to be accompanied by dependents if
the Marine Corps so authorized it. However, facilities have never been con-
structed and the costs associated with initial set up would run in excess of $350
million for family housing, commissaries and support. This figure could possibly
be reduced if changes in force structure, troop deployments etc. affecting the
other services freed up already existing facilities on Okinawa/Japan for Marine
Corps use. Assuming these facilities were available and in place and the Marine
Corps changed in part from a 13 month unaccompanied tour for all Fleet Marine
Force personnel to a 36 month tour for those entitled to be accompanied by de-
Pendents (i.e., the 7,966 billets referred to above) there would be a significant
difference in permanent change of station costs. Although there now would be
fewer total moves per year, even after including the additional dependents, the
PCS costs would rise because of the quantum jump in payments for household
goods shipments. Quantitatively, total PCS costs would increase from $37.1M
per year to $50.3M per year for these moves.
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Question. What number and percentage of Army troops overseas serve un-
accompanied tours?
Answer. Approximately 214,000 (77%) of Army troops overseas serve unac-

companied tours (includes bachelors).
Question. What are the tours of duty for accompanied and unaccompanied

tours?
Answer. Accompanied tours are 36 months in the more desirable areas, for

example, in Europe and Hawaii. Less desirable areas have shorter accompanied
tours. Examples are Okinawa-30 months and Korea-24 months. Unaccom-
panied tours are 24 months in the more desirable areas. Less desirable areas
have shorter tours, for example: Okinawa and Turkey-18 months; Philip-
pines-15 months; and Korea-12 months. Bachelors serve the same tour (36
months) as accompanied personnel in Europe and Hawaii.

Question. What is the rationale for classifying tours one way or the other?
Answer. Tours are considered as accompanied when the dependents of a

military member are present in the overseas command with the approval of the
oversea commander. Unaccompanied tours are served by all other individuals
except that bachelors in the more desirable areas, primarily Europe and
Hawaii, serve the same tour as those with dependents. Unaccompanied tours are
shorter than accompanied tours in order to reduce the period of separation ot
military members from their families.

Question. Where are the pertinent tour areas?
Answer. Principal oversea areas where Army troops are stationed with the

tour lengths prescribed for these areas are as follows:

Country Accompanied
Tour length

bachelor Unaccompanied

Germany 36 36 24
Hawaii 36 36 24
Korea  24 12 12
Alaska l_  36 24 24
Belgium 36 36 24
Canal Zone 36 18 18
Italy I 36 36 24
Japan'  36 24 24
Okinawa 30 18 18
Thailand:

Bangkok/Don Muang _ 24 18 18
Other areas (2) 12 12

Turkey 1 24 18 18

I Personnel in isolated and less desirable areas serve reduced tours.
2 Not authorized.

The Air Force assigns personnel overseas to serve the tour of duty specified
in DoD Directive 1315.7. The individual service member is given the option of
serving the accompanied tour or the unaccompanied tour in those areas where
dependents are authorized and support facilities are authorized and support
facilities are available. Accompanied tours of duty vary from 36 months to 24
months with a limited number of locations with very few people assigned
being 18 months (Saudi Arabia, Aleutian Peninsula and Aleutian Islands west
of 162nd meridian). Unaccompanied tours vary from 24 months to 12 months.
The tour length for any particular area is determined by the general de-
sirability of the area, political climate, available support facilities, mission
etc.
Based on a recent computer inquiry of the total Air Force personnel as-

signed overseas, the number assigned, unaccompanied and percentage unac-
companied follows:

Assigned

Unaccompanied

Number Percent

Officer 20, 911 8,264 40
Airman 143,339 91,542 64

Total overseas 164, 250 99, 806 61
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The Navy has approximately 83,000 billet requirements for personned sta-
tioned at overseas locations. This includes ships homeported overseas, as well as
Installations outside the contiguous 48 states. Personnel on ships afloat, but
homeported in the Continental United States, are excluded. It is not possible to
determine the number of personnel overseas who are unaccompanied, since many
personnel on unaccompanied tours may, in fact, have their dependents in the
area at their own expense. Unaccompanied tours range in length from a mini-
mum of 12 months to a maximum of 24 months and are consistent with policies
established by the Office of the Secretary of Defense.

Senator NuNN. Proceed, General. I hate to keep interrupting you,
but I want to cover these points as we go.
Senator Taft, feel free to interrupt if you have any questions.
Senator TAFT. I Will do so.
General CUSHMAN. Regarding your last question for the record

concerning the length of overseas tours versus the presence of de-
pendents, it is my understanding that the Department of Defense
will provide this information to the Committee for all four Services.

Sufficient personnel must be recruited to maintain the enlisted
force at its authorized strength and at the quality levels which in-
sure continued improvements in our corps. To accomplish this, it has
been necessary to adopt a more dynamic and aggressive approach in
our recruiting effort and to request funds for paid advertising. We
must compete more effectively in the recruiting market.
One long-term objective is reducing the number of new recruits

required each year while concurrently increasing their quality. We
have been making progress towards this objective over the past 3
years.
The first aspect of this objective can be accomplished by increas-

ing the average initial term of service of Marine recruits, producing 
3 both direct and indirect effects over the long term. With respect 

direct effects, the annual requirements for recruits is reduced. In-
directly, the level of experience of enlisted personnel is increased
while concurrently the need for training personnel, support facili-
tis, and recruiters is diminished.
We cannot expect immediate results from these efforts. The full

benefits of such changes are only realized 2, 3 or 4 years in the
future. However, between fisoal year 1972 and fiscal year 1975, we
have increased the average lengths of enlistment from three to over
3.5 years and increased the proportion of the enlisted force with over
4 years of service.

Quality standards for initial enlistments have been tightened. We
have established higher mental standards for recruits with the over-
all goal of obtaining- 90 percent of them from the highest three of
the five mental levels while seeking to obtain the maximum number
of high school graduates. As a result, the proportion of recruits in
the top three mental groups has increased from 80 percent in fiscal
year 1972 to 92 percent in fiscal year 1974. Also, in fiscal year 1974,
54.4 percent of our recruits were high school graduates, a portion we
hope to increase in the future.

Reenlistment standards have also been raised to insure that we
retain only the best qualified, well-trained, career-motivated Marine.
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Quality criteria which measure qualifications, education, and perfor-
mance have been established at each retention/reenlistment point so
that only the best Marines enter the career force and remains to
retirement eligibility.
Manpower costs have risen dramatically over the past few years.

For example, between fiscal year 1972 and fiscal year 1975, active
military strength decreased by one percent while the total cost of
military personnel appropriations increased by 18 percent. Today,
over three-fourths of our total Marine Corps appropriations, are
dedicated to military and civilian manpower.
We are continually seeking ways to diminish the rate at which

manpower costs are rising. For instance, by the end of fiscal year
1975 we will have reduced the proportion of officers in our total
force to 9.5 percent, resulting in a very favorable ratio of officers
to enlisted personnel, one officer for every 9.52 enlisted men com-
pared to the DoD of one to 6.75.
Senator Nurrig. At this point, counsel, if you could get a comparison

of each one of the services so that we can place it in the record, be-
tween the ratio of officers and enlisted" men, the breakdown. This
gets into the grade pay and the structure that we ,are going to have
to get into and a great many of Senator Proxmire's objections. He
has a pretty strong case here on some of those.
I believe you were here the other day when we talked about that,

Senator Taft.
So at this point in the record I would like to have a comparison

of each one of the other services.

NAVY OFFICER—ENLISTED RATIO PAY GRADE DISTRIBUTION

Fiscal year- Fiscal year-

1972 1975 1972 1975

Ratio 1:7.02 1:7. 10 Ensign 9,277 9, 361
Flag 315 285 W-4 123 110
Captain 4, 230 3, 940 W-3 594 2,241
Commander 8, 441 7, 612 W-2 3, 124 843
Lieutenant commander 15, 791 14, 494 W-1 982 300
Lieutenant 17, 750 14, 826

Total officer 72, 929 66, 154Lieutenant junior grade 12, 302 12, 137

Question. What is the ratio of Army officers to EM?
Answer. The Army's officer/enlisted ratio, based on actual strength as of

30 June 1974, is 1 :6.4. The projected (President's Budget) officer/enlisted
ratio in FY 75 is 1:6.7. The Army was forced to rapidly build up during the
Vietnam years and likewise reduce abruptly after Vietnam. During a rapid
force buildup or reduction an "officer lag factor" distorts the ratio. A war
time posture normally calls for an enlisted intensive force, consequently during
drawdown enlisted personnel requirements decrease more rapidly than officer
requirements. As a result, the officer enlisted ratio decreases during the draw-
down. It should be noted that the Navy provides medical and chaplain sup-
port for the Marine Corps whereas the Army provides its own medical and
chaplain support. We are continpally examining the size and composition
of the officer corps and the positions for which officers are authorized.
By the end of FY the Air Force will have reduced the proportion of officers

in the active force to 17.0 percent, resulting in an officer-to-enlisted ratio of
1:4.87.
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Marine Corps officer to enlisted ratio fiscal year 1970-75 1

Tumid year:
1970 1.9.41
1971 1.8.86
1972 1.8.99
1973 1.9. 17
1974 1.9.07
1975 2 1:9.52

Includes all warrant officers.
Planned.

General CUSHMAN. I will provide detailed data here, then con-
tinue with my statement. In effect, since fiscal year 1972 .we have
replaced nearly 1,000 officers with enlisted men or women. Had we
retained the fiscal year 1972 proportion of officers, the fiscal year
1975 military personnel budget would have been $10 million greater.
Constraining "grade creep" or the increase in average grade also

produces manpower costs savings. We have consistently sought to
reduce senior officer and enlisted grades, effecting commensurate in-
creases in junior officers. As a result, by the end of fiscal year 1975,
73 percent of our officers will be in the grades of captain and below
while 54 percent of our enlisted personnel will be in the lower three
grades. This will result in the Marine Corps having the lowest officer
and enlisted grade average in DoD, which naturally leads to a lower
average cost per serviceman.
[The information follows:]
Que8tion. What number of active duty officers and EM does the Army have

In each grade: What percentage of officers are in the grade of captains and
below? What percentage of EM are in the lower three grades?
Answer. The numbers of active duty officers and enlisted personnel in each

grade for fiscal years 1974 and 1975 (projected) are as follows:

Fiscal year 1974
actual

Fiscal year 1975
President's

budget

Officers by grade:'
General officers 
Colonel 
Lieutenant colonel 
Maior 
Captain 

466
5, 052

11, 379
17, 656
31, 852

459
5, 065
11,261
16, 902
32, 056

1st lieutenant 11,985 90,727
2d lieutenant 13,057 11,616
W4 1,410 1,348
W3 3, 506 3, 366
W2 7, 127 6, 855
WI 2, 082 1, 895

Enlisted by grade:
E-9 3,698 3,715
E-8 12, 104 12, 339
E-7 45,798 45,904

71,378 71,643
E-5 96,272 117,879
E-4 176,715 176, 2' 8
E-3 94,101 79,350
E-2 130, 397 109, 734
E-1 70, 996 62, 828

'Includes MC/DC; excludes civil works/Reserve components.

Based on actual officer strengths as of 30 June 1974, 67 percent of the officer
force is in the grades of captain and below. The same captain and below con-
tent is projected for FY 1975. Reduced officer procurement in recent years, and
for FY 1975, to achieve declining end strengths, drives the captain and below
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content downward. In addition, the involuntary release in FY's 72 and 74 for
the purpose of end strength reduction of approximately 10,000 officers, the
majority of whom were in the grade of captain, lowered the officer content of
captain and below. The Department of the Army is in the process of reducing
headquarters which normally have a higher density of senior grade officers.
At the same time combat organizations are being added which normally re-
quire a higher density of junior officers and enlisted men. Based on actual
enlisted strengths, as of 30 June 1974, 40 percent of the enlisted force is in
the grades E1-E3. At the end of FY 1975, 37 percent of •the Army's enlisted
force is projected to be in grades E1-E3. However, including the next higher
grade of E4, thus considering the enlisted force below the grade of sergeant,
the percentage jumps significantly to 63 percent. The E1-E3 content of the
enlisted force in FY 74 is higher than is projected for FY 75 primarily because
of the FY 74 manning shortfall in the grade of E5. As a result, there were
fewer losses in the E1-E3 content through promotion to the higher grades of
E4 and E-5. Additionally, the extension of the phase point (time-in-serve) for
promotion to E-5 contributes to the decrease in the number of E-5's in FY 74.
By the end of FY 1975, 63 percent of the Air Force officer force will be in the

grade of captain and below while 33 percent of our enlisted personnel will
be in the lower three grades (E-1, E-2, and E-3). Based on the FY 75 Presi-
dent's Budget request a breakout of the force, by grade, MC/DC included for
FY 75 follows:

Officers:
0-10  
0-9  
0-8 
0-7 

14
40
140
199

0-6 5,837
0-5 12,955
0-4  20,852
0-3 37,944
0-2 15,477
W-4 43

Total 107,300

Enlisted:
E-9 5,083
E-8  10,165
E-7 35,785
E-6 63,791
 103,103

E-4 131,472
E-3 108,029
E-2 35, 823
E-1 25,377

Subtotal  518,628
Cadets 4,417

Total 532,045

The average officer grade in the Navy is Lieutenant, while the average enlisted
grade is E-4.

Sixty-one percent (61 percent) of all Navy officers are in grades 0-3 and
below; thirty-nine percent (39 percent) of Navy enlisted personnel are in grades
E-3 and below.

Senator NUNN. Also, on that particular point of comparison.
General CUSHMAN. While we have been endeavoring to reduce

our average grade and improve our officer to enlisted ratio in recent
years, we do not expect to return to the precise levels which prevailed
prior to Vietnam. Grade structure requirements have changed in the
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last 10 years due to changes in organizational structure and weap-onry. Also, we found during the Vietnam buildiup that we require agoodly number of career officers and enlisted career Marines to sup-port rapid expansion in time of emergency.
Satisfaction of skill requirements involves attraction of the requi-site quantity and quality of recruits and retention of qualifiedmarines in the necessary skills at the appropriate experience levels.The recently implemented combat arms and expanded enlistmentbonus programs should prove effective in assisting us in attractingrecruits in those skills which have been difficult to supply in the past.Also, we are optimistic that the new selective reenlistment bonusprogram will produce improved retention results in those skills whichpresently have fewer than necessary experienced career marines.I hasten to point out, however, that monetary incentives alone arenot sufficient to satisfy our recruiting and retention needs. We mustoffer today's youth a challenge, a sense of purpose, and a measureof satisfaction out of being a marine.
Within each occupational field, only the best-fitted marines areadvanced in grade through uniform control measures establishedat Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps for the junior grades and cen-tralized selection boards for the grades of staff sergeant and above.In addition, selective retention measures are constantly employedto weed out marginal performers. These devices include an enlistedperformance board as well as policies which deny reenlistment tomarines who have not attained the grade of sergeant by the 12thyear of service. Also, all NCO's applying for reenlistment beyondthe 20th year of service must obtain the authority of Headquarters,

U.S. Marine Corps.
With respect to commissioned officers, those of the same grade

and service characteristics compete for advancement on a best-
fitted basis. Those twice failing selection for advancement are in-
voluntarily separated as prescribed by law.
'In the final analysis, maintaining an effective Military Establish-

ment does not depend solely upon sophisticated weaponry or even,
in absolute terms, the magnitude of the force. Rather, it depends
primarily upon the quality of the people who imbue it with the pro-
fessionalism, leadership, and integrity needed to make it an effective
force.
We believe that the long-term objectives of the Marine Corps

and the immediate measures taken in implementing our plans con-
stitute positive measures to that end.
Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement.
Senator NuNN. Thank you, General Cushman. I will ask counsel

to keep time and to interrupt me after 10 minutes.
General Cushman, how many people did you recruit this fiscal year

ending June 30, 1974, and how does this compare with the number
you have to recruit in fiscal year 1975 ?
Genaral CUSHMAN. In 1974, we recruited fewer than we needed.

The problems we had were primarily in the first couple of months
of the fiscal year immediately after the law went off the books re-
garding selective service, and there was the sudden realization among
young people that they did not have this to contend with any more,
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that there was no law forcing them to join. Consequently, there was
a 2- or 3-month vacation, sort of, in which they reassessed the future
for themselves, in which we did not do very well. We dropped all
the way down for those months to 60 and 70 percent of quota.
Then we got up steam and we were doing fine until this January

when we were faced with a retroactive requirement that we had to
average at least 55 percent high school graduates. Since we were
already behind a couple of percentage points, we really had a tough
struggle and we never did catch up. We ended up with about 85
percent of the requirement for the fiscal year overall.
The exact numbers I will have to supply for the record.
[The information follows:]
The exact requirement for non prior service males and females during

FY 1974 was 56,010.

General CUSHMAN. For the coming year we are going to have to
catch up. We ended up some 7,000 short. So we are really going to
have to go. However, even with this higher new quota during the
first month of this fiscal year we made just over 100 percent. We
recruited something like 6,200 people, which is just about the maxi-
mum that we can handle in any one month in our facilities. If we
can keep this up—we cannot on a month-by-month basis, it varies
so much in the winter—we will come out all right and even catch
up, overcoming what happened to us last year.
Our high school graduates for this first month—of course, July

is a good month for high school graduates—are coming in at some-
thing like 63 percent of quota. And our mental group IV's were
well down, around 7 percent, as I recall. I can check those, exact
figures for you, supplying them for the record at this point.
[The information follows:]
The exact percentage of mental group IV's, male and female non prior

service, was 6.7%.

Senator NuNx. You are going to have to recruit more this year
than your quota last year?
General CUSHMAN. Yes, sir, in order to catch up.
Senator NUNN. You have to make up your shortages. Suppose

there had been 100 percent recruiting last year, how do your raw
numbers compare this year to last year?

General CUSHMAN. We would be recruiting about 7,000 less this
year than we presently have established as a quota because that is
what we were short last year. The number would be lower, because
we are slowly getting more 4-year enlistees. And next year it should
be lower yet.
Senator NUNN. The Army has to recruit more in fiscal year 1975

than it did in fiscal year 1974, but you do not have to recruit as
many, except for making up.
General CUSHMAN. Except for making up those losses that oc-

curred, right.
, We have been pressing for a 4-year enlistment, and we have been
slowly increasing it, as I mentioned, over the last 3 years. So this
will be good, not only in 1975, but in the years to come.
Senator N-crNN. How about the Marine Reserve forces, do they

have about the same degree of problems?

39-532-75-8
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General CUSHMAN. We have more problems with the Reserve,because the incentives just are not there. There is no tuition as-sistance so that a fellow can keep going to school while he operateswithin the organized Reserve, the drill system, and so on. And there
is just no motivation to join sufficient to get them in.
Senator NUNN. As far as the Marine Corps is concerned, do you

see the Volunteer Force as being a viable policy for the long run?
General CUSHMAN. Yes, sir. We have always been a Volunteer Force.

We have never fooled ourselves that draft pressure did not assist usin getting those volunteers, particularly of course, in time of war.
You may well have to have some sort of law on the books in that case.Senator NUNN. If we had a conflict of any magnitude at all, aconventional kind of a conflict, would you have to go back to thedraft law to sustain your quota in the Marine Corps?

General CUSHMAN. There is no way to tell. If the war startedlike Pearl Harbor, then the motivation in the entire country would
be there. If it started with some sort of crisis management like
Vietnam, then you have got a different situation. So I think it ispretty hypothetical to guess just how the feeling of the country
might be. I think that would determine it.
Senator NUNN. Admiral, I will ask you a question. We have heard

a lot about the naval comparison with the Soviet Union in recent
months, particularly from your predecessor. How do you measure
the Navy's fighting capability vis-a-vi the Soviet Union at this
point as to seapower?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Mr. Chairman, I like to think of our Navy's

fighting capability in a somewhat different context than many people
would want to, that is, comparing naval strength side by side, since
navies really no longer simply fight other navies. The mission of the
U.S. Navy is to maintain control of the seas, in furtherance of na-
tional policy. We do that in joint operations with the other services
and in combined operations with our allies. In the event of war with
the Soviet Union, these joint forces would essentially be opposing
not only Soviet naval forces, but also Soviet air forces and those
forces of her allies. So I would want to describe the U.S. Navy's
total capability as its ability to carry out its wartime tasks and
missions as prescribed by our current strategy. My evaluation is
that the Navy can today carry out those tasks and missions, al-
though very marginally in some areas. For example, we feel that
our fleet ballistic missile force is very ready in terms of carrying
out its tasks. On the other hand, I think we are probably margin-
ally capable of keeping the sealanes open between the United States
and Europe in the case of a NATO conflict. It is my view that we
must have this capability to make the NATO strategy work.
Senator NUNN. On that point, are you considering NATO con-

flicts and including our allies in your statement?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Yes, sir, I am.
Senator NUNN. So you think that even with our allies help we

have a marginal capability of keeping the sealanes open in a NATO
all-out conventional conflict?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. When I say marginal, I mean that the losses

would be very heavy on both sides, particularly in the initial phases.
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Nevertheless I believe that we have the capability at this point in
time to prevail in our tasks.
. Senator NuNig'. Do you also feel that way about the Middle East
kind of scenario that we heard so much about from Admiral Zum-
walt?
. Admiral HOLLOWAY. Mr. Chairman, that is a very difficult ques-
tion to answer because of the conjectures involved; if we did this
and the Soviets did that.

Senator NUNN. The assumptions are what are very difficult.
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Yes, sir, they are. Let me say this, that the less

naval capability that we can congregate in an area, the better we
can assume a Soviet strong reaction. When we are talking of two
great powers, nobody starts a fight if they think they are going to
lose it. By having a strong Navy and the ability to concentrate
those naval forces, I think we generally preclude Soviet involvement.

Senator NuNN. Some of the assumptions made by Admiral Zum-
-walt that were pointed out in the media to me, were examples of
the very worst kind of assumption. I believe one of his assump-
tions was that we would get very close to Israel under some kind of
conditions and yet we would have no air support from the Israeli
Air Force, who had air superiority during the entire war. Do you
share the assumption •that Admiral Zumwalt made on this case
that, in effect, said we could not do the job in the 6th Fleet?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. No, sir, I tend to feel that as we approach a

'crisis situation, our forces would not be committed, if it appeared
that the odds were stacked against us to the extent we would prob-
ably lose.
One assumption made his analysis very pessimistic— and I think

it supports my position that we must not look at naval forces simply
fighting naval forces, as they did in the battle of Trafalgar. What
tilted the balance against our forces in the Eastern Mediterranean,
was not only the lack of air support from our allies and from the
Air Force, because our allies might very well deny bases in Turkey
and Greece, but was also the Soviet Air Force coming out of the
Crimea against these forces. Had that occurred, my own view is
that our forces could have prevailed, but I think they would have
been severly attrited.
Senator Nurric. I had gotten such a different impression from

Admiral Murphy on the scene and from Admiral Zumwalt here
in Washington. We have seen so much publicity on the so-called
Zumwalt theory of—I call it the worst case—that it has been some-
what disturbing to a lot of people in the country. And I do take
note of page 2 of your text where you say: "If we are to maintain
.our paramount position at sea with modern arms and high esprit,"
to maintain our paramount position to me is not the same thing as
your predecessor said we had. I just wondered if you wanted to
-clarify that.

Admiral HOLLOWAY. My statement was deliberate, Mr. Chairman.
I am nevertheless concerned with our current position, in that

we have only 508 ships in our active inventory. In our program that
we project in the• 5-year defense plan, and which we will be pre-

.senting to Congress in both shipbuilding construction and aircraft
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production, we will build up to a level of about 600 ships in thenext 8 years. These will be quality forces, and will be -well balanced.Senator NuNN-. This is part of the Navy plan as presented toCongress, to sacrifice numbers in order to get quality backup, andthen build the quantity backup-
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Yes, sir.
Senator NuNN. That also I do not think has been completelyunderstood in the publicity at least that I read.
I want to get back to this in a few minutes.
Senator Taft, I have used up my time.
Senator TAFT. Thank you, Senator.
Would you comment, any of the witnesses, on the effect of in-creased computer technology and other technological changes onpersonnel requirements? Has this made a change in them?Secretary MIDDENDORF. One way of answering that would be todescribe the situation afloat. We have made great advances onboard our ships and ashore too, in technology. But at the end offiscal year 1974 we found ourselves with a shortfall in pay gradesE-5 and above required to maintain and handle some of the hightechnology in the Navy. We met with our fleet commanders theother day when Admiral Holloway called them in, and this is the

main thing that they talked about. We have got to have folks to
handle the equipment. And this is where we are falling down right
now. We have to get a little more training to fill up that pipeline.
Senator TAFT. I am concerned about that. I am also curious about

whether the increased technological capacity means that we can
afford reductions in total personnel numbers as well as the other
problem. Do you see that as a factor, or is it going the other way?
Secretary MIDDENDORF. It has been a factor, Senator, in the very

substantial reduction we have taken so far in our military forces,
a lot of it as we have improved the quality of our equipment. The
PF, for example, which we are developing, will require about 40
percent less people to maintain it than a comparable ship built 10
years ago. This is a very big improvement because of the economies
of scale and the efficiency in working with these new equipments.
Senator TAFT. Let me ask Admiral Holloway in that regard, do

the habitability requirements of an All-Volunteer Navy and up-
to-date Navy have an effect on ship design, which are necessarily
requirements in our competing forces?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Yes, habitability considerations are very im-

portant to us, but we know that we can never attain the level of
habitability to be competitive with either the Air Force, for
example, or with nonmilitary maritime services, such as the mer-
chant marine. I believe we once thought we could reach some level
of parity. Now we simply do the best we can, without reducing the
capability of our ships as fighting platforms. That is why we are
concerned about the uniqueness of the naval service. Sea duty is
not so much arduous as it is a deprivation of the normal things a
young man likes. When his work is over, he wants to get out for a
little night life. I remind people that we still do not serve liquor
aboard ships in the U.S. Navy, and there are no libraries. on our
ships that can achieve these levels of habitability and still have
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fighting ships. It is a sacrifice we have to make. Being aboard a
U.S. Navy ship deployed is very akin to the Army being in the field
under canvas.
Senator TAFT. This affects your tour of duty requirements too, I

imagine.
Admiral HOLLOWAY. It does, Senator, and that is a very important

point. That is why we strive to maintain a reasonable sea-shore
ratio. A sailor that makes a 9-month cruise on a carrier to Southeast
Asia stays aboard that ship for 40 days at a time, and then has 10
days in port. Of those 10 days in port, normally he will have 3 or
4 days of assigned duties aboard ship. This is a rather deprived
existence, and after 3 or 4 years of this we feel that we must put
him ashore with his family to give him some sort of normalization
of his life.

Senator TAFT. There has been, I think, very little coverage spe-
cifically of the problems in the aviation field for either of the forces,
the Navy or the Marines. Could you comment, Admiral or Gen-
eral, on the problems relating to aviation procurement particularly,
or aviation manpower requirements, relating both to the pilots and
the enlisted personnel.
Admiral HOLLOWAY. If I may initially, General Cushman.
We find we do not have as big a problem either recruiting pilots,

or retaining them, as we do surface warfare officers. I believe that
the reason we are able to recruit pilots is because it is a skill that
they can use if they elect not to continue on a military career.
Pilot training is very expensive, and very few people can afford
to pay their own way through flight school. I believe we retain
pilots because of the 'hazardous duty pay provisions, and to a cer-
tain extent, due to the esprit that is generated in a small group of
people who are doing something special. Our figures in pilot
retention are running about 44 percent in fiscal year 1974. They
would run even higher, except that is 44 percent of those we
consider eligibles. We drop out people who are below what we con-
sider to be our standards. These people might apply, but we do not
accept them.
Senator TAFT. How about personnel? Do you recruit people

separately for your air forces, for instance?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. No, sir. A man simply enlists in the Navy,

although he subsequently elects to be an airman or a seaman or a
construction man early in his career. I do not believe anyone would
enlist just to be around aircraft. Retention is a problem here, and
we see a very sharp dividing line. In those skills such as jet engine
maintenance, which are transferrable to civilian life where a man
might be learning a trade which would be useful to; him after he
leaves the service, we have fairly high retention rates. We do not
have major problems. On the other hand, the flight deck crewman,
the aviation bosun's mate, the man who stands on the flight deck
as the aircraft lands, has a dangerous, 'arduous, dirty task, and one
that is not transferable to any civilian pursuit. We find we have
our problems in retaining those people.
This is not dissimilar to what we find in the case of our engineer-

ing rates, which are very dirty. It is very difficult to keep people
in in that area.



114

Senator TAFT. Thank you, Admiral.
General.
General CUSHMAN. Our pilots go through the Navy school, andso do our enlisted aviation men. I subscribe to everything thatAdmiral Holloway has said.
I would like to make a slightly different point, however. And italso goes to your question about computers.
Both of those are factors that enter into the reason why we cannever compare today's forces with those of, say, World War II orKorea, when it comes to ratios of officers to men, and so on. Wenow have in the aviation field two-seat aircraft, whereas formerlythey were one-seat, and we have hundreds of helicopters whereformerly there were none. The computer in our Marine Corps ex-perience has never saved a single person. It has cost more people.But you can do jobs which are impossible or very difficult lobs veryeasily in a fraction of the time.
We did not have computers back 30 years ago. We had very

rudimentary aircraft, and their maintenance was simple.
We did not have atomic weapons; we did not have NATO.
You could go on and on. But these two things are indicative of

why you need a lot of officers where you never needed any before.
When it comes to recruitment, like the Navy, we do not have

any trouble with pilots, but we do have trouble getting the skills
and retaining the skills we need in aviation, and in computers. These
are areas that are not only transferrable to the outside world, but
are competitive. I mean the industry is competing for these people
in the first instance.

Senator TAFT. Thank you very much, General. My time has
expired.

Senator NuNN. Go ahead and complete your questioning if you
would like.
Senator TAFT. I really do not have any other technical questions.

I have a general question that I would like to put, and I know th 
i 

e
chairman s interested in it too. We discussed it briefly yesterday.
Both of you gentlemen are members of the Joint Chiefs, and the

Secretary is top level in the DoD. Could you comment, each of
you, on the question of the relative strengths of the various services
and how as members of the Joint Chiefs you arrive at that, or how
you think you ought to arrive at it. We sort of keep these numbers
for each of the services, and it may be that with radical changes
in maybe the total number of personnel it ought to still be 2 million
plus. Is the mix right, or do you think the mix ought to be changed?*
It seems to me we are changing roles all the time, and changing
technological developments, and changing world strategic consider-
actions, and we should not just swallow the figures that we had in the.
past as a matter of balance, just as we should not accept the par-
ticular dollar figures for the particular service. Could you comment
on that?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. I think in the case of the Navy our per-

sonnel strengths are driven by the force levels of equipment which
we have. In this present period we probably have less flexibility
in the numbers of ships and aircraft which could be made available
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to the service than at any time since World War II. As the Chief
of Naval Operations, I have pointed out that 508 ships, and the
number of aircraft we have to maintain a balance, is marginal, and
I would like to have more. It is interesting that we in these times
cannot get more, except through construction, which is a time con-
suming process. We have hit sort of an equilibrium, in that as fast
as we can produce new ships, we have ships reaching an over-age
status and dropping out. So we are in a point of balance between.
500-600 ships in the Navy today, and this tends to drive our man-
power requirements to a large degree.
For example, we are approaching a force level of about 13 attack

carriers. That is the total number of capable carriers we can put
to sea. Ten years ago we could have run our number of carriers up
to almost 20, because we had a large number in the Reserve fleet
that could have been brought out. We had aircraft stored in the
desert which could have been added to the active forces. That is not
possible now. So in the case of the Navy, which you very properly
described as being capital-intensive, or equipment-oriented, our
manpower manning level is really based upon items of hardware
and equipment.
Senator TAFT. You also, in your considerations with the other

services, may be balancing your equipment against your personnel.
Other services may be more personnel-oriented and more flexible
in that regard.

General CUSHMAN. Could I say a word, Senator Taft?
Actually, these figures are reached in the joint arena, in the Joint

Chiefs, by first assessing the threat. Then the Chiefs get together
and decide upon what the force levels ought to be in terms of di-
visions and ships. There may be some disagreement, but it is ironed
out. It is somewhat fiscally constrained because we notice that it is
not a world where you can get everything you want. But neverthe-
less, it is usually a little bigger than the actual budgetary process
permits, but it is within a very reasonable limit. In this way it is
determined that with reasonable risk a certain number of Army
divisions and Marine divisions and ships and tactical fighter wings,
for example, represents a defense posture which can defend the
United States. These forces can then be translated into numbers of
people in an orderly fashion. There are many adjustments of one
sort or another, of course, if you go into the budgetary process,
where you actually ask for the money. But that is the basis for it
all, the planning action within the Joint Chiefs.
Senator TAFT. Are both of you gentlemen satisfied with the re-

lative strength that you have related to the other forces?
General CUSHMAN. I cannot speak for anyone but myself, but I

am happy.
Admiral HOLLOWAY. On a relative basis, Senator Taft, I have no

complaint.
Senator TAFT. Mr. Secretary, I should include the Department of

Defense, because the civilian control eventually makes the decisions.
Secretary MIDDENDORF. I think the caveat would be that if the Con-

gress, as the chairman just pointed out, is critical, it should recog-
nize that we have cut from 900 ships to 500 ships on the theory
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that we are going to build back now to 600 ships, and that if the
Navy is not permitted to do this, I think it would put the country
in jeopardy.

Senator NuNN. If you would yield on that point. Do you have
any kind of chart showing the correlation between the additional
ships you are going to put in the fleet? Are you saying we are going
to go up in personnel for the next 5 years?

Secretary MIDDENDoRr. I do not think we will have to substantially
increase our personnel to man 600 ships. As I said, the new ships are
much easier to maintain, and we will be able to effect manning econo-
mies.
Senator NUNN. Do you think the size of the personnel force we

have is going to be able to take care of the additional burden as
you have other ships?

Secretary MIDDENDORF. Within reasonable limits.
Admiral.
Admiral HOLLOWAY. We will be seeing an increase in personnel.

But it will be a reasonable and modest one. We can furnish for the
record the figures which will correlate ship strength to personnel
strength in the future.
[The information follows:]

NET CHANGES TO END STRENGTH DUE TO SHIP LEVEL CHANGES (EXCLUSIVE OF SUPPORT MANPOWER)

Number ships

Fiscal year-

1976 1977 1978 1979 1980

Ship adds:
Deleted! 4,388 4,388 4,388 4,388 4, 388
Deleted] 10, 193 10, 193 10, 193 10, 193
Deleted] 8, 355 8, 355 8,355
Deleted] 2,923 2,923
Deleted] 10, 443

Total 4,388 14, 581 22, 936 25, 859 36, 302

Ship drops:
Deleted] —6, 661 —6,661 —6,661 —6,661 —6,661

(Deleted( —7, 214 —7, 214 —7,214 —7, 214
(Deleted( —4,616 —4,616 —4,616
Deleted] —7, 356 —7, 356
Deleted] —5, 697

Total —6,661 —13,875 —18,491 —25,847 —31,544

Net change:
Deleted] —2, 273 —2,273 —2,273 —2,273 —2,273
Deleted] +2, 979 +2, 979 +2, 979 +2,979
Deleted] +3, 739 +3, 739 +3, 739
Deleted] —4, 433 —4,433
Deleted] +4, 746

Total —2,273 +706 +4,445 +12 +4,758

*Includes 1 DLG returning from conversion.

Note—In addition to the above, in fiscal year 1976 (deleted] patrol escorts and (deleted] amphibious ships are trans-
ferring from the active fleet to the Naval Reserve Force (-736). 'Deleted]. There are are no figures available for the past
which correlate ship level changes with manning levels.

Senator NUNN. I would like to have that for whatever periods
you have it broken down. If you have got 3 years, that is fine, or
if you have got 5 years, we would like to have that. I would like to
see your projections on that, and also your past, if you could relate
that to the past.



117

Senator TAFT. I think that completes my questioning. Thank you/
Mr. Chairman.
Senator NUNN. Senator Taft, I have a good many questions. As

long as you are here, any time you want to interrupt I would be
glad to yield to you.

Senator TAFT. Thank you.
Senator Nu-NN. On the point that Senator Taft was asking you

about a minute ago on force structure, it is my. understanding,
Admiral, that the projections this year were for a 15-carrier fleet.
I heard you just mention 13 carriers. Is that a kind of change?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. It is a projection into the future, Mr. Chair-

man.
Senator NUNN. Which is, the 15 carrier?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. The 13.
Senator NUNN. Is a 15-carrier now what we have budgeted?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. At our current force level.
Senator NUNN. And the reduction shows that we will be reducing

to 13 carriers?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Our strength reduction shows us dropping

down to about 13.
Senator NUNN. And what year would that be?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. I would rather answer that in closed session

if I may.
Senator NUNN. Fine. We will get into that later.
Senator NUNN. Admiral, why do you need 15 carriers?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Carriers operating in mutual support with

surface combatants are the primary means of controlling the seas.
Carrier force levels are based upon worldwide wartime requirements.
Planned carrier force levels, [deleted] and 12 thereafter, are not ade-
quate to meet expected wartime requirements, the primary factor in
sizing forces. Furthermore present carrier forces are only marginally
capable of meeting world-wide peacetime deployment commitments
[deleted] and will be inadequate thereafter. The current pattern
of peacetime deployments is best described as fixed, wherein naval
forces maintain a continuous and visible presence in areas of high
U.S. national interest such as the Mediterranean Sea and the West-
ern Pacific/Indian Ocean. At least five carriers have been .continu-
ously deployed since 1950 in support of U.S. foreign policy. The
National Command Authority through the Joint Chiefs of Staff
requires the U.S. Navy to provide two carriers in the Mediterranean
to fulfill the U.S. commitment to NATO and counter the perma-
nent Soviet naval presence in that area, and three carriers in the
Pacific theater to fulfill U.S. commitments in the Far East, South-
east Asia and the Indian Ocean.
As recently as May 1974 the Navy proposed maintaining carrier

force levels at 14 in order to counter the continuing reduction in
overseas bases and to more prudently balance Navy wartime re-
quirements and peacetime commitments for carrier forces.
Senator NUNN. Admiral, please discuss your force structure plans

for fiscal year 1976 in terms of ships, divisions and wings. What is
the rationale for these numbers?
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Admiral HOLLOWAY. The numbers of ships by type planned for_fiscal year 1976 are summarized in the attached table. The ActiveNaval Fleet will consist of [deleted] ships including [deleted]carriers, [deleted] surface combatant types, [deleted] submarines,[deleted] amphibious warfare ships, [deleted] mine warfare ships,
[deleted] surface patrol ships, [deleted] underway replenishment
ships and [deleted] auxiliary ships. In addition to the active fleet,
we will have a Naval Reserve Force of [deleted] ships and [deleted]
ships in the Military Sealift Command for an overall total of
[deleted] ships.
Our ship force levels are based upon worldwide wartime require-

ments. The planned fleet of [deleted] active ships falls short of what
we believe is needed to provide an adequate margin of succss in a
worldwide war with the Soviet Union. The force is in fact barely
adequate to maintain our present worldwide peacetime deployment
.commitments.

4

Force structure plans for fiscal year 1976 ships by category fiscal year 1976
A. Active fleet:

Attack carriers  [deleted
Cruisers  [deleted
Destroyers  [deleted]
Escort ships  [deleted]
Submarines—ballistic missile  [deleted]
Submarines  [deleted]
Amphibious warfare ships  [deleted
Mine warfare ships  [deleted]
Patrol ships  [deleted
Underway replenishment group  [deleted]
Auxiliary ships  [deleted]

Total active ships  [deleted]

B. Naval Reserve Forces:
Destroyers   [deleted]
Amphibious warfare ships  [deleted]
Mine warfare ships  [deleted]
Patrol ships   [deleted]

Total NRF  [deleted]

Total active plus NRF  [deleted]

Military Sealift Command:
Total charter, nucleus, project, reserve  [deleted]

Overall ship total  [deleted]

Force structure plans for fiscal year 1976 project a reduction from
15 [deleted] carriers and a reduction from 14 carrier wings [deleted]
•carrier wings with the retirement of the last of the older and smaller
modified Essex class carriers Hancock and Oriskany. The Secretary
.of Defense recently approve force level plans calling for 12 carriers
and 12 carrier wings from fiscal year 1977 forward. It is noteworthy
that during this period we are converting present attack carriers
to the multipurpose CV configuration to provide a more flexible
response capability to the multithreat environment.
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Major Navy squadrons by type planned for fiscal year 1976 are
summarized in the attached table. The number of fighter and at-
tack aircraft assigned to an aircraft carrier is a judgmental factor
which depends upon such factors as the anticipated role of the car-
rier in a conflict scenario, the war's length and the aircraft attrition
rate. The number of ASW aircraft assigned is determined also by a
quest for balance between the threat and the available sea based and
land based ASW air assets. While the selected balanced force of
[deleted] squadrons per CV gives flexiblility, it does not provide
for peak demand or sustained tactical air wave in either sea control
or projection scenarios.

Force structure plans for fiscal year 1976 major Navy squadrons in fiscal year 1976

A. Active fleet:
VF  [deleted]
VA  [deleted]
VS  [deleted]
HS  [deleted]
Recce  [deleted]
VP  [deleted]
AEW  [deleted]

Total active squadrons  [deleted]

B. Reserve Forces:
VF  [deleted]
VA  [deleted]
VP  [deleted]

Total reserve squadrons  [deleted]

Total squadrons  [deleted]

Senator NUNN. I Will ask this of the Secretary, and if you would
like to get the Admiral and General to give you some assistance on
this question, you may.
The Reserve readiness posture, first of all the Navy and then the

Marine Corps, how do you rate the readiness of your Reserve
forces?

Secretary MIDDENDORF. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have Ad-
miral Holloway and General Cushman answer that.
Senator NuNN. Fine.
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Mr. Chairman, I would characterize an ap-

praisal of the readiness of our Reserve forces as being very uneven.
There are some units that are very ready, and others where we think
we can make a substantial improvement in their readiness. The
policy which we are developing now would have a greater partici-
pation by the active forces in improving Reserve readiness.
Looking at it as a total force, the U.S. Navy is made up of active

forces and Reserve forces, and we must look at these forces in a
complementary fashion, and have very specific tasks assigned to the
Reserves, and make sure they are as ready as need be to perform
those tasks and functions.

Senator NuNN. Admiral, on this point, would you supply for the
record whatever you can in terms of the statistical—your latest
analysis of the readiness of the various Reserve divisions?



Admiral HoLLowny. Yes, sir.
[The information follows:]

Ships

190

READINESS SUMMARY OF NAVAL RESERVE SHIPS AND AIR SQUADRONS

111 Aug. 1974 Forstat Report—C-ratings]

C-1 C-2 C-3 C-4 Total

Destroyers (DD's) 
blinesweepers (MSO/MSC) k[Deleted.] [Deleted.] [Deleted.] [Deleted.]1

37
26

Total  [Deleted.] 'Deleted.] [Deleted.] [Deleted.] 63

Air Reserve squadrons:
Helhopter carrier ASW (HS)  4
Attack (carrier) (VA)  6
Tac electronic warfare (VAQ)  2
Airborne early warning (VAN)  4
Fighter (VF)  4
Lt photo re3e-i (VFP)  [Deleted.] [Deleted.] [Deleted.] [Deleted.] 2
Patrol ASW (VP)  12
Transport (VR)  4
Carrier ASW (VS)  6
Composita (VC)  2

Total  [Deleted.] [Deleted.] [Deleted.] [Deleted.] 46

*Transitioning to more modern aircraft.
**4 squadrons transitianing to P-3 aircraft.

Note.—C-1—fully ready; C-2—substantially ready; C-3—marginally ready; C-4—not ready.

Senator NUNN. General.
General CUSH1VIAN. The Marine Corps Reserve is ready in this

respect: that while we are short personnel in the organized 4th
Division/Wing team, we have in the individual Ready Reserve,
and loaded on computers in Kansas City, the people who would fill
the vacancies. So that we would have in terms of personnel a full
pack. However, they would require training, and as we have always
said, the entire division/wing team would not be ready for 60 days
after mobilization.
The reserve wing has additional problems in that it does not

have certain aviation equipment and airplanes. Some of the items
we cannot afford, and we will probably never get them, namely, all-
weather close air support from the A-6, electronic countermeasures
from the EA-6. And photographic reconnaissance from the RF-4,
they simply would not get those.

Consequently, they cannot provide the equivalent of a full active
force Marine aircraft wing because of this shortage of equipment.
However, the organized Marine Corps Reserve can fulfill the

mission of providing either trained individuals, squadrons and bat-
talions to augment the active forces, or they can be mobilized as a
full division and a wing of perhaps two-thirds the effectiveness of
a wing in the active force.
You would not, therefore, want to commit them independently

in an amphibious assault against strong opposition. But they would
be an effective reserve to support and sustain the active forces.
Senator NuNN. Is there any possibility that you could move that

time, with a lot of effort, from 60 days readiness to closer than 30
days? And if so, what would it take to do that?
General CUSHMAN. I do not think it is possible to deploy the en-

tire reserve division and wing in the 30 days, because of the re-



121

quirement to transport the units and their equipment to their station
of initial assignment and conduct the necessary individual and unit
training. Now, the individual units are already quite well trained,
as well trained as Reserves can be, at the level of company, battalion,
and squadron, and as such they might be ready for deployment
earlier. But they have not had extensive training operating together
as a division and aircraft wing. So there is no apparent way to
shorten the division/wing time, because the most they ever get is the
2 weeks training in the summer, and it is only possible to train
together at the most on a regimental and aircraft group level.

Senator NuNN. The Army is experimenting with what they call
the affiliated unit concept, a smaller decrease, putting in a battalion
with this regular force and that kind of thing. Are you doing that
at all?
General CUSHMAN. Not the way the Army is, I will supply the

answer to that for the record here.
[The information follows:]
While the affiliated unit concept is a possible means for improving the

quality of the Army's mobilization base and rapidly expanding their 
active

forces in response to a NATO contingency, it would not be appropriate for 
the

Marine Corps whose unique requirement is for immediately ready combat

forces capable of rapidly responding to a wide range of possible conti
ngencies.

The Army concept affiliates combat units of the National Guard, not assigned

to a Guard division, and service units of the Army Reserve in order to 
bring

the active divisions up to full strength or to reinforce active divisions 
com-

mitted to NATO.
The Marine Corps requires three active, fully structured division-wing te

ams

to respond to the world-wide minor contingency and initial major contin
gency

requirements of the Unified Commands. As a consequence, if a portion of 
the

active structure were maintained in the Reserve, the Marine Corps doe
s not

have a sufficiently broad manpower base from which to either sup
port the

rotation of forward deployed forces or quickly reconstitute the structu
re re-

quired to respond to those contingencies where mobilization is not authorized.

Moreover, the Marine Corps, unlike the Army, has no Reserve units which a
re

not an integral part of the Reserve division-wing team. In time of 
national

emergency a requirement exists for the mobilization of the Reserve 
division

and aircraft wing as a strategic reserve and sustaining base.

The Marine Corps places primary emphasis on developing its Reserve forces

s the initial and primary source for the rapid expansion of the Marine Corp
s.

In this regard, it is considered that the 4th Division-Wing team organizat
ion

offers the best possible structure to maintain a viable, credible force responsive

to the full spectrum of mobilization requirements. In peacetime it fosters

team spirit and a sense of unit esprit in the individual reservist. On mobili
za-

tion it provides the Marine Corps with perhaps the most flexible and versat
ile

structure attainable to satisfy the varying requirements which might arise 
to

augment the active forces; whether it be to activate certain individuals a
nd

skills; partially mobilize selected units; or provide the base for a fourth active

division and wing. With this structure as the basis, the Marine Corps h
as

developed an augmentation concept to provide the added combat and support

capabilities required by the strategy but not programmed within the active

forces. This concept is geared to specific types of contingency-mobilization

situations. It provides for augmentation by qualified individuals, effective

combat and support units, or a fourth division and aircraft wing with ap-

propriate support depending upon the specific nature of the emergency. Where

there are temporary shortfalls in the active forces, these organizations will be

augmented by selected units of the Reserve. Since the active force shortfalls

change from year to year, the requirement for selected Reserve unit augmenta-

tion varies proportionately. The concept also provides for employing members

of the Individual Ready Reserve, of which we have a sizeable pool, to recon-

stitute those elements of the Reserve division or wing used to augment training

and base facilities required to support the committed forces.
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Senator NuNN. I would like for the record your reasoning on that,
and whatever material you can supply as to why that would not
work for the Marine Corps, in your opinion. It just seems to me,
General, that the Reserves in any kind of conventional war need
to be ready to go in a short period of time so we can justify their
expense, unless you envision another World War II kind of scenario,
which I cannot find any justification for. I know we have to be
ready for a long-term war if one comes, but I know that considering
our economic power here and looking at our history on long-term
mobilization, it would be indeed foolish to challenge us on that kind
of long-term basis. And yet, I find so much of our Reserve policy,
our regular policy, our deployment, and our NATO theory and
everything else based on what I call a World War II concept. I am
not speaking of the Marine Corps, but I am speaking strictly in
terms of that Reserves concept. I just cannot find any of our allies,
the people right on the scene, that think we are going to have a war
that will last longer than 60 days. Their logistics, their supply, their
posture, and everything about our allies forces lead us to believe that
at least they are counting on a long-term war. And if we get into a
long-term war I think it is going to be America alone, unless we are
prepared to furnish logistics to all of our allies over there. I note that
most of our Reserve forces are aimed for Europe, so we have some
square pegs in round holes, it seems to me, in our philosophy. It just
does not fit together.

General CUSHMAN. I know the Secretary, of course, is trying to
tell our allies that we do have to have a substantial conventional war
capability.

Senator NuNN. They are trying to tell us, now, that they want a
shorter term capability, that it would hit the initial thrust. I am not
sure that the allies are not as close—I think they are probably wrong
in not being more capable logistically, but I also think we are wrong
in thinking terms of a war that is going to last several months when
every experience in modern age has been a quick thrust, and I think
that is the answer that is most likely. So I am not sure that the
allies are completely wrong and we are completely right in this
situation.

General CUSHMAN. We are looking at an alternative that we may
not wish to provide.
Senator NuNN. For the record, if you could, explain how the

Marine Reserve would fit into a modern-day scenario, and what kind
of scenario that will be.

General CUSHMAN. Yes, sir. I will supply that for the record here.
[The information follows:]
There are several probable modern-day scenarios to which our Reserves must

be prepared to respond. These run the gamut from a NATO war, through a
confrontation with the Soviets outside of NATO, to a military action anywhere
in the world where our national interests are threatened. Recognizing that each
of these scenarios might require different forms and levels of military action,
the first priority would still be to bring our active units with shortfalls up to
full wartime strength. Since we maintain those units planned for initial com-
mitment in a fully ready status, Reserve augmentation would only be necessary
for a follow-on division-wing team. The level of this augmentation would be
battalion, squadron, and separate company or battery. We are considering a
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deployment readiness objective of M+30 days for all Reserve units of this
size, although many of these units may be ready earlier. In any event, our
recently conducted mobilization analyses have shown that all Reserve unitg
will be ready at the time the active units they are augmenting are required to.
deploy. The same scenario under which active force augmentation might be
required may also necessitate the generation of a fourth division and wing
with supporting units; for example, as a strategic reserve or sustaining base
in a NATO war, or commitment to combat in response to other contingency
plans included in the scenarios. For these reasons, the structure of the
Reserve division and wing will be maintained with as many organized units
and staffs retained as possible to facilitate timely availability. The deploy-
ment readiness objective for our Reserve division-wing team is M+60 days.

Senator Nurtrt. And that would be quicker than 60 days?
General CUSHMAN. Yes, sir. Our requirement is to move the entire

division-wing team ready in about 60 days, and I think we can meet
that requirement. As you say, if the requirement was to be changed,
we will have to take another look at how we are going to go about it..
Senator NuNrt. I can easily see why it would take that long, and

I do not have any answer for it. I am just posing the dilemma as I
see it. I am not being critical of that. I just believe that we do have
some overall philosophy that needs to be more consistently applied
throughout the Reserve concept.

General CUSHMAN. You could use them to beef up the regular units
very quickly.
Senator Nuicrt. That is what I envision, the affiliated concept. So

if you could expand on that for the record I would like to have it.
We will have later hearings on the point and go into considerable
depth for the Reserves, but I would like to get that.
Admiral Holloway, what about the Naval Reserve, what would

you use them for?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. I think we would use the Naval Reserve in

several ways. We would use individuals to first relieve regulars who
are in the shore establishment. For example, a Reserve pilot would
go to the training command and fill the training pilot's seat of a
regular officer, who could then go out to the fleet and expand the
pilot-to-seat ratio in a combat squadron.
A little further along in the mobilization period, we would put

individual Reserves with special skills into the fleet itself.
We have a number of ships that are manned by crews which are.

partly Reserve and partly Regular, and upon mobilization the Re-
serve segments would report to those destroyers, and it would then
be fully manned and ready for operation.
I have to point out that those Reserve destroyers would initially

not be as capable as the Regular fleet destroyers which would have
had the advantage of high tempo fleet operations, but they could
certainly take over some of the less-demanding chores initially, per-
haps further away from the scene of combat, and permit regular
forces to proceed to the scene of action.
In the same way, we have organized squadrons which could be

used en bloc for replacing regular aircraft squadrons that perhaps
need to be brought back for reconstitutioli as the result of casualties.
So we have a program of the commitment of individual Reserves

and also a program where organized units would contribute to the
overall naval posture.
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Senator Nuistx. Are you satisfied that the Reserves could respondas quickly as you would need them to at this point/
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Mr. Chairman, I am unable to answer thatquestion, because I am asking it of my staff at the present time.And we are working very hard. And I am not at all satisfied withthe answers I am getting.
Senator NUNN. I am glad you are asking that question. When you

do get some answers, if you would supply them to us we would liketo have them.
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Thank you, sir.
General CUSHMAN. Mr. Chairman, I might interject there that the

relation of M-day to D-day has an awful lot to do with it. If M-day
equals D-day you may not have time to mobilize.

Secretary MIDDENDORF. To support what you said about a short
war, Mr. Chairman, we in the Navy note that the Soviets have been
developing what appears to us to be a very clear first-strike capa-
bility against our ships. And I am talking in a strategy sense now.
They have put all their antiship weapons up on the deck with vir-
tually no reload capability, which tells us that they are not con-
figured for a long war. If they should go into action, they plan for a
preemptive strike since they just do not have the logistics to support
a longer session al sea. Now, we have not been able to interpret just
what their motivation might be on this. But it does seem to support
what you are saying.
Senator NUNN. From everything I have read about it—and I am

a long way from being an expert on the subject—it just seems to me
that we are posturing in one direction and they are posturing in
completely the opposite direction. Of course, being able to have a

ilong war capability is a great advantage if there s going to be a
long war fought. But if you lose the short war while you are ready
for the long war there would not be a long war, particularly in the
NATO kind of environment. I do not mean by that a total loss, I
mean a grab for territory, say, an anticarrier strike by them, with
a change in the world balance of power before we get into the use
of nuclear weapons, which I think everybody would be reluctant
to use at the outset. So it just seems to me that we need to do some
rethinking in that regard. I know that the Secretary of Defense
is doing some re-thinking, and I know you gentlemen are going to
be called upon too. I do not know what the answers are, but I am
just trying to play the Devil's advocate here a little bit to stimu-
late your thinking on it.
The Soviet anticanier kind of first strike is certainly something

that we all feel they are building up that capability for. Is that
part of what you are talking about?

Secretary MIDDENDORF. They now have 1,400 antiship missile
launchers. We will not introduce the first effective antiship missile
into the Navy until next year with the Harpoon missile program.
We do, however, have very effective attack aircraft that operate
from carrier decks. A number of years ago when we abandoned the
Regulus program and replaced it with Polaris, we made a decision
to discontinue surface to surface missile development and to place
dependence for the antiship capability on attack aircraft and our
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submarines. We are correcting that as rapidly as we can. We thinkby 1980 we will be fully antiship missile capable.
Senator NuNN. General, the three Marine divisions and threewings, getting into the active forces, how do you rate those forreadiness now?
General CUSHMAN. Well, the Marines in the westeni Pacific andon the east coast are ready to go. They are in top readiness condition.On the west coast, since they would probably be used to reenforce

either the Atlantic or the Pacific, we have chosen to take the short-
falls in recruiting that I mentioned earlier. So they are not as ready
as far as their personnel strength goes.
Senator NuNN. Mr. Secretary, and Admiral, or whoever would like

to answer this I want to go into the Greek homeporting program
a little bit. What has the Cyprus conflict done to the negotiations?
If we get into classified material I would be glad to defer and ask
later.

Secretary MIDDENDORF. Admiral.
Admiral HOLLOWAY. I would like to reply to that, Mr. Chairman,

in closed session.
[The information follows:]
Athens homeporting was planned in two phases. Phase I was completed in

August 1972. It involved six ships, some 174 additional military personnel and
1,372 civilian U.S. citizens located in Athens. [Deleted.]
Senator NUNN. I refer to the Diego Garcia matter which is now

under consideration. If we do go ahead with that military construc-
tion program in Diego Garcia, how many naval personnel do you
anticipate will be stationed there, and how will this affect the over-
all personnel?

Secretary MIDDENDORF. There will be about 600 to 700 folks out
there. It will be primarily a tank farm with a 700,000 barrel capacity.
And we will dredge that harbor and put in a fueling pier there and
extend the airfield runway about 4,000 feet. So it is really just an
extension of what we have out there now.
As you know, that atoll is about 40 miles around. It is like a horse

shoe, about 5 miles across, and the only place which we could find,
I think in that whole area that would be nonprovocative. It is about
1,800 miles southeast of Saudi Arabia and 1,000 miles south of India.
It cuts down the line of communications from the Philippines to
supply, say, a task force that might be put into the Indian Ocean by
about 3,500 miles. We have had a carrier task force in the Indian
Ocean during a portion of 2 out of the last 3 years. And the Soviets
are developing a capability in that area at a very rapid rate, par-
ticularly in the last 3 to 4 years, at places such as Berbera, Aden,
and Umm Qasr
Senator NTJNN. What is the status of the Navy homeporting pro-

gram at Bahrain, and how many ships do we have there, and if
they are located, how many people are going to be involved? What
is the personnel effect on this?
Secretary Almm,F.NoonF. To answer the first question, the status

is that we are optimistic that we will have a new agreement with
the Bahrainis. We have one ship, the LaSalle, homeported there
permanently. Also, two destroyers are deployed there on a rotating

39-532--75 9
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basis. And we believe we have very good relations with the Bah-
rainis. DoD has a school facility there that they use as well as we.
There are 386 military and 262 dependent personnel involved in
the LaSalle homeporting program.
Senator NUNN. Admiral, have you had any recent discipline

problems on naval ships and if so, what were the reasons?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. -Yes, Mr. Chairman, we do have discipline

problems aboard naval ships. I think we always have had, and we
always will have, because that is the nature of mankind. We have
seen some different kinds of disciplinary problems, perhaps, re-
cently. And I attribute them largely to the carryover into the Navy
from the environment in this country. There is a tendency for young
people to question authority. And we in the services get the product
of the ethics of the American people at any time. I do not see in
the Navy special disciplinary problems at this juncture. As I say,
we always have had it, and I expect we always will have it. It has
taken a somewhat different form. I feel we have it fully under con-
trol. I have talked to the fleet commanders about it as recently as
10 days ago and they are very alert to my concern and the Congress's
concern that we maintain proper discipline in our armed forces.
Senator NUNN. Could you give us briefly, you and General Cush-

man your assessment of the all-volunteer force in terms of how it
affects the readiness and the morale of our troops, and their effec-
tiveness as a fighting force?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. I think in the Navy, we are perhaps too

early into the all-volunteer force to feel the full effect. In my view,
we are getting good people, but we are falling short in the top
quality that were attracted into the Navy prior to the all-volunteer
force environment. For example, we are unable to fill all of the
school space available for the young men who are just getting out
of recruit camp because we are unable to recruit up to the level
of school eligibles that we would like to have. On the other hand,
I am convinced that in several years we will see a dramatic im-
provement in our retention rate because we will have essentially
brought into the Navy as recruits people who are more interested in
the service as a career, and, therefore, will be more interested in
staying on. There is no question but that many of them will have
been disaffected by the life, and disenchanted by things that have
happened. But my own estimate is that we will see an improvement
in retention.
I do think that should there be a requirement to quickly and

substantially enlarge the Navy, we would have difficulty meeting
new enlarged goals in the all-volunteer force environment. On the
other hand, as I have said before, the Navy is very capital inten-
sive. Our manpower is related to hardware, as fast as we could get
it. It takes, as you know 5 from four to seven years between the time
a ship is authorized and it is delivered to the fleet.
Senator NUNN. General Cushman.
General C-crsxmAN. As to the all-volunteer force, as I mentioned

earlier, we have always sought volunteers. What it is doing to the
Marine Corps is making us recruit much more diligently and vigor-
ously than we have ever done before. It has introduced higher costs
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for personnel into the budget, running up to 75 or 80 percent for
the Marine Corps, which means that every time I get cut a few
dollars, I get cut a rifleman. There is just nothing else I can really
cut. So, these are my concerns. The quality of young men and women
is good. We have to work very hard to get that quality, but we are
getting it. Being a rifleman is a young man's game. So consequently,
we have quite a turnover. I am going to have to recruit every year
long into the future, about 45,000 to 47,000 men. Even though we
may do well with 4-year enlistments, that is what it will turn out
to be.
We figure that if we shoot for reenlistment of between 20 and 25

percent, that will be about the absolute maximum we could take
without clogging up our career force which is about 45,000 people.
So within these constraints we are doing all right, but we have to
hustle to do it. I am concerned about the high cost of personnel, as
I think we all are.

Senator NUNN. You are saying that the cost factor in the budget-
ary constraints are making you lose—what?

General CUSHMAN. Flexibility in my budget. Whenever I am cut
and I cannot negotiate, I just have to cut a rifleman. I am down
to the bitter end of the O&M funds and this sort of thing, and the
personnel is 75 to 80 percent of the budget, so that is where you have
to cut.
So this can give you some turbulence. That is my biggest problem,

I think, with the volunteer force—the personnel cost.
Senator NUNN. What about the Marine Corps effectiveness as a

potential fighting force as compared to previous times?
General CUSHMAN. It think it is as good as ever.
Senator NUNN. It is just more of a struggle down to this point?
General CUSHMAN. Yes, sir, to get the recruits. They used to walk

in and sign up, and now you have to go out and really get them.
Secretary MIDDENDORF. Recruit them.
General CUSHMAN. We offer them a challenge and an opportunity.

This requires considerable salesmanship.
Senator NUNN. This subcommittee is going to be following that

very closely. Any time you have anything that is a fundamental
departure from the traditions of this country as well as the mili-
tary force, I think it is very important that we lay the cards on the
table. If we start having some severe problems, I think it is essen-
tial that we vent them before hand. As I said yesterday, one of the
thinks that disturbs me psychologically the most is the realiza-
tion that this volunteer force grew out of the pressures of the
draft in Vietnam, which did wok very inequitably, and it affeCted
young people the most. Young people, I think, basically are sup-
posed to be the beneficiaries of this new law, so that they do not
have to go if they do not want to. Yet, the Secretary of Defense,
the Secretary of the Army, and everyone else agrees, some more
reluctantly than others, that this is only a peacetime force. If we
get into any kind of war and have to build our troops back, we are
going to have to go back to the draft. It was not the peace-time
pressures that caused us to go to the volunteer force, it was the war-
time pressures. So I am afraid we are going to have a lot of disil-
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lusion.ed young people if we ever do get into a conflict and they do
have to go back to the draft when they have been told over and
over again what a wonderful thing a volunteer force is. Therefore,
it does not make an intellectually complete circle as far as I am
concerned.
However, I would appreciate you keeping us up to date on any

kind of development in this regard.
Mr. Secretary, a final question. What is the manpower impact

of the nuclear Navy policy that recently became law as part of the
Defense Authorization bill?
I am asking mainly, can the Navy get people of the high skill

required for this new concept? If you would like for Admiral Hol-
loway to take a crack at it, that would be fine.

Secretary MIDDENDORF. I would like to have Admiral Holloway
answer it.
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Mr. Chairman, this is the title 8 section of the

bill that you referred to. We have looked at it very carefully. Our
studies conducted by the Bureau of Naval Personnel indicate that
we can man the fleet in the future with the number of nuclear-
powered ships that would be brought in under the title 8 pro-
visions without severe detriment to the other requirements of the
Navy. This has been studied either twice or three times in the past
5 years, and although we have apprehensions that a large influx of
nuclear-powered ships could give us severe problems, our analytical
studies have not supported these apprehensions, and the Navy goals
that this title 8 legislation would provide is attainable in a person-
nel sense.
Senator NUNN. A question arises, because of your previous testi-

mony on the difficulty of recruiting the kind of technicians and
technical -skills needed for these ships, and now we are going into an
expansion. Is that not going to greatly intensify this technician
problem?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Yes, sir, it is. That is our apprehension. Never-

theless most of the people we recruit for the nuclear prograni are
recruited directly for the program. We make the commitment to the
young man that he is a 6-year obligor. We have been fairly success-
ful in these programs to date.
If I may, I would like to provide you for the record a more de-

tailed rationale of our thinking along these lines.
Senator NUNN. Fine.
[The information follows:]

REQUIREMENTS FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANT OPERATORS

The planned increase in the size of the nuclear-powered fleet over the next
15 years, combined with a draft-free recruiting environment, has raised ques-
tions concerning the Navy's ability to meet the manpower requirements of its
nuclear-powered ships. Analysis strongly suggests that meeting these require-
ments will represent neither a significant problem to the Navy Recruiting
Command nor a significant drain on the manpower pool available to the con-
ventionally powered fleet.
The requirements for nuclear-trained personnel are principally derived from

the nuclear propulsion plant operator manning requirements for nuclear-
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powered ships. In addition, adequate numbers of personnel are required to staff

the training establishment and provide a base for sea-shore rotation.
The Recruiting Command will need to enlist between 6,000 and 6,500 recruits

in the nuclear power program per year through 1980 to meet current planned

expansion requirements. (Under Title 8 Provisions the requirement would

increase by only about 1,500 per year by the late 1980's.) This will not likely

present much of a problem. In FY 73, the Navy enlisted 5,212 men in the

nuclear power program. The increases over this number that will be necessary

in the future will not involve attracting more high quality people to the Navy.

That is already being done in sufficient numbers. Al'! that will be necessary is

convincing more of these high quality enlistees to opt for the nuclear power

program and its 6 year enlistment.
Ninety-four percent of nuclear qualified personnel are drawn from Mental

Groups I and II, and virtually all are high school graduates. This of course
reflects the very stringent entrance requirements for the nuclear power pro-
gram. Nearly 33 percent of FY 73 accessions were Mental Group I and II high
school graduates, and if Mental Group III IT high school graduates are in-

cluded, over half of the FY 73 enlistees were eligible for the nuclear power

program.
In terms of raw numbers, the Recruiting Command enlisted over 29,000

Mental Group I and II high school graduates in FY 73, of whom 25,000 were
true volunteers. Including Mental Group III U high school graduates, the
Recruiting Command enlisted over 45,000 men during FY 73 with minimal quali-
fications for the nuclear power program. Of this number, at least 40,000 were
true volunteers. Recruiters must induce between 15 and 25 percent of the
qualified enlistees to join the nuclear power program.
More than half of the enlistees who begin nuclear power training do not

complete it. Those who do not complete are generally not lost to the Navy.
They are usually dropped from the program for sub-standard performance in
"A" school of nuclear power training. These reasons normally are not sufficient
to warrant discharge from the Navy. Thus, the nuclear power program will
absorb only an average of 2,400 of the highest quality individuals every year
rather than 6,300. This represents 9.6 percent of the likely yearly accession
total for Mental Group I and II high school graduates, a drain that is unlikely
to generate any significant hardship for manning the conventionally powered
fleet.

Current annual loss rates for nuclear trained personnel range between 18 and
20 percent depending on the rating. In November 1972 the Navy began paying
nuclear petty officer continuation pay. The effect of this special pay had already
been felt in terms of increased reenlistment rates for men at the 7, 8, and 9
year reenlistment point (the group at which the continuation pay was aimed).
If further decreases in loss rates do occur, this will reduce the training
requirements.
The principal factor affecting retention that is beyond Navy control is the

existence of attractive civilian job opportunities for nuclear power training
graduates. The most direct competition will come from the civilian power
industry. A large increase in the number of civilian nuclear power plants over
the next 10 years will generate increased demand for nuclear technicians
amounting to around 10,000 new positions. The Navy will train only about
25,000 technicians during this period if current retention experience continues.

Currently the Navy is the only organization providing formal training for
nuclear power technicians which includes experience on a real reactor. In addi-
tion, Navy personnel have at least four years on-the-job experience before they
can enter the civilian sector. Thus, Navy-trained technicians are a very attrac-
tive source of personnel for the civilian power industry.

Although improved civilian opportunities may decrease retention of nuclear
trained petty officers, they will have an opposite effect on accessions to the
nuclear power program. If Navy training has a high value to the civilian power
industry (as it does today), this will increase the attractiveness of the nuclear
power program to the potential enlistee. At least some of those entering the
program with an eye toward using their training in the civilian sector probably
will also become Navy careerists.
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CONCLUSIONS

The analysis has the following implications:
1. In the absence of any significant increase in the planned rate at which

nuclear-powered ships will be added to the fleet. the Navy will be able to
attract recruits of sufficient quantity and quality to its nuclear power program.

2. The nuclear power program itself is not likely to represent a significant
drain on the pool of high quality personnel available to the remainder of the
Navy.

3. Reenlistment rates for nuclear qualified petty officers have increased
markedly over the last 12 months. Further increases, at least in the near
future, may occur which would further strengthen the preceding two
conclusions.
The above analysis was performed in September 1973 before consideration of

the Title 8 Provisions. However, recent analysis has confirmed that the Title 8
Provisions would not significantly increase the annual accession requirements
for the nuclear power program nor would it affect the ability of Navy to meet
personnel requirements. In this regard, the additional nuclear trained personnel
manning requirements aboard ships authorized under Title 8 Provisions would
result in only a 3% increase over planned requirements (76/2310) in 1977,
building up to a 26% increase (750/2835) over projected requirements in 1990.

Senator Ni-N-N. Mr. Secretary, I have a question here that one of
my colleagues has supplied. and I will ask it for him.
We both recognize that many personnel problems are brought on

by instability of the force structure and the length of service. This
problem area could be reduced in part if the Congress granted a 2-
year end strength authorization. However, other problems might
arise. From your vantage point as Secretary, what do you see as the
process and conditions of such a proposal?
Secretary MIDDENDORF. It would be a tremendous help in planning,

of course. It gives a (Treat deal more flexibility. The consequence
would be, of course, tl'-niat the Congress would lose control over at
least that fiscal constraint.
Admiral, do you have a comment on it?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. I agree with you.
Secretary MIDDENDORF. Incidentally, let me just amplify a point

that Admiral Holloway made very well.
We have, I think, approximately 109 nuclear ships now in the

Navy, mostly submarines. With this new legislation I do not see it
impacting on .more than, say, a dozen or two dozen ships over the
next several years. I think, as I mentioned, we are already short
10,000 E-5 and above ratings, important ratings, on our ships. It is
going to be a continuing problem, but one we can live with, and
agree. with Admiral Holloway on that. I think that a large part of
that. question would be, when we do decide to build a ship we have to
recognize the premium inherent in the cost of a nuclear powered ship.
It can easily be a substantial premium.
So looking at it from a capital-intensive side, we have to measure

our assets or lack of them. Although it is an admirable goal to be
all-nuclear, we do have to recognize the trade-offs, and we may well
end up losing something if we push all the way in, if we do not
weigh all the advantages pro and con.
Senator NUNN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
I have some other questions, but we all have a time problem. I

wanted to get out by 12 today, and I know you have other things, so
we will supply these four or five other questions to you and ask you
to provide them for the record.
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Senator NuNisr. There have been, in recent months, a number of
press reports concerning discipline problems, both aboard ships and.
at Marine Corps bases. Could you give the subcommittee some back-
ground and facts on this matter?

Secretary MIDDENDORF. There are a number of ways in which dis-
ciplinary trends may be measured. Perhaps the most objective method
is to examine the numbers of disciplinary actions instituted under
the Uniform Code of Military Justice, whether by court-martial or
by nonjudicial punishment under Article 15, UCMJ (10 U.S.C. §815).
In this connection, available data reveals the following:

Fiscal year-

1971 1972 1973 1974

Navy:
General courts-martial 341 203 191 187

Special courts-martial  7, 082 3, 784 3,970 1 5, 257

Summary courts-martial  6, 181 4,890 4,658 13, 809

Nonjudicial punishmenL 65, 291 60, 049 79, 783 1 108, 063

Marine Corps:
General courts-martial 587 670 597 422

Special courts-martial 6,655 6,012 6,268 1 7,595

Summary courts-martial 7,916 6,418 6,664 1 4,960

Nonjudicial punishment_  56, 230 50, 728 60, 101 1 70, 081

'Interior figures.

As these figures indicate, there has been a marked decrease in the
number of general courts-martial, the level of disciplinary proceed-
ing to which the most serious offenses are referred. There has also
been a decrease in the number of summary courts-martial. The latter
may account, at least in part, for the increase in special courts-
martial and nonjudicial punishments. Summary courts have fallen
into some disfavor in the last two years, as a result of court decisions
casting doubt on the constitutionality of the summary court pro-
cedures established by Congress in the UCMJ. It is believed that,
because of the uncertainty surrounding this procedure, some com-
manding officers either are referring to special courts cases which
previously would have been tried by summary courts or are disposing
of such cases by nonjudicial punishment.
Another statistical indicator, reflecting the trend of serious disci-

plinary violations, is the number of punitive discharges (both dis-
honorable discharges and bad-conduct discharges) awarded by courts-
martial. The following data illustrates this point:
[The information follows:]

Navy Marine Corps

DD BCD DD BCD

Fiscal year:
1971 18 1,626 99 1,702
1972 25 585 126 1,962
1973 32 462 174 2,004
1974 18 490 104 1,976

The foregoing figures indicate that the incidence of serious crime is
declining in the Navy. The press reports to which Senator Nunn
refers reflect, not a widespread breakdown in discipline, but merely
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increased visibility of isolated incidents. The overwhelming majority
of personnel in the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps are well-behaved,
well-disciplined individuals who are a credit to their service and
their coimtry.

Senator NUNN. Admiral Holloway, how would you rate Navy
readiness?
Admiral HoLLowAY. Please refer to my evaluation given on page

167 of the record.
Senator Nu NN. There have been press reports concerning an ex-

pansion of the number of naval shipyards. Are there plans to do this
and could the Navy hire enough skilled shipyard workers even'though
there is an apparent shortage of these personnel in the country?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. There are no current plans to expand the num-

ber of naval shipyards; on the contrary, we have just completed the
closure of two yards, in Boston and at Hunters Point in San Fran-
cisco; this has been done primarily because of the fewer number of
ships now in the fleet. The Navy does have, under current study, the
restoration of a limited new construction capability in a few of these
yards, which are now employed solely in the overhaul, repair, and
conversion of fleet. ships. If the decision is made to resume new con-
struction in these yards, we would accomplish this primarily by
retraining current employees, with only a limited number of new
shipyard workers needed to supplement the continuing overhaul and
repair capability.
Senator NuNx. Admiral Holloway, how do retention rates com-

pare now with rates shortly 'before the draft ended?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. In terms of Navy-wide percentage reenlist-

ment rate, the first term rate is now higher than prior to the end of
the draft—the 10 percent in fiscal year 1970 has risen to 32.9 percent
in fiscal year 1974. It is important to note that we are most concerned
with the reenlistment, of requisite numbers of personnel in each rat-
ing. The requirements for each rating differ, therefore the Navy-
wide percentage is relatively meaningless as an indicator of success
in achieving our retention goals. For example, in fiscal year 1974,
only 48 of 86 ratings in which first term reenlistments are normally
expected, realized or exceeded their immediate reenlistment goals,
and the total reenlistment requirements, including a prior service
augment to provide for the numbers needed, were realized in only
18 ratings.
Senator NITNN. General, how do retention rates compare now with

rates since the draft ended?
General CUSHMAN. Retention rates, since the draft, ended, com-

pare favorably as indicated in the table which will be inserted for
the. record at this point.
[The information follows :1

MARINE CORPS REENLISTMENT RATES FISCAL YEAR 1972-74

1st-term Career
reenlistment reenlistment

rate rate

Fiscal veal:

Total

1972 12.3 82.6 22.9
1973 13.0 81.7 26.0
1974 16.6 79.6 29.3

4

71'
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Senator NuNN. Admiral, you say you need stability in the number
of Navy personnel that coincide with Secretary Sehlesinger's com-
ments yesterday. Without getting into what the proper manpower
level should be, how can the Congress and the people be assured that
stability does not lead to stagnation?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. The stability referred to is that which affords

management the opportunity to plan long and short range programs
to meet the overall objective of the Navy. SuCh stability would pro-
vide the basis for truly cost effective programs whose impact would
preclude stagnation. Recent experience has seen precipitous end
strength reductions and late cuts in appropriations which have
resulted in severe personnel turbulence and reduced readiness; not
to mention the real and implied costs that result from the efforts to
correct these problems. Stability, and the clear perception of it, is
necessary to meet the needs of the professionally aware men and
women in the Navy today; because, Navy is in fact competing with the
industrial sector of our society for essentially the same skilled and
semiskilled personnel. In this competition Navy's nautical environ-
ment is a major disadvantage because of frequent and prolonged sepa-
rations from family.
Senator NuNN. Admiral, what do you consider to be your most

serious problems with the all-volunteer force and what is being done
to correct the situations?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Our most serious problem with the all-volun-

teer force is to attract and retain adequate numbers of quality
personnel in, a stable career force. The problem is not primarily one
of numbers, but one of satisfying particular skill requirements in the
high skill areas and 'arduous sea duty oriented ratings. Solution of
the problem lies in successful recruiting efforts and selective retention
of experienced personnel in the proper rating mix. We must solve
problems such as this without reducing initial lengths of enlistment
to the point where productive time is lessened and the investment is
not merited. Additionally, rapid turnover of first term men reduces
operational readiness and increases long range enlistment require-
ments.
Navy is experimenting with a variety of enlistment options includ-

ing length of enlistment, training packages and duty options. OSD
has recently authorized a small enlistment bonus program for Navy
to aid in filling our hard-to-fill skills. This will allow us to evaluate
this incentive as part of overall Navy options.
Navy stability has been aided by the constant inflow of true volun-

teers over the past one and one-half years and the recruitment of a
high number of school eligible and high school graduate personnel.
In fiscal year 1974 approximately 68% of recruits were high school
graduates.
Although recruiting remains a tough, sales-oriented operation,

Navy efforts to meet the challenge have been reasonably successful.
Upgrading the quality of recruiting personnel plus innovative paid
advertising, fleet and naval aviation exhibitions, the Recruiting
Assistance Program and other initiatives have assisted greatly.

39-532-75-10
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Recruitment of physicians has been especially difficult and we are
falling well short of goals, particularly with respect to general
practitioners.

Retention of our experienced officers and petty officers remains as
one of our most difficult problems in the AVF. Inherent in our
Human Goals program is the emphasis on improved leadership as a
vital component of our retention efforts. Additionally, the Selective
Reenlistment Bonus will help considerably in keeping qualified per-
sonnel. Personalized detailing has also been of assistance as duty
stations and choice of jobs have a large impact on the retention of
our experienced personnel. Programs such as Selective Training and.
Reenlistment Program (STAR), Selective Conversion and Reenlist-
ment Program (SCORE) Broadened Opportunities for Officer
Selection and Training (BOOST), Navy Enlisted Scientific Educa-
tion Program (NESEP), Associate Degree Completion Program
(ADCOP) and the Naval Academy Preparatory School also have
been important to our retention effort.

Assistance is also required from Congress. Many Navy men see
recent cuts in educational programs, medical care programs and re-
enlistment travel payments as part of an overall erosion of career
benefits, further threatened by proposed changes in retirement laws.
We badly need a period of stable numbers and personnel programs in
order to communicate the message that a service career is an honor-
able one which is both challenging and rewarding to the individual.
Senator NUNN. Generally, what do you consider to be your most

serious problems with the all-volunteer force and what is being done to
correct the situation?

General CUSHMAN. As alluded to in the statement, the most seri-
ous problem to the Marine Corps is the recruitment and retention of
sufficient personnel to maintain the enlisted force at its authorized
strength and at quality levels which ensure continued improvement.
To accomplish this, positive steps have been taken to assure the
attainment of the necessary number of quality young men and women
recruits. For example, the recruiting service has been revamped to
improve supervision and management to include the following.

First, reorientation of our recruiting schools so that they prepare
recruiters to be salesmen.
Second, preparation of a Guidebook for Recruiters so that suc-

cessful sales techniques are readily available to all.
Third, allocation of additional personnel to the recruiting force

on a temporary basis to provide surge recruiting capacity.
And fourth, dissemination of new recruiting techniques to those

trained under the old system.
Congress has approved a reprogramming request which permits

investing $4.6 million in general distribution paid print and outdoor
advertising. For the first time, the Marine Corps will possess re-
sources similar to other Services for competing in the labor market.
This advertising campaign should help overcome a confirmed lack
of awareness and misconceptions regarding the Marine Corps and
the opportunities it offers.
We have established higher mental standards for recruits with a

goal of 90% in Mental Group I through III, and we are seeking to
obtain a maximum number of high school graduates.
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To ensure the retention of only the best qualified, well-trained,
career motivated Marines, the reenlistment standards have been re-
vised in four ways.

First, for first reenlistments, at least 10 years of school or the
ability to pass the high school equivalency test are required.
Second, an Area Aptitude score requirement of 100 or above in at

least three areas has been established.
Third, second-time reenlistees are required to be high school gradu-

ates or the equivalent.
And fourth, performance criteria at selected retention/reenlist-

ment points have been effected, to include these items as control
factors.

First, no Marine failing to progress to staff sergeant by the 12tls.
year is reenlisted.
Second, all Marines desiring to reenlist for service over 20 years

must have Headquarters Marine Corps authority.
00. And third, an enlisted performance board has been established to

monitor and isolate, for corrective action by the Commandant, those
Marines who are marginal producers.
The attainment of the fiscal year 1975 Marine Corps end strength

is a serious challenge. However, the necessary actions required for
attainment of recruiting and retention goals are being taken.
Senator NUNN. Admiral Holloway, in your statement, you indicate

that the Navy is at the low point in its plan to retire old ships and
bring in more modern ships. You indicate that manning numbers
must start to climb in 1977. Would you please tell us the number of
new ships the Navy will be adding to the fleet over the next several
years and what you believe the Navy strength requirements will be
to man those ships?
Admiral HOLLOWAY. Please refer to my insert for the record at

page 180, line 21.
Senator NuNN. General, please discuss your force structure plans for

fiscal year 1976 in terms of division and wings. What is the ration-
ale for the numbers?

General CUSHAMN. Within the limitations of fiscal guidance, the
Marine Corps will, in fiscal year 1976, maintain three active and one
reserve division/wing teams. Two active divisions and aircraft wings
will be in a high state of readiness for immediate deployment as air/
ground task forces to conduct operations at any level of conflict. The
third active division/wing team will be available for immediate com-
mitment in a low to midintensity level conflict. The reserve division/
wing team will provide the initial and primary source for timely
augmentation of the active forces during those times when national
security requires a capability beyond that available in the regular
component.
The fiscal year 1976 Marine Corps force structure has been de-

veloped in accordance with the following three policies:.
First, Marine Corps combat forces will be maintained in the

highest attainable state of readiness.
Second, these forces will consist of balanced air and ground com-

bat, combat support, and combat service support units.
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And third, the general support structure will be the minimum re-
quired to provide a training and logistic base fully capable of sup-
porting the operating forces.
While every effort will be made to maintain Marine Corps combat

forces in the highest possible state of readiness, the fiscally con-
strained end strength of approximately 196,000 active duty Marines
-during fiscal year 1976 will result in a certain amount of risk.

Maintaining the three active division/wing teams at a suitable
level of peacetime readiness, with a full range of combat capabilities,
requires a minimum strength of approximately 205,000 Marines. The
end strength of 196,000 will result in some loss of flexibility for em-
ployment of Marine forces in contingency situations not requiring
mobilization, and to some degree a loss in the capability and sus-
tainability of initial forces required for mobilization situations
pending augmentation from the reserve.
The rationale for three active and one reserve division/wing teams

in fiscal year 1976 is based primarily on the following two
considerations:

First, three active, fully structured, division/wing teams are
needed to meet the requirements of the Unified Commands and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff for both nonmobilization contingencies and to
support the rotation of the one and two-ninths division/wing teams
which are forward deployed.
Second, the existing general plans of the unified commands, par-

ticularly of the European and Pacific commands, could require the
simultaneous employment of a minimum of two Marine Amphibious
Forces (MAF's), each composed of one division and one wing, in
various roles ranging from forcible entry by amphibious assault to
reinforcement of United States or allied forces in inland areas. Geo-
graphically, these plans could task the two MAF's to be prepared for
employment anywhere in NATO Europe, the Caribbean, the Middle
East, the Indian Ocean, and, the western Pacific. The three active
division/wing teams meet these requirements. The Reserve division/
wing team will initially provide the added combat and support capa-
bilities which are required in a general war situation, but which are
not programed within the active forces. This Reserve force may also
serve as a strategic reserve and sustaining base.

Senator NuNN. Why do you need three Marine divisions and three
Marine aircraft wings?

General. CUSHMAN. Three Marine divisions and three Marine
aircraft wings are needed to satisfy the requirements of the national
security strategy by providing a ready Fleet Marine Force of com-
bined arms capable of conducting operations at any level of conflict.
Existing general plans of the unified commands, particularly of

the European and Pacific commands, could require the simultaneous
employment of a minimum of two Marine Amphibious Forces
(MAF's), each composed of one division and one wing, in various
roles ranging from forcible entry by amphibious assault to rein-
forcement of United States or allied forces in inland areas. Geo-
graphically, these plans could task the two MAF's to be prepared for
employment anywhere in NATO Europe, the Caribbean, the Middle
Ens' 1 Tndian Ocean, and the western Pacific.

404
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A worldwide emergency, therefore could, in fact, find all three
active MAF's and the reserve MAF deployed in the execution of, or
in readiness to execute assigned missions.

Current peacetime afloat deployments in the Mediterranean, Carib-
bean, and Far Eastern waters are cumulatively equivalent to just
under one-half of the ground combat elements of a MAF with associ-
ated aviation support. Given the composition of the corps under
current terms of enlistment, the makeup of the enlisted career and
officer corps, and the unaccompanied nature and duration of these
operational deployments, the rough equivalent of one and one-half
MAF's is needed to sustain these deployments; that is, four battalion
landing teams deployed, lour being trained and prepared for deploy-
ment, four recovering and regrouping from a deployment; again, all
with associated aviation support. This deployment pattern is a
day-to-day fact of life for the existing three divisions and three
wings in times of lowest or no unusual tension. In times of increased
tension, additional forces have been deployed to areas of probable
conflict.
Looking beyond the current national military strategy, the three

Marine divisions and wings comprise a fighting capability, both
ground and air, which would provide the United States with a
minimum capability to be postured and positioned as necessary for a
real-time response to limited or minor contingencies in any area that
can be reached by sea. The expression "minimum capability" is used
here because, obviously, a force limited to three divisions and three
aircraft wings cannot fully substitute for any substantial loss of
present overseas-stationed forces.
The three Marine divisions and wings 'represent the most general

purpose of general purpose forces and can instanly operate within
the command and control system of the other three services. Struc-
tured, organized, equipped, and trained for the most difficult and
complex of all military missions--amphibious operations—they are
completely capable of 'performing in any less demanding ground/air
combat role in any theater of operations.

Repeatedly in the past, the 'Congress has expressed its confidence,
that the Marine Corps—the only service whose force structure is sanc-
tioned by an act of Congress—should be kept ready. We intend to
continue to earn that confidence.

Senator NUNN. What specific steps are being taken or would you
recommend be taken to reduce personnel costs ?

General CUSHMAN. In the face of rising costs, the Marine Corps
has taken the following major steps to reduce manpower
expenditures.

First, we have reduced the percentage of the total force invested in
the officer corps.
Second, we have reduced the average grade of both officers and

enlisted personnel.
And third, we have reduced the number of permanent change of

station moves.
These actions have succeeded in reducing the manpower share of

all USMC appropriations from 80.0 percent in fiscal year 1973 to
78.3 percent in fiscal year 1975.



138

Senator Ntrivrt. The Marine Corps fell short about 7,000 men from
its end fiscal year 1974 strength. I understand you will have to
recruit more men in fiscal year 1975 than in fiscal year 1974. How
many recruits will you have to get in fiscal year 1975 compared to
fiscal year 1974? Will you be able to get that number and still retain
high quality standards?

General CUSHMAN. The Marine Corps ended fiscal year 1974 at a
strength of 188,802-7,212 below its end-year authorization. That
deficit was composed of a shortfall of 139 officers and 7,073 enlisted
men. Recruiting accessions for non-prior-service males for fiscal year
1974 consisted of 16,634 of the 54,800 quota. This deficit was partially
offset by more reenlistments and other gains than expected.
The fiscal year 1975 President's budget calls for the accession of

57,000 non-prior-service male recruits. The Marine Corps is con-
fident that it can attain these recruits for the following reasons.
First, improved management and supervision of the recruiting serv-
ice has been implemented with emphasis on a more aggressive sales
approach than in the past. Although these changes were started in
the latter part of fiscal year 1974, the full impact will be felt in
fiscal year 1975.

Second, Congress has approved a reprograming request which per-
mits investing $4.6 million in general distribution paid print and
outdoor advertising. For the first time, the Marine Corps will possess
resources smilar to the other services for competing in the labor
market. This advertising campaign should help overcome a confirmed

lack of awareness and misconceptions regarding the Marine Corps
and the opportunities it offers.
And third, an improved bonus system has been adopted which

concentrates money in the fields where shortages exist.
Illustrative of the effect of the aforementioned management ac-

tions, here are the actual results for July 1975.
First, 101.6 percent of the recruiting quota was attained.

. Second, 41 percent of the next 3 months quota was already in the
delayed entry pool compared to 29 percent last year, even though the
quota for those 3 months this year is nearly 2,000 greater than last
year.
And third, 25 percent of the next 6 months quota was in the de-

layed entry pool compared to 18 percent last year.
The Marine Corps is equally optimistic in the area of concern of

recruit quality improvement. That optimism is based partly on the
fact that the percentage of high school graduates already "pooled"
is significantly higher than last year. It is also based on the con-
tinued emphasis we are placing on mental group I through III
marines. In fiscal year 1974, this population comprised greater than
92 percent of new input versus only 85 percent in fiscal year 1973.
The July 1974 percentage was 93.3 percent.

Senator NurrN. Mr. Secretary, Admiral, and General, we appreci-
ate your being here with us to discuss this important matter that
affects all of us.
[Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the subcommittee was recessed, to

reconvene at 2:30 p.m., of the same day.]



MILITARY MANPOWER ISSUES OF THE PAST AND
FUTURE

WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 14, 1974

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL,

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES
'ashington,D.0 D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 2 :35 p.m., in room
212, Richard B. Russell Senate 'Office Building, Hon. Sam Nunn
(chairman).
Present: Senators Nunn (presiding) and Dominick.
Also present: John A. Goldsmith and Francis J. Sullivan, pro-

fessional staff members; and Mary G. Ketner, clerical assistant.
Senator NuNN. The subcommittee will come to order.
I have a brief opening statement to sort of bring everybody up to

date on where we are, and then we will go on from there.
This afternoon we are concluding the first major hearings of the

Subcommittee on Manpower and Personnel. I want to welcome Secre-
tary McLucas and General Jones of the Air Force, and thank them
for appearing before us today.
We have heard from Secretary Schlesinger and the Secretaries

and Chiefs of the other services about the major manpower issues
before us, and this afternoon I would like to get into the specifics of
these issues from the Air Force's point of view. While the Air
Force is a highly technical serVice, it is also the second largest
service in terms of personnel. Thus, the Air Force has a particularly
big challenge to get a large number of highly qualified technical
personnel in a volunteer environment. I would appreciate receiving
your views of the All-Volunteer Force issues as well.
We should also like to discuss your view on the Air Force's force

structure, both in the strategic and tactical air missions and how
well the Air Force today can carry out its missions. I hope we can
cover, as well, some of the issues relating to overseas deployments,
such as Thailand and Korea and, of course Europe, where I had the
very great pleasure of meeting with General Jones earlier this year.
The Air Force is organized somewhat differently than the other
services

' 
and this affects their combat-to-support ratios. I hope you

will get into that and, in particular, the actions you have taken and
plan to take to reduce the number of headquarters and support units,
where I had the very great pleasure, General Jones, of visiting with
you.

(139)
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I know that General Jones has particularly done a very good job
on that over in Europe in his NATO command before he assumed his
present position.
I am particularly interested in what we can do to hold down the

rise in manpower costs and I would like to get your views on the
steps we can take in that area. I do not expect, nor does anyone else,
that we can roll them back. But the question is, how fast are they
going to increase in the future.?

Senator Dominick, do you have any comments you would like to
make?

Senator DOMINICK. I have no opening statement, Mr. Chairman,
except to say that I think these are extremely important hearings. I
congratulate you on the celerity with which we have (rotten into them.
I think to date we have gotten some very good and fine information,
and I am sure we will today also.
'Senator NuNN. Thank you, Senator Dominick. I appreciate your

being here, and happy you are on the subcommittee.
Mr. Secretary, at this point if you do have a statement, we will

be glad to get that, and whatever comments General Jones may have,
and then we can get into questions. We will let you field them as you
wish, either one or both of you.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN L. McLUCAS, SECRETARY OF THE AIR
FORCE; ACCOMPANIED BY GEN. DAVID C. JONES, CHIEF OF STAFF,
U.S. AIR FORCE

Secretary McLucAs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I have a statement which I have submitted for the record. I would

like now to bring out a few of the highlights in that statement rather
than go through it in detail. After that I would like to have General
Jones give his comments.
I welcome especially the formation of this subcommittee. As Sena-

tor Dominick has said, your swiftness in moving out with this activity
is to be commended, because we think people are the most important
part of the Air Force.
We regard ourselves as an elite force in many ways. That is an

attitude we would like to maintain within the service, because we
think that it helps in our recruiting of more good people if people
look on the Air Force as a high quality, elite operation.
You asked about the All-Volunteer Force and how we are faring

in this all volunteer environment. I would just like to say that during
the first year of operating without the draft, from July of last year
until June of this year, we were able to meet all of our quantitative
goals. We got all the people that we wanted. And as far as quality
is concerned, we are very gratified that there has been no apparent
diminution in the quality before us. So in both respects quality and
quantity, then we feel very good about what has happened to us.
You may know that some 93 percent of the people we recruited last

year were high school graduates or equivalent. And we have about
16 percent minorities in the force that we recruited last year.
Senator NuNN. Did you say 90 percent high school graduates?
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Secretary McLucAs. About 93 percent. And we have increased
the number of women. We found that we do not have trouble re-
cruiting women into the Air Force. We intend to double the number
of women. Right now we have about 24,000, and we are aiming for
approximately 50,000 by the end of fiscal year 1978.
So the future looks good to us in terms of our ability to recruit,

assuming that something does not go wrong that we have not
anticipated.
To maintain this quality force costs a lot of money. Since 1968,

when our percent manpower cost was 34 percent, it has grown over
the years, until last year it was about 46 percent of our budget. But
in 1975 we are taking actions that will bring that down to about 41
percent.
Senator NuasTN. Let me make sure I understand that. In 1968, the

percentage of your total Air Force budget in manpower was 31
percent?

•• Secretary McLucAs. Yes, sir.
Senator NurTN. In fiscal year 1974 it was 46 percent?
Secretary McLucAs. Yes, sir. And in 1975, 41 percent of the budget

request.
Senator NuNN. Thank you.
Secretary McLucAs. During this period from 1968, we have been

cutting back on our total military manpower from just a little over
900,000 to the 630,000 1975 figure we submitted. And, in the authori-
zation bill we were cut, I believe, about 3,000 'military below that.
Over that period of 5 or 6 years since 1968, we reduced manpower

30 percent on the military side. On the civilian side we cut nearly
20 percent, going down to 287,000 this year.
One reason that the civilian cut has not been as large as the mili-

tary, is that at the same time we have been taking these cuts we have
been making military to civilian conversions. Since fiscal year 1972,
we have converted some 13,000 nonmilitary essential spaces to
civilian. We have another 4,000 scheduled for conversion during fiscal
year 1975.
Also, we had to increase the number of civilian technicians to sup-

port our Reserve units. Because we have been building up the Re-
serves. So we have added about 10,000 people there.
- As we have taken all these cuts, the one thing we have been con-
cerned about is whether to take the cuts in the combat force or in the
support force. 'Consequently, in both support units and in head-
quarters, we have been trying to find ways to save people. We have
made significant cuts there.
At the same time that the active force has been going down, we

have been assigning more missions to the Reserve Forces, and have
actually increased the strength of the Air Reserve Forces during this
period.
I think you will find—and I am sure General Jones will comment

on this—that the capability of our strategic forces, our tactical
forces, and our airlift forces, have been maintained, and in many
cases increased during this period.

•
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Also, as I said, the Reserves have been assigned important missions
in air defense and airlift. We are working on making other assign-
ments available to them.
You talked about some of the cuts overseas. During this same

period—I am referring now back to fiscal year 1968—in the Western
Pacific we have reduced our forces by 50 percent, and have brought
that force level down to almost 36,000.
In Europe we have made a 13 percent cut, bringing that level down

to about 73,000.
We have made cuts in Southeast Asia, and are down to a little less

than 30,000 in that area.
You commented on General Jones' ability to cut headquarters

TTSAFE. I am sure you remember he made a 50-percent cut there.
Between fiscal year 1973 and 1975, we will have taken about 65,000
people out of support and headquarters units while maintaining total
manpower in our strategic and tactical forces at a relatively constant
level.
One question that we faced is, what is the optimum base structure

that we should have. And obviously, during a period of manpower
cuts we had to cut out a lot of bases. To put it another way, by
closing bases we have been able to save manpower. During the period
between fiscal year 1968 and fiscal year 1975, we have gone from
about 198 major bases down to 148, a 25 percent cut in major bases.
We can normally reduce the enlisted force by not taking in so

many new people, because there is always a big flaw of people going
out. So we have been able to maintain the levels that were authorized
without a Reduction In Force— (RIF).
But in the officer category, of course, we have a little different situa-

tion. Up until last year we were able to make the cuts without
RIFing. But last year, in June of 1974—I mean the last fiscal year—
we RIFed 450 officers, and in July of this year we RIFed about 500
more. We are not sure what next year will bring, but we are hoping
that we can control things so that no large-scale RIFs are necessary.
We have been concerned, of course, about the officer grade limita-

tion. We appreciate the help that we have received from you on the
committee in getting a continuation of our officer grades at the cur-
rent levels.

Senator Nurnst. We had hearings on that subject, as you probably
know, Monday afternoon. We will probably present our recommenda-
tions to the full committee tomorrow morning.

Secretary McLucAs. We appreciate your having those hearings.
We are looking forward to the overall Defense Department officer

authorization, which would come under what we call DOPMA, the
Defense Officed Personnel Management Act. We would like, through
the interim legislation, to just hold things as they are until that
overall DOD act can be brought forward for full consideration by
the Congress.
We have made considerable savings in our training activities. We

have looked at the number of courses that we offer, and we have
found in many cases that there was some overlap and duplication.
Thus, we have streamlined those courses, and in the process, we have
been able to reduce our training requirements significantly.
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Similarly, we are looking at joint service training. There are cer-
tain specialties that could be trained cross service, among the differ-
ent services. We find that there are possibilities for inter-Service
training in certain kinds of technical training, and certain types of
training that are of a lower skill level. So we think there is some
mileage to be made there.
We are also looking at flight training as to whether there is any

possibility for joint flight training among the services. Of course, in
flight training we have made extensive use of simulators. We have
found that we can reduce our training load considerably by using
simulators.
With these brief introductory remarks, I would ask General Jones

to speak.
General JONES. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to be here today

before this committee. I would like to give you some impressions I
have gained in about 6 weeks as Chief of Staff of the Air Force, plus
some impressions I have had before.
While listening to the President the other night, I was struck by

his comments on the problems of the economy, and inflation, and the
need to work to help bring inflation under control, and particularly
his statement that he wanted to insure that the U.S. military capa-
bility was unmatched or second to none. I want to assure you that I
am going to dedicate myself to help meet both objectives. I can assure
you that today the U.S. Air Force is second to none. We are going to
be second to none in the area of economy, in trying to reduce over-
head; and to provide the greatest capability for the dollar and for the
manpower we receive.
With regard to strategic forces, probably our most important task

is maintaining two legs of the strategic Triad. We consider that our
missiles and our bombers are unmatched today. The keynote of our
bombers is flexibility, great political utility, and to be able to deploy
and perform strategic missions throughout the world.
In the missile force it is 'primarily readiness.
We have good programs in modernization, with Minuteman III,

B-1, and airborne command posts to give 'better command and con-
trol, plus a number of other strategic initiatives.
Looking to the future it would be an oversimplification for me to

say that we are in relatively good shape today—as we are—and then
to predict dire results in the future, that our risks are going to
increase, or the balance is going to shift. I think that will depend on
many things: first, the job we have to do, and how we do it; the
threat, whether or not the Soviets continue their very accelerated
program in the development of new missiles and bomber aircraft.
Secondly, success of SALT talks—and I want to assure you that we
fully support the executive branch's move in trying to bring the
strategic arms under control—and, finally, the use of technology on
both sides.
What we want to provide for the President is options, options in

capability and options in decisions for the future.
With regard to general purpose, although strategic is probably

our most critical task, the most pressing tends to be in the general
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purpose area. We have a combat tested, combat experienced force
that is able to project itself wherever the executive branch, or the
Congress says we should perform our mission.
We have, as a result of the war in Vietnam, deferred some of our

modernization. That is why we have programs such as the F-15, the
A-10, the lightweight fighter, the AWACS, and other systems under
development, and some in production. One of the things we are work-
ing on is the squeeze caused by rising costs, not only in manpower,
but in weapons systems development. And we are going to try to do
the best we can to modernize at the same time we retain capability in
all areas.
Strategic airlift is an area in which I think there is general agree-

ment needs to be expanded. A number of weeks ago I established
within the Air Force a large working group to take a completely
new look at how we can enhance our strategic airlift. And we are
working hand-in-glove with the Army and with others to try to
clarify the requirement a little better, to see if we cannot reduce the
tonnage that has to be carried in a hurry, and also to determine what
are the best ways of enhancing strategic airlift. It is a, little prema-
ture right now to say what our conclusions are. because we have not
really arrived at conclusions. I would say, though

' 
we see ,a role in

strategic airlift for our tactical airlift aircraft, a fairly substantial
capability there. We are looking at the role of the reserve forces, the
Air Force Reserve, and the Air National Guard with a completely
open mind to get the greatest capability at the least possible cost.
With regard to the total force, I want to assure you I fully sup-

port the Total Force Policy. I have believed in it ever since I was a
young officer as a unit instructor and advisor to an Air Force Re-
serve organization; and we were in the same hangar with the Air
National Guard. It may be significant that the first two operational
units I visited after taking over as Chief of Staff were an Air Force
Reserve outfit and an Air National Guard unit. I assure you that I
consider the Air Reserve Forces as a part of the total blue suit
inventory or blue suit organization. We are as interested in them as
we are in the active force.
With regard to efficiency, and what we are trying to do, the Secre-

tary went over many of the actions that have been taken in the Air
Force. I think the Air Force has done a great deal. I can assure you
that we will continue with many initiatives. I have in mind a num-
ber of substantial changes in organization, substantial changes in
the way we do business, that I think will come to fruition in the not
too distant future, to increase our capability at no increase in cost.
There may be some dollar savings as well.
One thing I would like to say with regard to changes, though. We

urge that we retain some degree of stability. I think that one of the
reasons the Air Force has done fairly well over the years is that we
have had a fair amount of stability. When I talk about stability, I
mean not changing signals to everyone, changing the promotion sys-
tem very significantly or imposing extensive involuntary reductions
in force as the 'Secretary mentioned. We would hope that any
changes b e accomplished in such a way that we can do it in evolution-
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ttry fashion, so that we do not disrupt the force. I think we have an
Air Force with good morale, good discipline, well-trained, and pro-
feRsional, although we are not without problems. From time to time.
individuals have problems, and even organizations have •91.m,. but
on balance I think our people are well motivated and well disciphned..
I think a great deal of it comes from stability in our force. And
there are new people coming in.
I am convinced we could go to a hundred percent high school]

graduates, if we wanted to set that as a requirement. But I thinW
that there are some people in this country who have not graduated
from high school who deserve a crack at the Air Force.
The measure we use, though, in qualification is not so much whether

they are a high school graduate or whether they are in a certain men-
tal category, but how well they do on what we call the airman quali-
fication examination, AQE. We test the individual's mechanical
ability, his ability in the electronics area, administration, and so
forth. All of our information indicates that we are right at about the
optimum point of people who have the right qualifications and apti-
tude for the job. So I do not believe we are overqualified in the sense
of having a too highly qualified or underqualified force. I think we
are about at the right level.
Very briefly on NATO: I am continuing a very direct interest in

NATO in order to try to bring about some of the changes that we
discussed when you, Mr. Chairman, were in Europe. I fully concur
with the actions of Congress on the 18,000 reduction in support per-
sonnel. I have asked the Secretary of Defense that we in the Air
Force get part of that. Even though we have made some fairly sub-
stantial reductions in Europe in support, I think that we can make
more. We think that you have provided the correct incentive by
saying that what we save in support we can put into combat capa-
bility. That gives an incentive to the commander to really look at the
support. We hope that we can do this to a great extent within the
Air Force as 'awhole, and not just for Europe.
Mr. Chairman, that covers the comments I have.
Senator NuNN. Thank you very much, General Jones.
So many times Congressional committees tend to be critical of the

services, and, of course, that is our job. I think we are partners, and
we are supposed to point out any defects we see. However, I would
like to commend the Air Force, and particularly General Jones, for
the changes that he has made in NATO. I would like to give you a
chance to expound on them a little bit for the record, in your first
time here.

First of all, I don't know whether Senator Dominick has fol-
lowed this, but General Jones has taken the unusual step of abolish-
ing his own headquarters. I think that is probably unprecedented in
the annals of military history. He moved his headquarters in Europe
and effected a very substantial cost savings there.
I would like for you to sort of brief us on what was done while

you were head of the U.S. Air Force in Europe, including the move
from Wiesbaden and any other shifts from headquarters and from
support troops.
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General JONES. Mr. Chairman, when I first went to Europe I had a
U.S. view of the problems, and had a feeling that the United States
was defending Europe. I was working internally within the U.S. Air
Force to improve our capability to defend Europe. It took me a
-while in the environment over there to realize that the U.S. Air
Force and the U.S. military as a whole is just one part of the de-
fense in Europe. We really have a minority of the forces; most of
the forces belong to our allies. I realized that we would have a total
capability only if we tried to work in unison. The Alliance has
tended to build up in a fragmented fashion, with each nation going
its own way, trying to do its own thing, with some international
headquarters. But the major decisions on force structure, weapons
systems and the rest are to be made at the national level. So it occured
to me with my U.S. headquarters in Weisbaden, where I lived, and
my NATO headquarters in Ramstein, that we were spending all of
our attention working on a fragmented part of the problem rather
than getting to the objective. The objective of the move to Ramstein
was to join up so that we could have an integrated effort. And in the
meantime we were able to save people, money, and get, on an opera-
tional base, and out of a downtown area. At the same time we found
that we could cut all the other headquarters in Europe very sub-
stantially and eliminate some.
Between the U.S. Air Force's Europe headquarters and the opera-

tional units, there are only a total of about 150 people in all of
Europe in what you would call headquarters. There are a few people
out in various sections of Europe--for example, in England, a hand-
ful, to make sure that we are working with the RAF and Her
Majesty's Government—rather than a whole group of intermediate
headquarters.
Senator NuNN. How does this 150 compare with the figure before

you effected these changes?
General JONES. The reduction was about 75 percent in that number.

So it was 600 in that group. But there were other headquarters. I
would say that the total in the three remaining headquarters went
from 600 to 150, but there were other headquarters and support that
were reduced—so I would say that you are talking well over 2,000
reductions.
Senator NTJNN. What happened to these people? Did they go into

other units? Did you convert them to combat roles? What happened
to them?

General JONES. We have had a slight reduction in the number in
Europe, but for the most part the many people—and it is well over
2,000 that were saved, because we reduced the other headquarters,
and so forth, and some other support—went to improve our combat
capability. For example, when we converted from an F-100 to an
F-111, an F-111 takes a lot more manpower, or an F-4 more than an
F-100. When we got the shelters and spread out, that takes a little
more manpower and supervision. As we received new weapons sys-
tems we needed a few more technicians. The electronic countermeas-
ure equipment is getting much more sophisticated, it takes a few
more maintenance people. So essentially, what we did was take the
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support people for the most part and put them in the combat units
in order to convert and allow us to get the higher technology.
So yes, although it did not bring in new total fighting units, it

brought in new equipment and allowed us to operate it without in-
creasing manpower that we would have required if we had not
reduced.

Senator NuNN. I was also interested in the recent changes in the
overall NATO command relating to the air force in Central Europe.
I think you have a large role to play in that. Would you give us the
details of what has happened in that regard?

• 'General JONES. In Central Europe, an area that is not very large
compared to the United States, we had the area divided in two parts.
The northern part of Germany and the Low Countries which were
under a British commander, tended to have different procedures and
ways of operating than the southern part under an American com-
mander. And after much work we got the NATO Council to approve
integration of all six air forces. So my successor now is the com-
mander of the six air forces—the NATO forces of those nations—
that are dedicated to the central region; the British, the Belgians,
the Dutch, the Canadians, the Germans, and the Americans in
Europe. One of his main j0136 and charges is to try to bring together
the air forces of those six nations in the area of interoperability,
commonality, and standardization. And I think that we will have a
much more effective operation in 'Central Europe. The headquarters
is now formed, and we have made it purposely small. It only has 31/2
generals—the half general is one who has two jobs, and spends half
time in that and half in the United States part, my successor—and
three others, three different nations. So this is only one-half of one
American.
Senator NUNN. What other nations?
General JONES. The British 'and Germans will 'always have one,

and the Belgians and Dutch will rotate. The Canadians chose to have
a colonel as their senior person. So there will be half an American
and the other three countries provide one eaoh.
Senator Nurmr. In terms of combat effectiveness, if there were any

kind of conventional strike or otherwise 'across the northern part of
Central Europe, how would this unified command operate as com-
pared to what would have happened prior to the unification?
General JONES. This headquarters can mass the form wherever the

threat is. If there is an armored breakthrough in the north it can
send the best air and as much as is needed into that area to block the
armored thrust or whatever it is. Before there were some procedures,
but they were very cumbersome, and you had two control systems. We
have not solved all the problems yet, because it has just been formed,
but the system is being developed now to where it would be easy to
move from one area to the other under the same system, the same
control procedures. So I think the effectiveness will go up a great
deal. This headquarters will have less than 300 military people from
six nations. So it is a small, hopefully hard-hitting, effective head-
quarters.

Senator NUNN. One small point, when you are talking about com-
monality, it is my understanding that some of the smaller NATO
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countries are looking for a lightweight fighter now. I do not think
the Air Force has made a decision yet. I was called on by some of
them when they were here, and they were anxious, at least the
representatives who were here, to work with the United States, to
perhaps work with the Air Force in going along the same line for a
lightweight fighter. I know the French are in very serious competi-
tion for that plane also.
Have you been in communication with the NATO people on that

and these other countries I believe Belgium and the Netherlands and
Norway and Denmark? And what is the timeframe?
Are we going to be able to move along on enough of a timeframe of

commonality to at least give them the option of moving in the same
direction we are?
General JONES. 

Yes, 
sir. The decision is planned for January be-

tween the two aircraft that are flying now, the YF-16 and the YF-17
aircraft. There is no decision yet as to which one. But we have con-
tinuous contact with our allies in Europe, and one of the Assistant
Secretaries of the Air Force, Mr. Shrontz, is going over in the next
few days to continue discussions. We have made a determination
that we will support the lightweight fighter in the U.S. Air Force
inventory, and we have so recommended to the Secretary of
Defense. We told our allies that it is our intention that we would
bring it into inventory, of course, subject to appropriations and
authorizations of Congress. I personally am much in favor of it. It
will give us a high performance aircraft at lower price, and very
importantly, it will allow us to get the standardization with our
allies; not only will they buy it, but we intend to buy it.
Senator NUNN. Do you think it is moving in that direction, or have

they made any decision? I understood their timeframe was before
ours. They were going to try to decide in the fall.
General JONES. They wanted to decide in the fall. I think that most

of the nations will wait until after the first of the year. But I think
if they do decide this fall, it will be between an American airplane
and a non-American airplane. And I doubt if delaying our decision
until January 1975 is critical as to which airplane

' 
because they

recognize that both are very good. We do not intend to pick one of
the two airplanes before then. We do not want to pick prematurely.
It is only fair to both contractors and the air forces in the countries
concerned that we not jeopardize a good try-before-buy decision, and
a good competition for selecting one or the other.
Senator NuNN. They are aware that any purchase they made in

the United States from one of our companies, if that was their deci-
sion, would count on this offset of balance of payments, are they not?

General JONES. Yes, sir.
Senator NuNN. At least that is their interpretation.
General JONES. Yes, sir.
Secretary McLucAs. The offset was a very big part of the discus-

sions we have had and are continuing to have. That is why our team
is going over.
Senator NUNN. I think that ought to be strongly emphasized, be-

cause we like commonality as a general principle, and, of course, in
this country we also like the business. Of course, none of the con-
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tractors have anything to do with our section of the world, but I still
think it would be very good for our country.

Senator Dominick.
Senator DOMINICK. Just a couple of questions.
Are we talking, generally speaking, about officer reduction creating

a problem as opposed to the enlisted reduction.
Secretary McLucAs. We were talking about that. But I did not

mean to give the impression that the reductions that we have made
have caused major problems. As I said, we did have to RIF about 500
people in each of two different fiscal years.
Senator DOMINICK. What kind of a force structure does that leave

you with, Mr. Secretary?
Secretary McLucAs. We are left with a little over 107,000 officers

A and about 523,000 enlisted men and cadets.
Senator DOMINICK. And what do you have in the way of wings?
General JONES. Senator, 22 tactical fighter wings, plus the 396 B-

52's and F-111's, is essentially the force structure we have today. We
look forward to the lightweight fighter, and to the A-10, being lower
cost aircraft. Also, the need in the Army for air support as they go
from 13 to 16 divisions. We would hope that even with reduc.03d_
manpower that we could gain in our shift from support to combat
to bring that number up by going to a lower cost 'airplane, which
tends to be less manpower intensive, fewer maintenance manhours
per flying hour; and by reducing support. So our objective is to in-
crease our capability within projected manpower resources. But it is
22 fighter wing equivalents right now.
Senator DOMINICK. Exclusive of training, what is your percentage

of flyers to support?
General JONES. I think we would have to provide the specific per-

centage for the record, 'Senator Dominick. We have not sliced it quite
that way in my look at it. But I will say that we are moving in the
direction also of reducing pilots who are in the support areas. We
have plans to reduce that further. So the trend is in the right direc-
tion. We have not calculated the breakout in the specific way that
you have asked.
[The information follows:]
The ratio of operational pilot requirements to support pilot requirements

(excluding training) is 3.52: 1. The ratio is based on the pilot requirements in
the authorized grades of lieutenant colonel and below as reflected in the end
fiscal year 1975 column of the fiscal year 1975 President's Budget. Data used to
compute the ratio are displayed below:

Operational:
Force   10, 807
Supervision   7, 493

Subtotal  18,300
Training  

15,031
Support  25,193

Total  28,524

1 Includes 1,787 Instructor pilots for undergraduate training, 1,529 Instructor pilots for
combat crew and advanced training, and a 1,715 manyear allowance for pilots undergoing
combat crew and advanced flight training.

2 Includes pilots in nonoperational jobs who provide the resource for support of war
and contingency operations.

39-532--75----11
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Senator DOMINICK. I was asked an interesting question yesterday.
In my State there is a mechanized Army division which is being
trained presumably for European combat, if that should ever occur,
which I hope it will not. This newspaper reporter said, well, suppose
there is a breakout in Europe, how long would it take them to get
there?
It is a mechanized division. Do we have the capability to move

them?
Secretary McLucAs. You are talking of airlift now?
Senator DOMINICK. I presume that is the only way you can get

them there fast enough.
General JONES. We have the capability to move. Our big problem

is that it takes too long. Therefore, that is the reason behind our
great emphasis in enhancing the strategic airlift capability. Within
airlift we have divided into categories of what we call outsize—that
is M-60 tanks and big things like that, which the G-5 is designed
for—and oversize, the 21/2-ton trucks and a lot of rolling stock, the
bulk, and things of that nature. Our big shortage right now is in
the oversize. That is what we call the long pole in the tent in the air-
lift area. With our current capability, it takes too long to get units,
particularly mechanized heavy units in place, although we will get
the 82d Airborne and 101st Airmobile, and units like that over much
more rapidly. So what we are working on now is to cut the time for
deployment to Europe by sir.

Senator DOMINICK. Can you give me an estimate as to how much
time it would take?

General JONES. I think the specifics would be classified as to how
long it would take to get a division there.

Senator DOMINICK. Would you give them to me in a memo to my
office?

General JONES. Yes, sir.
[The information follows:]
If the entire strategic airlift force were dedicated to the task, it would take

[deleted] days to move a full-size non-prepositioned mechanized division from
mid-CONUS to Europe. A "light" division such as the 82d Airborne could be
deployed in somewhat less time and an armored division, with its larger and
heavier equipment, would naturally take longer to move under the same
conditions.
The 4th Mechanized Division Is unique in that It is one of the divisions with

large, heavy pieces of equipment prepositioned in Europe; therefore, the air-
lift task is considerably less. In this case, assuming that the Army is in an
advanced deployability posture, we should be able to move the key fighting
elements to Europe in [deleted] days.

Senator DOMINICK. It may be important.
General JONES. Of course, in the context of the total move, we

could move one armored division all by itself much quicker than if
we were reinforcing Europe and we were moving the Air Force, and
we were moving infantry as well as armored divisions.
Senator NUNN. As a matter of priority, would you probably move

the troops that had the deployed equipment over there?
General JONES. Yes, sir. The Reforger—
Senator NUNN. That is two divisions plus two brigades?
General JONES. Yes, sir. So that would go.
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We have calculated, for example, that 918 tons prepositioned is
equal to having one C-5 for 1 month to move it over.

Senator DOMINICK. IS it equivalent to having one C-5?
General JONES. To having one C-5 for 1 month, in the sense that

in an emergency, being able to move that much in 1 month at the
current utilization rates.
The pre-positioning does help a great deal. And that would be the

first we would take over,Reforger and two plus ten's.
Senator DOMINICK. Looking at your mission, would you say that

you have enough airlift capability now to do the job.
General JONES. Not within the time objective. We are not asking

for a big increase in our organic airlift. What we are trying to do is
to figure out how to better use what we have through better use of the
aircraft, better utility, and more flight hours, whether it is in active
service, or with the National Guard or Reserve. And stretdhing the
C-141—it has more power than it has space—so we stretch it and
we oget about a 30 percent increase in its capacity.
We are also working with the airlines on how they can help us a

(Treat deal more. They can help us in transporting bulk and personnel
to a great extent, but in the oversize cargo where our biggest shortage
is, there is very little capability there.
And we are looking at a tanker cargo airplane and the role of the

advance medium STOL aircraft in the strategic airlift mission. The
AMST has good potential, and could take the oversized and even the
big outsized direct to the troops in the front line as opposed to using
a large airfield using the C-5.
So we do have a shortage in the sense of getting there fast enough,

and we want to increase our capability within essentially current rer
sources as opposed to asking for a big new buy of large airplanes.

Senator DOMINICK. Mr. Secretary, I notice in your statement you
said that you have some problems of a shortfall in your Reserves. How
much of a shortfall is that?
Secretary MCLIJCAS. The Air National Guard, which is a unit of

some 92,000 people, is up to strength. The Air Force Reserve is about
a 50,000 man unit. And it is short by about 3,000. It is not a large
deficit.

Senator DOMINICK. Not a large deficit?
Secretary McLucAs. No.
Senator DOMINICK. That is encouraging.
Secretary McLucAs. It has improved considerably.
Senator DOMINICK. At the moment the Reserves can be only called

up at the time, as I recall, when the President declares a national
emergency.

Secretary McLucAs. That is right.
Senator DOMINICK. Do you recommend any changes in this?
Secretary McLucAs. I think so. I think it would be a good thing if

we had some limited call-up capability in the Department. I would
assume that the Congress would not be interested in us taking large
actions. But to get the force on board and in an improved state of
readiness for a short period, we think, makes sense.
General JONES. If I could add one point, I think that on the legis-

lation the psychological effect may be as big as the operational im-
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pact. The psychological effect on the active force, knowing that an
element of the Reserve Force could could be called up without having;
a national emergency, and the psychological effect upon the Reserv-
ists knowing that they may have to be called. I would think that
would be equal to the actual authority. I would not expect the author-
ity to be used very often. I believe active duty people, knowing that
the authority exists, would be inclined to rely more on the Reserves.
I think the psychological effect will bring them into the active force
better, into being totally accepted.
Senator NUNN. On that point, Senator Dominick, we got into it at

considerable length. I agree with what General Jones says. This year
on the strategic surge capability, not just the Air Force, but the other
services, even though we had a total force concept, seemed to have a
real sort of hang-up on really implementing that with the equipment
and the mix, because of the political ramifications of having to de-
clare a national emergency in order to get these people involved. So,
the Defense Department, as I understand it, now is in the process
of going through the Federal Government, through the bureaucracy
at OMB or somewhere, a proposal that would address itself to this..
I have not personally seen it yet. I think it is extremely important.

Senator DOMINICK. I am glad to hear it. I agree with the chairman
very, much, I think it is extraordinarily important. I believe we have
a great Reserve capability there which we have never really used, and
I would like to see us have it available for use and brought up every
now and again.
The last time we did it, as I remember, was in the Vietnam situa-

tion, and the Korean situation, under President Johnson. Our Air
National Guard went to Vietnam and did a very fine job, but a lot
of them got sent down to Louisiana or Mississippi, and they were
very upset over this. Now, that kind of a position would be obviated
if they knew they were subject to call-ups without having an emer-
gency declared. I hope that you will be owning up for proposed legis-
lation on this, I really do.

Secretary McLucAs. It is definitely working its way through the
executive branch.

Senator DOMINICK. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.
Secretary McL-crcAs. I am sure you know that we had a large num-

ber of Reserves that participated in the Mideast airlift. But that was.
all voluntary.
Senator NuNN. The amazing thing about the Air Reserve and

National Guard is that their record is so good. I think it is much
hawder to get the Army National Guard into the same state of readi-
ness and know that they are ready, as it is the .Air National Guard.
And, of course, my position on the strategic air, as well as the tactical,.
is that without having the complicated weaponry and other things,.
this is really a good mix for the Reserve and Guard. I do tappreciate
very much the attitude of the Air Force in addressing this problem.
We will look forward to receiving your proposal. I do not know
whether it will be in this subcommittee, but at least the full commit-
tee will have it.
I have several questions, one of which is, on the Volunteer Force..

We have heard, of course, the Navy, the Army and the Marine
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Corps before you arrived today, and they have testified. Most of
them admit very readily that they are having great difficulty in get-
ting the highly technically trained personnel. The Air Force obvi-
ously is not having that problem. Could you give us Mr. Secretary,
your best estimate of why you are not experiencing this difficulty that
the other services are experiencing?

Secretary McLucAs. I think there are several reasons. So it is
really a summation.
But for one thing, as I pointed out in the beginning, I believe that

the Air Force has a reputation for being a highly skilled organiza-
tion, and people like to join that kind of organization. I would like
to think that because the people know that they will get good tech-
nical training, and they know that the record of our people leaving
the Air Force and finding jobs is good, they are willing to come in.
We also guarantee to many of these people the specialty in which
they will train. A potential recruit can go in and check to see whether
-there is an opening. And we can get on the phone in a few minutes
:and tell him which class he can enter, and tell him exactly how he
will progress. We think that the paperwork procedure that we

-worked out in the recruiting has a lot to do with it; that we can tell
people what they are getting into. We also think that the overall
package, the living conditions, the environment they live in, and all
that is an attractive one.
So a lot of the things I am saying are subjective. But I believe that

they add up to a facility with which we can attract people.
Senator NUNN. Do you have any advice you want to give to the

Army and the Navy on that now?
Secretary McLucAs. Yes. I think that there are many things, par-

ticularly in the way of letting people know what they are getting
into, in effect guaranteeing a job in the area that they are interested
in also improvement in living conditions. I think in the Army's
case particularly, some of the barracks and so forth have not been
maintained adequately. So that the overall environment was not that
good.
And another factor, of course, has to do with discipline. We think

we maintain a higher state of discipline in the Air Force and people
-are attracted by that.

Senator NUNN. General Jones, how do you measure the overall
fighting capability of our Air Force when measured against the
Soviet Union at this point, without, of course, giving any sensitive
information?

General JONES. I would put the balance decidedly in our favor.
Although we are smaller in numbers, I think our quality is better.
I think that our leadership, down even to the squadron and flight
commander, for the most part has had combat experience We have
better technology. So I would say that on balance we are better. And
on 'balance I would say that NATO air is better than Warsaw Pact
air, even though there are problems on both sides.

Senator NuNN. Mr. Secretary, what about the readiness of our Air
Guard and the Reserve right now compared to 2 years ago? Is it on
the upswing, or how do you compare the readiness now with 2 years
'ago?
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Secretary McLucAs. Yes, I would say that it is on the upswing.
As I mentioned earlier, we are doing better on recruiting, so that we
do not have as many deficiencies. I think if you look at the inspec-
tions, the so-called operational readiness inspections, we have a very
good record there. We use as nearly as possible the same criteria for
checking readiness in the Reserve unit as we do in the active unit.

There are some things you obviously cannot do. For example, we
give no-notice inspections to active units, and you cannot do that with
Reserves because you have got to get them there. But by and large,
they do measure up to these standards very well. So I feel very good
about their state of readiness.
Senator NUNN. Could you furnish for the record your most recent

examination on readiness of the Reserves and the Guard?
Secretary McLucAs. Yes, sir.
[The information follows:]
Attached are summaries of representative reports of recent operational

readiness inspections of two Air National Guard and two Air Force Reserve
units.

Unit/location Date
Gainigg
command

179 TFG (ANG) Mansfield, Ohio 
176 TAG (ANG) Anchorage, Alaska 
909 TAG (AFRES) Camp Springs, Md 
924 TAG (AFRES) Houston, Tex 

27 July
4 Aug
11 Aug
 do

74
74
74

TAC
AAC
TAC
TAC

Unit. 179 Tactical Fighter Group (ANG)
Location. Mansfield Lahm Apt, OH
Gaining command. Tactical Air Command
Date of inspection. July 27, 1974
Summary of facts. This F-100 D/F equipped unit successfully completed the

Operational readiness inspection (ORI) and was rated satisfactory. The com-
mander's Force Status Report of C-2 (substantially ready with minor de-
ficiencies) was concurred with. Support provided by the parent wing at
Rickenbacker AFB, Columbus OH was satisfactory. All major functional areas
—Command, Operations, Logistics, and Support—were evaluated and rated
satisfactory. The unit's primary non-nuclear strike mission was evaluated in
the areas of low angle bombing, dive bombing, strafe, air to air and ground
attack tactics, and gun systems reliability. All areas met or exceeded USAF
readiness criteria. The unit had no major deficiencies or limiting factors. This
was the first ORI since the unit converted from the F-84F.

Unit. 176 Tactical Airlift Group (ANG)
Location. Kulis ANGB, Anchorage AK
Gal/tying command. Alaskan Air Command
Date of inspection. August 4, 1974
Summary of facts. This C-123J equipped unit failed to successfully complete

the ORI, was rated unsatisfactory, and a force status rating of C-3 (marginally
ready with major deficiencies) was recommended. The major functional areas
of Command and Logistics were satisfactory. In Operationls, intelligence was
rated unsatisfactory because of inadequate mission support. Although the air-
drop phase of the flight mission was rated outstanding, short field operations
were rated unsatisfactory because the unit achieved 66% effectiveness (75% is
required) in short field landings. This is a critical pass/fail area and the
reason for the ORI failure. In Support, security was rated unsatisfactory be-
cause of inadequate response to emergency operations, lack of required train-
ing, inadequate communications, insufficient physical security, and poor results
on written examinations. The unit had one limiting factor: 60% manning of
the life support function limited its effectiveness. Corrective actions are under-
way in all deficient areas and the unit will receive a reevaluation within five
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Unit Training Assembly weekends. The ORI's of Oct 72 and Nov 73 were both
rated satisfactory.

Unit. 909 Tactical Airlift Group (AFRES)
Location. Andrews AFB, MD
Gaining command. Tactical Air Command
Date of inspection. August 11, 1974
Summary of facts. This C-130B equipped unit successfully completed the

ORI and was rated satisfactory. The commander's Force Status Report of C-1
(fully ready) was concurred with. Support provided by the parent wing, also at
Andrews AFB, was satisfactory. All major functional areas-Command, Opera-
tions, Logistics, and Support-were evaluated and rated satisfactory. The unit's
primary tactical airlift mission was evaluated in the areas of aeromedical
evacuation, shortfield landing, personnel drop, night heavy equipment drop, and
container delivery system drop. All areas met or exceeded USAF readiness
criteria. The unit had no major deficiencies or limiting factors. The ORI's of
Jun 72 and Jul 73 were both rated satisfactory.

Unit. 924 Tactical Airlift Group (AFRES)
Location. Ellington AFB, Houston, TX
Gaining command. Tactical Air Command
Date of inspection. August 11, 1974
Summary of facts. This C-130A equipped unit successfully completed the ORI

and was rated satisfactory. The commander's Force Status Report of C-2 was
concurred with. Support provided by the parent wing at Kelly AFB, San
Antonio TX was satisfactory. All major functional areas-Command, Opera-
tions, Logistics, and Support-were evaluated and rated satisfactory. The unit's
primary tactical airlift mission was evaluated in the areas of aeromedical
evacuation, shortfield landing, day personnel drop, day heavy equipment drop,
and night container delivery system drop. All areas met or exceeded USAF
readiness criteria. The unit had no major deficiencies or limiting factors. This
was the first ORI since the unit converted from the C-119.
Note: Through 20 August 1974, the combined ORI pass rate for 75 evaluated

ANG and AFRES units was 96%.

Senator NuNN. Also for the record, if you could furnish us-I do
not want you to go into any new study, but whatever information
you have available on comparing the active duty personnel with
Reserve personnel in terms of skill, age, quality, morale, discipline,
motivation, et cetera. To whatever extent you have that information
we would like to have a comparison.
Secretary McLucAs. Yes, I would be glad to supply it.
[The information follows:]
Data available which compares active duty personnel with Reserve personnel

is somewhat limited. In particular, comparable data for skill and age is not
available.
To compare quality, two comparative standards are available-level of edu-

cation (% of Non Prior Service Accessions identified as High School graduates)
and average Armed Forces Qualifying Test (AFQT) mental ability scores.
These data are:

NON-PRIOR SERVICE ACCESSIONS, AIR FORCE, FISCAL YEAR 197074

1970 1971 1972 1973 1974

Percent accessions identified as high school graduates

Active duty 93.0 87.0 83.0 88.0 93.0
Air Guard 96.0 98.0 95.0 91.0 2 71.0
Air Reserve 97. 0 99.0 97.0 93.0 2 77.0

Average AFQT score trends

Active duty 58.4 56.7 59.7 61.0 60.9
Air Guard 67.2 70.0 69. 1 68.4 2 56. 9
Air Reserve 68.5 57.3 64.3 63.6 2498

Includes graduate equivalency diplomas (GED's).
2 Data for 1st 6 months.
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Quality trends for the Guard and Reserve indicate a downward trend in
FY 1974 but early FY 1975 field reports indicate that FY 1974 may have been
the low point and quality is now on an upward trend.
Data on morale, discipline, motivation, and drugs/alcohol trends, have not

been collected/assembled for the Air Reserve Forces on a national basis but
have been the responsibility of the respective unit commander. However, In-
spector General (IG) reports and verbal contacts with field commanders provide
Insight as to attitudes of both active and reserve personnel to recent trends.
The IG reports for the active duty forces indicate that morale, discipline,

and motivation are very satisfactory. An inspector who had visited five bases
and three major commands in the last five months reports he found no nega-
tive trends in these areas. Social actions and chaplain inspectors report there
were no indications of adverse trends in drug use. In summary, investigations
of the active force found no serious problem regarding morale, discipline,
motivation, or drug abuse.
The IG reports for the Air National Guard indicate the conditions and pre-

vailing attitudes are—with a few exceptions—very satisfactory. For example,
a report of an inspection of an Air National Guard unit, conducted by Hq
Ninth Air Force in July 1974, contains the statement; "The Unit displayed a
strong sense of pride and esprit de corps."
Two ANG units from large populated areas were contacted for verbal input.

The 126th ARWg, O'Hare Field, Chicago, IL, responded that, with respect to
current enlistees, the overall general attitudes/morale are good. Drugs/alcohol
is not a problem and has never been, nor is discipline a problem. Current pro-
jections are that as draft motivated enlistees exit over the next few years, the
few existing problems being encountered will disappear. Retention is increas-
ing and should continue.
The response from 195th Tac Alft Gp, Van Nuys, CA, was that general atti-

tudes and morale are high among new accessions and the overall trend is good.
Drug/alcohol is not considered a problem and is not projected as one. While
discipline is not a problem, the general mood at all levels of questioning exist-
ing policies and procedures is a challenge. Overall retention rate is increasing,
and grade relief is the greatest problem surfacing in terms of retention (i.e.,
for prior service accessions).
The Air Reserve reported similar conditions. Over the past 3 years there has

been a steady and significant improvement in the morale of Air Force reservists
in all units, and in all types of missions. Morale and discipline, which are
difficult to separate because of the interdependence of one upon the other,
were observed by Inspectors General of all commands to be significant enough
for favorable mention in their inspection reports. This improvement was at-
tributed principally to the increasing involvement with the active force from
the inception of the "Total Force Concept" to its maturity as the "Total Force
Policy." This policy brought new and more interesting missions to the Air
Force Reserve. More modern weapons systems were introduced which put
renewed vitality into the reserve program. Long awaited facility improvements
throughout the bases and increased exchange and insurance benefits also have
played an important part as has the relaxation of long established grooming
standards.
Two Air Reserve Units from large populated areas were contacted for verbal

input. The 433d Tac Alft Wg, Kelly AFB, TX, responded that the overall atti-
tude and morale of airmen within the 433d is good. In a few isolated instances,
morale has fallen down; this was attributed to leadership and command.
Where leadership and command control are weak, morale suffers as it does in
the active establishment. Elements of this unit have just recently deployed to
various sites in the Civil Engineer and Fire Fighter career field, communica-
tions and Aerial Ports. In every instance their performance has been outstand-
ing. The regular Air Force units supported have expressed their appreciation
with particular emphasis on the can-do attitude of the Reserve unit. In addi-
tion, the unit recently passed an Operational Readiness/Inspection Manage-
ment Effectiveness Inspection (ORI/MEI) with outstanding results.
Most airmen with a remaining obligation are desirous of fulfilling that

obligation. The unit is well over 100% manned and the airmen with few excep-
tions have good morale and positive attitudes. The nonprior service retention
rate is 45%. The career service retention rate is 75%. There were no major
instances of alcohol or drug abuse.
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Response from the 349th Military Alft Wg (Assoc), Travis AFB, CA, indi-

cated that the 349th Wing morale is the best it has been since becoming an,
associate unit in 1969. Strong leadership, flying the 0-141 and 0-5, greater
acceptance by active duty counterparts, and improved benefits have all con-
tributed to increased morale. Reenlistment rate for nonprior service was 19%;
career, 95%. Attitude is 50% better than in a draft environment because they
want to participate. There are fewer disciplinary problems. For example, be-
tween 1969 and 1972, approximately 30 airmen were involuntarily recalled to
EAD due to failure to meet participation requirements. Between 1972 and
1974 there were only 16 airmen recalled involuntarily even though the total
number of assigned airmen increased substantially. Air Force grooming stan-
dards present no problem to the non-draft volunteer, whereas there are still
problems with the airmen with remaining military obligations who joined
during the draft environment. Drugs and alcohol are not a problem. The edu-
cational and maturity level of our nonprior service airmen is lower under the

environment, but disciplinary problems have not changed significantly.
Overall, discipline is not a problem area.

Senator NUNN. We mentioned a little while ago, General Jones did,
about the strategic air lift mix—what plans do you have for imple-
menting the decision, which is now in the authorization bill on that
subject as far as the study about the surge capability and where it
should come from?

Secretary McLucAs. We have made adjustments in the crew ratios..
We think that is one of the best ways to get enhanced airlift.
General Jones mentioned the proposed stretch of the C-141 air-

plane and we are also interested in the AMST, Advanced Medium.
STOL Transport. We are also working with the airlines to try and
develop some information as to how many civil transport aircraft the
airlines would be willing for us to modify. This takes considerable
study, because there are so many proposals as to how the commercial
airplanes might be modified.
I should have mentioned in connection with the 0-141 that we

intend to put a refueling capability in it and in the A.MST. It
would have in-flight refueling capability.
With the 0-5, we are taking steps to make sure that that airplane.

is maintained in good condition. As you may remember, we had
some difficulties with the wing which limits the useful life of the
airplane. We have 'proposed modifications that we want to put in
that would stretch the life of that airplane back into what we had
in mind at the beginning.
Through a combination of these activities we expect that we cam

get the augmentation airlift that is needed.
Senator Nunn. What about the manpower? That is what I par-

ticularly had reference to, because we did have an amendment in
the bill that related to the manpower, and the Congress expressed
its opinion, as you know, about using the Reserve and Guard to the
maximum extent possible for incremental and surge capability.
Secretary McLricAs. Yes.
Senator NuNN. I believe you were mandated to have a plan and

go into considerable depth on that.
Secretary McLucAs. That is right. We have been working- with

the Office of the Secretary of Defense on this, and we think that
we do have a plan worked out which would give us manning up
to four crews per aircraft where we get, depending on whether we
are talking about 0-5's or 0-141's, 2.5 active crews and 1.5 Reserve
crews, for a total of four, which we think puts us in good shape.
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General JONES. But we are holding that in abeyance, in sense of
response to the sense of Congress, we will not make that change but
will respond within 180 days, which I believe we will beat, by a
great deal. We will take a whole new look at it.
Senator NuNN. I would hope in doing this that you would assume,

at least for one of the alternatives, that this call-up authority will
be granted by Congress. I would hate to have this study and the
whole thing projected on the status quo with the national emergency,
and yet I know you have to have the other alternative if this called
up capability is not conferred.
General JONES. We are looking at the hybrid with or without

call-up, and the whole spectrum. In a way it is sort of a start-over,
in that there were two parts of the strategic airlift enhancement
program, and it was obvious that we had to do a better job with
Congress on it. That is on increased utilization rates for the C-5 and
C-141, different ways to get it. So we are studying that problem, and
also 'studying the use of the Civil Reserve Air Fleet and its inter-
relation with all airlift capability. But I can assure you that we
are not increasing the crew ratio today with the sense of Congress
asking that we study it before we make a move.
Senator NUNN. General Jones, do you see any major chancres in

the deployment of the U.S. forces overseas in fiscal year 19751
General JONES. With regard to Europe, I hope that the change

would be in the structure of the forces with an increased combat
capability and reduced support, and remain at the same level unless
we get a Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction agreement.
With regard to the rest of the world, we have come down sub-

stantially in the Pacific. As the Secretary mentioned, we are down
under 30,000 in Southeast Asia, that is in Thailand and associated
areas. We are carefully examining where we should go from here,
with the intent over time to reduce that number even further.
Senator Nurrisr. How about Korea, do you have very many Air

Force personnel there?
General JONES. We have about 7,000 in Korea. We would not

expect any substantial change in that number unless there is a
change in the overall involvement with South Korea. The larger
number there is the Army, and a lot of our activities are directed to
supporting the Army. So we do not project any substantial changes.

Senator DOMINICK. I had to step out. I am sorry.
Was that the Reserve or the regular forces that were in Korea?
General JONES. That is the regular active forces, yes, sir.
Senator DOMINICK. 7,000?
General JONES. Yes, sir.
Senator NuNN. Senator Dominick, I yield to you.
Senator DOMINICK. That is all I have.
Senator NuNN. General Jones, I know you have been involved in

the European problem, the NATO problem of our troops, particu-
larly drug and alcohol abuse. I am sure you followed to some ex-
tent, the court of appeals decision, at least one of the courts. I am
not sure whether it was the court of appeals or the district court,
outlawing or declaring unconstitutional the tests that were being ad-
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ministered, the urinalysis tests. Do you have any up-to-date opinion
-of the seriousness of the drug and alcohol problem in Europe in
terms of Air Force personnel or otherwise and any opinion as to
how this court case, assuming it may be affirmed by the Supreme
Court, is going to affect the Air Force efforts in this regard?

General JONES. It is hard to predict how much it is going to
affect us

' 
because we had a very, very small number of people that

were on hard drugs and a very small number detected in the urin-
alysis program. So it is sort of a projection of "what do you think
the deterrent value of that would be." That, only Arne will tell. I
doubt, with regard to the Air Force, it would be that big an issue
because we do not have a hard drug problem in Europe.

Senator Nuismr. The main problem is with the Army?
General JONES. They have the higher percentage of hard drug

users. I must say they have a much higher percentage of those who
are susceptible to hard drug abuse: the unmarried, young soldier.
We have a much higher percentage of more senior people, tech-
nically trained, career types. I do not want to be critical of the
Army. In fact, I think the Army has done a lot of work in Europe
to bring this problem under control, but the number susceptible in
the age group, single, is much higher than ours.

Secretary McLucAs. Mr. Chairman, after looking at statistics in
the Air Force on that, I did not have any trouble supporting the
idea that we not reinstate that program even if we got approval,
because as General Jones said, the number of people involved was
very low and second, the number of people that were turned up
by other means was much higher than the number turned up by that
particular analysis.

General JONES. Even though the total is still small, proportion-
ately the number detected is higher by other means. However, I
would like to add that I think in things such as this we ought
to be consistent among the services. If we have urinalysis test-
ing for the Army in Europe, we ought to have urinalysis testing for
the Air Force in Europe. On many of our bases we have a soldier
living in the next barracks to an airman and it will be very difficult
to tell him why—you can tell him you test by age or rank or some-
thing, but it is difficult to tell him, you are Army and we are Air
Force, you do not have to test. So we would hope that this would be a
unified Defense Department policy.

Senator NUNN. How about the alcohol problem, is that very seri-
ous in the Air Force in Europe?

General JONES. I think it is about the same as the national aver-
age. It is hard to tell. I think our Nation has a problem with alco-
holism. I am not talking about the typical Bowery drunk. I think
it is a problem throughout the country, and I doubt if it is any
more of a problem in the Air Force than in our society in general.
In some respects we may have less of a problem than society. None-
theless, we have instituted many identification programs. I think
the basic change has been in attitude, that alcoholism is an illness,
and if an individual with this illness will come, we will help him
be cured in an open handed method. If we determine that the indi-
vidual is an alcoholic and is not interested in being helped— it is
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not a permissive program. We have pilots who were alcoholics whohave recovered and who are back on flying status—not many, be-
cause I do not think we have many pilots in that category. We have
people in all areas. And, therefore, I think we are building credi-
bility in our program. We do not demote people just because they
have this problem, if they will come forward and ask for help in
solving the problem.
So I do not think we have a major problem in the sense of relationto our population, but I think that our whole country has a prob-

lem. Further, 4.think the world has a problem throughout much ofthe world to include Europe. Many European nations have a
problem.

Secretary McLucAs. I was interested to see when I visited Gen-
eral Jones over there some time back, and we went to some of the de-
tails, that we had more people being treated because of alcoholisni.
than we did because of what is normally called drugs. But the num-
ber is still a small number.
Senator NuNN. The Army, I think, has a real big problem with

alcohol, perhaps even more than drugs, based on some of the hear-
ings Senator Hughes has had and some of the testimony I have
read. However, they are, as I said, making giant strides, and they
seem to think this court decision is going to be very detrimental to,
their program.
Mr. Secretary, on another subject, how many Air Force personnel

do we now have in Thailand, and what are the plans for those? Are
we going to be withdrawing any in the near future?
Secretary McLucAs. As we said earlier, there is something around,

30,000 or a little less at the moment. Since we get our guidance'
through the National Security Council on this matter, I would only
be making an assumption about what additional changes might take.
place. However, I would assume that it would be with continuing
downward trends.
Senator NuNN. Mr. Secretary, on the broad subject that we talked

about earlier—and it is a broad subject and a difficult subject—oa
the question of how do we prevent the continuing escalation of per-
sonnel costs, you mentioned, I believe, that you were going to try-
to bring your percentage down from 46 percent of the Air Force
dollar to 41 percent.

Secretary McLucAs. Yes, sir.
Senator Nurric. How are you going to go about doing that?
Secretary McL-crcAs. Of course, we have quite a few more thousanct

people that are not going to be with us. In other words, the overall
trend cuts are still taking place. At the same time we are finding--
ways to save in training costs, so that the number of people in-
volved in training—or you might say the total fraction of a man's
life that he spends in training as opposed to the fraction that he
spends in active service—can be reduced. So in order to maintain
a certain number of people in active service, you have a smaller total
number, because there are fewer of them in training. So that is one
of the more significant things that we are continuing to find ways
to improve in the training area. And I am sure that it is going to
be through a combination of things. But I would expect that there
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will be continuing downward trends in our overall population.
That is one way we will save money.

Senator NUNN. If you come up with any answers at any time
about this personnel thing, we would like for you to feel free to
submit them to us, because we are going to be concentrating on not
rolling back, but trying to come to grips with the continuing portion
of the defense dollar that is going to personnel.
How does the Air Force plan to use the selective early retirement

bill if it is enacted? Are you going to be cutting back numbers or
increasing promotion?
If you like, you can submit that for the record.
Secretary MoLucAs. I think I should.
[The information follows:]
Air Force will select 150 colonels and 240 lieutenant colonels for forced

retirement in FY 75 if H.R. 11113 is enacted prior to October 1974. Enactment
subsequent to that date will preclude separations in FY 75 as there will be
insufficient time to accomplish necessary administrative and board actions
including the minimum six months notification for discontinued officers; a
feature of the legislative proposal. The Department of Defense has directed the
Air Force to reduce 05/06 authorizations in the numbers selected for discon-
tinuation, should we be able to exercise the new authority in FY 75. Conse-
quently, younger officers would not be promoted to replace those who were
discontinued.
The original concept behind the selective continuation proposal was to

afford management the capability to fine tune hump year groups by the forced
retirement of senior regular officers. Most importantly, this device would make
it possible to induce involuntary losses in the higher ranks now protected by
law during force reductions, thus obviating the need for always requiring
junior reserve officers to bear the brunt of RIFs. It was also intended both as
force structuring device and to a lesser extent, a means of controlling quality
at the senior levels.
As the Air Force has always planned to use 11.11. 11113 for these originally

designed purposes and thereby maintain a stable promotion flow in terms of
promotion opportunity and timing of promotion, we would find it difficult to
exercise H.R. 11113 in the out years if the new authority were to result in
loss of grade authorizations each time we used it. For FY 76 and beyond we
would like to have the option to discontinue a senior officer in lieu of separat-
ing a junior officer without the promotion program being penalized.

Secretary McLuoAs. We have recently had a slight increase over
prior years in Colonel retirements. Because of the current pay struc-
ture, the anomaly that we have is that if you can get out, then you
can get the next cost of living increase, and that kind of thing. These
increased retirements and the vacancies thus created have allowed us
to advance slightly earlier those previously selected for promotion.

General JONES. Senator, may I make a remark in that regard?
One thing I am a great believer in, and that is giving incentives

to the bureaucracy. And that is the way you really solve the prob-
. lem, by giving the system the incentive to work it.

If we had a restriction that said for every colonel we retired early
we lost the space, I think that would be a negative incentive to the
bureaucracy. On the other hand, I am not proposing that for every-
one we retire we promote one. But there should be some happy
medium in there, or the system will not have the incentive to
eliminate the man who is sort of marginal, and if you lose him,
you do not get a replacement. So you can see the point I am making
there, there should be some degree of incentive to the system.
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Senator NuNN. I do see the point you are making. I think in the
civil service area and in the military area and in all governmental
personnel—and that is not just the Federal Government but the State
governments too—we have a problem in personnel, and how we.
restore the incentives. I do not think we have it now at all, and I
do not have the answers, but we would like to communicate with you
on that point.

General JONES. I find in the system there are many negative in-
centives to do the wrong thing. The system tends to give us things
like that.
Senator NuNN. Also, our budgeting process, which starts right at

the top, is probably as bad an example of how you give or do not
give incentives as any I know of anywhere in the world. We are at
present way ahead of our appropriations process. Everybody is
patting themselves on the back, and the fiscal year started—what,
40 days ago ?—and yet we are doing better this year than ever
before. We hope to have the money appropriated back retroactively
to July 1 by October 1, and we will all pat ourselves on the back
for doing a great job. The whole budget process, I think, is under
review, and I think the new timetable will be much more realistic.
Perhaps the question of 2-year authorizations on manpower could'
be examined. 'We talked about that this morning. Do you have any
reaction to that idea, Mr. Secretary?
Secretary McLucAs. I think that the short-term planning that we-.

are now able to do is always less than ideal. So I would think that
anything that would increase the period over which plans were made-
would be good.
Senator NuNN. That was not my idea, but it was discussed this

morning. I think it is worthy of consideration. •
Senator Dominick.
Senator DOMINICK. One question. General Jones said something'

which intrigued me. General, you said, if I understand you correctly,
that when you have a marginal guy that decides to take early retire-
ment, you do not necessarily have one to replace him. Would it not
be good to get rid of a marginal fellow?
General JONES. I am in favor of getting rid of the marginal guy.

However, in a large organization, we have gray areas. If for every
person that you put out you lose that space, the system tends then to
lean in the 'direction of keeping the borderline 'individual instead of'
leaning the other direction. 'So I am all for elimination of the mar-
ginal individual, and I am all for the advanced retirement provision.
I am saying that I think it will be used more effectively if you do not
incur a penalty to the system by losing that space. I am not saying
that overall we should not be coming down. But using that as the
way to come down will probably result in less effective use of that
one tool.

Senator DOMINICK. That assumes that this system is right. I am
still not quite sure it is.

General JONES. What I would like to do is give incentives to the
system to be right. The system will, I think, tend to be right. But
with a negative incentive, it is difficult to get the system to do the -
right thing. That is my point.
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Senator DOMINICK. I will buy that.
'Senator NuNN. General, at this point, we have completed most of

the questions. We have a few more but I know you are on a tight
schedule. I have talked to Senator Dominick, and both of us would
like it if you would agree to stay for a closed session so that you can
brief us on the Cyprus developments to the extent possible.
General JONES. Yes, sir.
Senator NuNN. Provide a break-out of all assigned Air Force

pilots and other flyers, including enlisted personnel, by what they
do (job assignment).
[The information follows:]

The information, as of 30 June 1974 follows:
Officer:

Pilot:
General 305
Colonel 3, 171

Lieutenant colonel and below:
Aircrew 17,735
Operations staff 7,715
Nonrated duty (supplement) 
Other 1 

4,
1,
679
029

Subtotal 31,158

Total 34,634

Navigator:
General 8
Colonel 587

Lieutenant colonel and below:
Aircrew 8,313
Operations staff 2,474
Nonrated duty (supplement) 
Other 1 

1,799
599

Subtotal 13, 185

Total 13,780

Flight surgeon:
General 15
Colonel 293

Lieutenant colonel and below:
Flight surgeon duty 296
Medical specialist duty 332

Subtotal 628

Total 936
Flight nurses 181
Weather officers 59
Weapons directors 83
Missile officers  71
Communications officers 32
Logistics officers 15
Avionics officers 25
Intelligence officers 41

'Advanced degree programs, professional military schools, technical training,
and patient status.
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Enlisted:
Flight engineer 2,502
Loadmaster 2,250
Flight mechanic 1,557
Inflight refueling operator 1,209
Defensive fire control systems operator 747
Airborne voice processing specialist 666
Inflight passenger service specialist 349
Pararescue specialist 343
Radio operator 310
Medical service technician 268
Airborne communications center specialist 106
Aeromedical specialist 90
Aerospace control and warning systems operator 281
Avionics communications specialist 134
Airborne early warning radar specialist 111
Electronic warfare systems specialist 170
Airborne weapons mechanic 178
Command and control specialist 92
Weather observer 60
Morse systems operator 123
Instrumentation mechanic 90
Other 2  542

Total 12,178

2 Personnel in 27 additional aircrew skills, such as optical instrumentation
specialist, electronic intelligence operations specialist, motion picture camera
specialist, etc.

Senator NITNN. Art this point we will have a closed session.
Secretary McLucAs. Mr. Chairman, I just want to say that we in

the Air Force feel that we are in very good shape from a personnel
standpoint. We are not unhappy with the size of the force, with the
quality of the force, with the structure of the force. We feel very
good about the personnel picture in the Air Force. We would like
to be able to maintain that in the future, perhaps taking cuts as tech-
nology allows us to do, or as the external situation might dictate.
But by and large, I want to leave you with the impression that we
think we are in quite good shape.

Senator NuNN. It is obvious, I think, that the Air Force is in a
more comfortable position with the volunteer environment than any
other branch of the service. I think that speaks well for your person-
nel policies and your missions.

Secretary McLucAs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[Whereupon, at 3:45 p.m., the subcommittee went into executive

session.]
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