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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20348

B-183257

Chairman, Senate Committee on Appropriations
Chairman, Subcommittee on Investigations,
House Committee on rmed Services

The Chairman, Senate Committee on Appropriations,
requested on February 11, 1975, and the Chairman, Subcom-
mittee on Investigations of the House Committee on Armed
Services, requested on June 9, 1975, that we examine upper
lﬁvel Department of Defense staffing an” organizatioun.

Officials at each of the top management headquarters
were given an opportunity to study the report and to discuss
it with us. Many of their suggestions and recommendations
have been incorporated into the report. Where disagreement
remains it is discussed in the report.

Copies of the report are being sent to the Secretary
of Defense and to the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and
Air Force. We plan to eventually give a summary of this
report the widest distribution possible in the Congress

and the appropriate agencies. E
:vekd(uﬁd /ég)

Comptroller General
of the United States
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REPORT CF THE SUGGESTED IMPROVEMENTS IN

COMP.ROLLER GENERAL STAFFING A'lD ORGANIZATION OF
TOP MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS
IN THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
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The Chairman, Senate Committee on Appropria-
tions, and the Chairman, Subcommittee on
Investigations of thz ilouse Committee on
Armed Services, asked GAO to review Depart-
ment of Defense top management headquarters.
They were primarily interested in the size
and decisionmaking processes of the:

--Office of the Secretary of Defense,
--0ffice of the Secretary of the Army,
~-0ffice of the Secretary of the Navy,
-~0ffice of the Secretary of the Air Force,
-~0ffice of the Chief of Staff, Army,
-=0frice of the Chief of Naval Qperations,
--Headquarters, Marine Corps, and the
--0ffice of the Chief of Staff, Air Force.

Although these staffs recently were reduced,
they still employ 16,500 civilian and mili-
tary personnel,

GAO surveyed 1037 offices employing 13,865
of these people. The large number of or-
ganizations performing the same type of ac-
tivities provides insights to potential re-
dundancies for further consolidations and/or
cutbacks. These insights are the key to an
alternative to across-the-board headquarters
reductions. (See p. 23.)

Difficulties in identifying areas in which
reductions should be made arise through or-
ganizational peculiarities and inconsistent
reporting of headquarters strength. The
current method of defining management head-
guarters relates to the primary mission of
an organization, such as policy develooment.

Tear Sheet. Upon removai, the report .
cover date should be noted hereon. i FPCD-76-35
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This method is difficult, if not impossible,
to standardize. It contributes to distorting
the apparent size of Defense management head-
quarters because it permits transfers of per-
sonnel to nonmanagement hea’quarters without
a change in type cf work. (See pp. 10 and
11.)

Defense used 294 persons costing over $6 mil-
lion for congressionai activities in fiscal
year 1975, The legislative liaison fund,
subject to annual congressional limitation,
was set at $1,305,290 for 60 people in fiscal
year 1975. Although Defense apparently met
the narrow definition of these activities,
these people alone could not handle the in-
quiries plus the preparation and follow-up
work that results from testimony before the
Congress. An estimated 4.9 million staff
hours or 14 percent of Defense headquarters
personnel were required to work on congres-
sional requests for information in fiscal
year 1975. This effort cost about $54.9 mil-
lion. (See pp. 93 and 94.)

!
Defense reporting requirements have been
permitted to expand without effective con-
trols so that the military departments cur-
rently spend $850 million annually to produce
reports and related information. The various
assistant secretaries of defense have circum-
vented the formal control system and estab-
lished their own reporting requirements.
GAO found instances in which information re-
quests were impractical and unreasonable.
Examples may be seen in portions of the mili-
tary manpower training information and en-
listed bonus management data requirements.
These provided recundant but inconsistent
data and required extensive amounts of addi-
tional work to produce. (See pp. 77 to 86.)

As a start in reducing unnecessary or dupli-
cative reporting, the Secretary of Defense
has cooperated with GAO in its responsibili-
ties for assisting the Congress in develop-
ing, identifying, and monitoring information
requirements. (See p. 88.)
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GAO also luoks at problems associated with

--management styles,

--organizational structure,
--decisionmaking,

--the role of the service Secretaries, and
~-changing workload.

GAQ recommends that the Secretary of Defense
gradually implement a systam to account for
headquarters personnel on thke basis of type
of work performed. The aim of such a system
is to improve identification ¢1d account-
ahbility for headquarters personnel regarcd-
less of organizatioral locetion. (See

pp. 35 and 36.) Defense, nowever, does not
agree with this recommendation and insists
that the current organizational approach is
adequate.

GAO recommends that the Secretary of Defense
establish thresholds, which clarify Office of
the Secretary of Defense decision points in
service program review and evaluation, and
strongly endorse the role of the service Sec-
retaries as managers of their departments.
Except for those programs which require cross-
service management, nhe should limit participa-
tion by the Qffice of the Secretary of Defense
to formulation and evaluation of Department

of Defense policy and supervision of efficient
policy extension. Day-to-day management re-
sponsibility should be delegated, to the
greatest extent possible, to the military
departments with clear accountability estab-
lished at all levels. (See pp. 51 to 53.)

GAO recommends that the Secretary of Defense
pursue possibilities for consolidation espe-
cially those identified in GAO's stucy of the
headquarters' activities, (See pp. 51 to 53.)

Information controls in the Office of the
Secretary of Defense should bc strengthened.
This could be done by tightening currenc pol-
icies and procedures to comply with the estab-
lished information control system or by having




the control group directly under the Deputy
Secretary of Defense. This group should
assist the Secretary and Deputy Secretary
of Defense in coordinating all Department
of Defense information needs and direct

the improvement and reduction of management
information/control systems needed within
the Degartment. (See pp. 99 and 100.)

The need for complying with requirements for
controlling information requests and develop-
ing accurate cost estimates should be re-
emphasized by the Secretary of Defense. Net
reductions in report requirements should be
the basis for measuring achievements against
the Secretaries' Management by Objective
goals.

In addition, GAO recommends that the Secre-
tary of Defense:

~--Reevaluate the military manpower training
information needs and consider consolidat-
ing the Defense Manpower Requirement Re-
port and Military Manpower Training Report
data into budget back-up data. (See pp.
81 to 85.)

-~Establish 'a single standardized training
data base which will most economically
meet the needs of all users. (See pp.
81 to 85.)

--Require bonus management data to be
processed in the established information
control system and limit data required
from the military departments to the mini-
mum needed to formulate, supervise, and
evaluate policy execution. (See pp. 85
to 87.)

Matters for consideration by the Congress

The Congress should require Defense to
determine the total workload and cost of
responding to congressional requests for
information. This information should be
used to assess the usefulness of the infor-
mation obtained by the Congress, relative
to its cost; to assess the reasonableness

iv




of the congressicnal liaison fund limita-
- tion and to determine whether economies are
' possible.

GAO discussed the report with officials of é
each top management headguarters. However,
written Defense comments were received too

late to incorporate in this - :port. Althoug:.
Defense agreed in general wit:. the findings

and recommendations several aisagreements
remain. OSD does not agree with GAQ's reccrt-
mendation for functional accounting of head-
quarters personnel, insisting that the cur-
rent organizational approach is adequate.

{See p. 12.) '




CHAPTER_]

By lettrt of February 11, 1975, the Chsirmun, Senate
Committee on \ppropriations, requested us to review the
! civilian and military staffing of (1) the Office of the
' Secretary of Defense {(0SD), (2) the civilian Secretaries
of the military departments, and (3) the immediate staffs
of the military Jepartments.

This request was inspired partly by an extensive study
. of the Department of Defense (DOD) in 1969-70 by the Blue
i Ribbon Defense Panel. The panel reported its results to
the President and the Secretary of Defense on July 1, 1970.
The report offered 113 recommendations in a number of areas,
including organization, management of material resources,
management procedures, personnel management, and conflicts
" of interest. 1In the area of organization, which is the
Committee's prime interest, the panel noted problems with
the Washington headquarters staffs (OSD, three secretariats,
and four military staffs) and offered lS'recommendations.

Problems noted by the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel included:

--A shift of Washington headguarters personnel from the
"staff" category to the less visible "support" cate-

gory.

--Evidence that the sizes of the headquarters staffs of
the military departments were larcer than required for
efficient performance of assigned functions. 1In par-
ticular, the panel's functional analysis of these
staffs revealed an astonishing lack of organizational
focus and a highly excessive degree of "coordination,"
a substantial portion of which entailed writing memo-
randa back and forth between lower echelons of parallel
organization elements and served no apparent useful or
productive purpose.

~--An accumulation of line-type activities by the serv-
ices' military staffs.

--Substantial duplication in all military departments
between the secretariat staffs and the military staffs.

--Duplication of support functions between DOD Washington
headquarters elements and activities in the Pentagon.

In light of these issues, the Committee requested that
we focus our review on six broad questions. (See app. I.)
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The Chairman, Investigati~: Subcommittee of the House
. . Armed Services Committee, by letter of June 9, 1975 (see
- app. 1), requested us to make a similar review. It was
agreed that, with augmentation, the work for the Senate
Appropriations Committee would provide what the Subcommitwee
wanted.

In October 1973, as one step toward improving efficiency,
the Secretary of Defense initiated a comprehensive review of

all DOD headquarters. The < tivec of this review (one
strongly endorsed by the C. . .8) to improve the effec-
tiveness of headquarters; to - Juc number, size, layer-

ing, and duplication; and to conve.. tne resulting fiscal and
manpower savings into combat forces.

.We have reviewed the civilian and military staffing
levels of DOD's top management headquarters, including OSD,
the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (0JCS), and
the |secretariats and staffs of the service chiefs in each
military department.

Although some reductions have recently been made in
these staffs, this report looks at further possibilities
for consolidatior. and/or cutbacks, problems associated with
the current method cf accounting for headquarters personnel,
differences in the management styles and organizationai
structures of the military departments, decisionmaking in
OSD and the role of the service secretariats, and the impact
of external demands and changing workload.

CHAIN OF COMMAND

Within DOD the chain of command runs from the President
to the Secretary of Defense to the Secrz2taries of the mili-
tary departments, except in matters pertaining to the opera-
tional command of the unified and specified commands.

The actual use of the U.S. Armed Forces for military

missions is through unified and specified commands made up
of elements from the various military departments. The
President, with the advice and acssistance of the Jouint Chiefs

! of staff (JCS) and through the Secretary of Defense, estab-

! lishes unified or specified commands. Forces assigned to

‘ these commands are under the full operational command of the
designated commanders who, in turn, are responsible to the
President and the Secretary of Defense for the missions as-
signed. Orders to such commanders are issued by the President
or the Secretary of Defense, or by the JCS by authority and
direction of the Secretary.

e ———— e
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I'hroughout this report we refer to the service
Secretaries as operational managers of their respective
departments. Wwe do not mean military operations, such as
that exerrised by JCS and the unified and specified commands.
I 1958 the military departments were removed from the chain
of command over the military operating forces to clarify and
shorten the chain of command. Concerning the chain of com-
mand between the Secretary of Defense and the service Secre-
taries, the DOD Reorganization Act of 1956 contains the
following proviso:

"Except as otherwise specifically provided by law,
no Assistant Secretary of Defense shall have au-
thority to issue orders to a military department
unless (1) the Secretary of Defense has specific-
ally delegated in wriving te such an Assistant
Secretary the authority to issue such orders with
respect to a specific area, and (2) such orders
are issued through the Secretary of such military
department or his designee."”

Accordingly, orders tc the military departments are issued
through the Secretaries, or their designees, by the Secre-
tary of Defense or under authority specifically delegated in
writing by the Secretary of Defense.

Each service's Secretary is responsible to the Secre-
tary of Defense for the operation and efficiency of nis de-
partment. It is in this context that we make reference to
the service Secretaries as operational managers. Each of
the military departments is assigned specific functions in
support of the overall DOD responsibility. These functions
include organi:ing, training, and equipping forces (includ-
ing reserve compunent forces); providing the forces assigned
to the established combatant commands; providing necessary
administrative and logistical support; conducting research
and development; procuring needed weapons and equipment; and
developing tactics and techniques. The establishment of uni-
fied commands to direct U.S. military operations has not,
therefore, reduced the operational importance of the service
Seccetaeries and their Chiefs of Staff. Since the military
departments control most of the resources (budg=ts, weavons,
manpower, etc.), the unified commands are virtually powerless
unless they are both authorized to operate by USD/JCS and
provided with the resnuicos by the individual military de-
partments.

Certain of the derartments are also assigned responsibil-
ities for special activities, such as the Dcupartment of the
Army's responsioility for the civil works orogram and the
administration and operation ¢f the Panama Canai.

3
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SCOPE OF RFVIEW

This report was compiled by reviewing departmental
organization charts, function statements, pclicy and guidance
directives, and other documents furnished by officials of OSD
and the military departments. We obtained additional infor-
mation and supporting data from studies and reports, inter-
views of departmental officials, and a headquarters activity

questionnalre (see app. V for details) administered to heads

of 1,037 organizational elements in the involved staffs.

We made our review at OSD, 0JCS, and the headquarters of
the Department of the Army, Havy (inciuding Headquarters,
Marine Corps), and Air Force. Appendix II contains further
details on these headquarters organizations.

GAO discussed the results of this study with officials
of each top management headquarters. However, written de-
fense comments were received too late to incorporate in this
teport. Although Defense agreed in general with the findings
and recommendations, several disagreements remain. O0OSD does
not agree with our recommencation for functional account-
ing of headquarters personnel, insisting that the current
organizational approach is adequate. (See p. 12.)




CHAPTER 2

SIZE_AND COMPOSITION OF DOD

TOP MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS

INTRODUCTION

The Department of Defense is governed by its eight top
management headquarters, pius the Organization of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. Because part of OJCS is limited in strength
by legislation and is a military operations organization, we
have concentrated on the size and composition of the eight
top management headguarters.

-TOffice of the Secretary of Defense

i

-+0ffice of the Secretary of the Army (OSA)

-‘Office of the Secretary of the Navy (SECNAV)

~-~-0ffice of the Secretary of the Air Force (OSAF)
-~-Office of the Chief of Staff, Army

-~Office of the Chief of Naval Operations (OPNAV)
-~Headquarters, Marine Corps.(HQMC)

-~-Office of the Chief of Staff, Air Force

(A statistical analysis of 0OJCS is contained in app. 1IV.)

The staffing of these eight headquarters is difficult to
compare because of (1) inconsistencies in reported strenath
data, (2) the dynamic nature of the deferze organizational
structure, (3) organizational peculiarities, and (4) the
method of defining manageuwent headquarters.

We used 1947 as the base year in our statistical analy-
sis of the strength data provided by DOL. 1In that year, .
the Congress passed the National Security Act in recogni-
tion of the need of greater unity and coordination for the
Nation's security. The act's purpose was to unify the
armed services and to integrate national policy and proce~
cures. 1In general, the act:

--Created a national Military Establishment, consisting
of the Decpar.ments of the Army, Navy, Air Force (newly
created), and OS5D.




~-Established a Nationul Security Council, consisting
of the President, the Secretaries of State and De-
fense, the service secretaries, and the Cnairman of
@ the National Security Resources Board.

--Established the JCS, the Munitions Board, and the Re-
search and Development Board within the Office of the
Secretary of Defense,

--Made the Secretary of Defense responsible for formu-
lating general policy for the Military Establishment.

Although the Secretary of Defense has tried to reduce
the size of these headguarters, more can be done. We pre-
sent an alternative to across—-the-board headquarters ieduc-
tions and deal with the reletionship of the _op management
headquarters to the forues managed.

DIFFICULTY OF COMPARIN:: DOD's
TOP MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS

DOD "streng.h" is generally considetred as the sum of
active duty military personnel and civilian personnel. Our
review addresses only direct-hire civilians since indirect-
hire civilians are foreign nationals employed in overseas
areas.

We requested strength data for fiscal years 1947-75
and grade structure data for fiscal years 1965 and 1970-75.
We received strength fiqures for the years requested, but
complete yrade structure data was available only for fiscal
years 197]-75,

In the data provided by each organization, we expected
to receive strength and grade structure duta that included
all personnel authorized or assigned directly to each orga-
nizationr or in direct supnort of each organization. We
found a significant variance in the composition or content
of the strength figures.

Inconsistencies in strength data

In some cases, the data included the strength of di-
rect support activities; in others, it éid not. There was
no uniformity or standardiza*ion in the data provided. Con-
sequently, valid comparisons betwecen similar organizations
were difficult, if not impossible, to make. Some examples
of data lnconsistencies are:

--Staff support agencics were ircluded as part of the
army Staft. 1In contrast, the Air Force did not

-t




include in the Air Staff data approximately 600
personnel assigned to the 1143d Support Squadron in
support of the Air Staff. The Air Staff agreed that
the 1143d was a support activity but maintained that
only about 140 of the 600 personnel directly sup-
norted *the Air Staff. These 140 personnel were,
however, not reported as Air Staff personnel.

--Approximately 162 Navy personnel were identified by
the House Appropriations Committee Study in March
1975 as authorized or assigned to other Navy organi-
zations but working ful. time for the Navy Staff.
These personnel were not included - in the data pro-
vided by the Navy Staff.

--The Army included, as part of the Army Staff, per-
sonnel assigned to the National Guard Bureau, a, joint
Army and Air Force organization. The Air Force, how-
ever, did not include Air Force personnel assigned
to this organization, even though it was an element
of the Air Staff. The Air Force portion of the Na-
tional Guard Bureau is counted as a separate manage-
ment headquarters. [

--0SD support organizations (e.g., the Manpower Research
and Data Analysis Center) were excluded from the data
it provided.

Effect of the dynamic nature of DOD
on_strength data comparisons

Since 1947 there have been constant organizational changes
in DOD's top management headquarters.

--In 1961 the Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Civil Defense was established. 1In 1664, it was abol-
ished and the function was transferred to the Army.

~ In 1972 a separate DOD agency was established for
civil defense,

--Eleven agencies commonly referred to as defense agen-
cies were established between 1952 and 1972, drawing
multiservice functions and personnel from OSD and the
military departments.

~-In the forties the finance function in the Army was
performed by an independent command. 1In the fifties,
the function was transferred to the Army Staff. In
the seventies, it was transferred back to a subordi-
nate command and was no longer included in the Army
Staff.




A valid comparison of even the same organization on a
year-to-year basis would be difficult because the composi-
tion or the content of each organization is rarely the same
for any two points in time. (The dynamic nature of DCD's
top management headquarters is shown in app. v--Organizatioﬁhl
Change, p. 150.)

Effect of organizational peculiarities
on strength data comparisons

Fundamental differences in the organizational structures
of these headquarters result from functions being performed
at different echelons. Table 1 illustrates scme of these
organizational differences. (Further discussion of the
noncomparability of DOD's top management headquarters is
shown in app. V--Categqories of Personnel pp. 121 to 124, and
Dominant Activities, pp. 132 to 135.)

TABLE 1

CGMPARISON OF THE LEVEL OF ORGANIZATION AT WHICH
CIVILIAN AND MILITARY PERSONNEL STAFF FUNCTIONS
ARE CONDUCTED IN EACH SERVICE.

ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL ARMY NAVY MARINE CORPS| AIR FORCE
(1 l ‘
SECRETARIAT {CIVILIAN) (CIVILIAN)
2 '. CIVILIAN.'

,' f v

SERVICE STAFF f,:_v,'r"}::, (MILITARY) MILITARY)
(3)
OTHER MANAGEMENT HEAD.- :
QUARTERS (e.q.,, BUREAU
OF NAVAL PERSONNEL) (MILITARY)

‘ - PERSONNEL STAFF FUNCTIONS

As depicted, Army and Air Force civilian and military
personnel staff functions are conducted at the service staff
level. 1In the Department of the Navy, civilian personnel
staff functions are conducted at the secretariat level for
the Navy and Marine Corps. Military personnel staff func-
tions in the Navy are conducted in the Bureau of Naval Per-
sonnel, which is one echelon below the service staff. 1In
the Marine Corps, however, they are conducted at the serv-
ice staff level.




The problem of defining and identifviny what is included
in e terr "management headauarters" was discussed 1In great
detail in COD's fiscal year 1976 zppropriations hearing be-
fore the Hcocuse Committee on Appreooriations. 1In the DOD ap-
propriation bill for fiscal year 1973, Repnort No. 92-1389,
September 11, 1972, the Committee instructed 0OSD to estab-
lish (1) a DOD-wide definition of headauarters activities.
(2) an OsD-approved list of DOD headquarters components,
and (3) a common methed of accounting for the manpower spaces
authorized for management headauarters functions.

OSD responded with a three-rhased aporoach to implement-
ing the instructions. Phase I results were published in DCD
Directive 5100.73, November &, 1973. The directive provided
(1) a definition and list of manaagement headauarters, (2)
that the Assistant Secretary of Cefense (ASD), Comptroller,
was the focal point and coordinator for controlling the num-
ber and size of management headguarters components, and (3)
that the Assistant Secretary aporove all oproposals by DOD
components to i1ncrease or decrease, by more than 5 percent
during a fiscal year, the aggregzate manpower authorizations
for their management headquarters. .

On April 11, 1975, under phase 11, DOD Directive 5100.73
was revised to update the system for identifying and requlat-
ing the nurber and size of DOD management headguarters acti-
vities, to clarify the DOD-wide Tanagement headauarters
definition, to list and define management headguarters func-
tions, and to identify DOD management headguarters organiza-
tions. Phase IIl is implementation of the directive.

In the revised directive, a major consideration was the
approach to defining and identifying management headquarters
and ultimately to developing a common method of accounting
for manager=2nt headouarters manpower. Both the organiza-
tional and the functional approaches were considered. DOD
decided upon an organizational arproach.

Organizational approach

Under the organizational appgroach, an oraganization is
designated and counted as a management hreadauarters activity
if, during the course of a fiscal year, its primary mission
requires that it substantially perform the following for
organizations at a lower level in any of the 32 functional
areas listed in the directive.

--Policy development and’/or juidance;




Y

---Long~range planning, programini, o1 Hudgeting;

--Management and distribution of 1-gsuurces;

--Program performance review and evaluation.
When an orqganization's primary miszion 15 nnt readily deter-
minable, the organization will te includora if most of itg
manpower resources (workload) is devotea te the 32 functional
areas,

Functional approach

Headquarters management functions zre identified and de-
fined; then departmental componeats anu autnorized personnel
performing these functions wouid e determined. Under the
functional approach all porscennel cortor miny Manadeident head-
quarters work are reported on tre basis of twpe of work per-
formed regardless of tneir organi.ation and primary mission.

During the formuluation and revisicn of Directive 5100.73,
the Air Force clearly scpported the funotional apuroach. It
has already identificd and defired 1ts management neadquarters
functions and centralized these functions into headguarters
and support components, and all zuch t:actions are controlled
by manpower ceilings. The army nas a Sowewnat comparabdle
system; however, it 1= not full,; imuicrented. The lavy op-
poses the functional approach bocasse (2 wosld regaire either
reorganizing many of 1ts couwponents o developlng a proaram
similar to tnose of the Army and Air ruorce. 08D feels that
the current approach is adequate and that i1anlementing the
functional approach woulg we tad aisra.tive. The definition

and 1dentification of managesent ncadguart. in trne April
11, 1975, revision of Directive »1J00.73 15 . .sed on the orga-
nizational approach. 1

Flawe in the organizat:icnal

approaca

The organizational ampronc. ug b o dlowin; flaws:

--The organizational strucsure of 1o aibitary deparc-
ment contains hundreds ot ccaposenrs and 2 difficu.s,
if not impossiole, to stardardice.

--Conjecture is often invelwad 1o o 0Dyniy i an orgo.

nization's primary mission and wnevooor o sonotantizd
portion of the ~issian {0 devos U 0 SuhadaiTtors

management functionrs.

-=-An incentive 13
PO S0 redudce amwadarartos . c ooy
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personnel into nonheadquarters organizations (l.e.,
organizationcs which devote 49 percent or less of
their resources to headquarters functions).

An example of this incentive is the newly cr sd Mar :fe
Corps Personnel and Support Activity (MCFaASA,., H( -, like
most headquarters, contains both managerent and nonmanage-
ment headaquarters functions. In a recent memorandum the
Secretary ot the Navy noted that, although it was cvonvenient
and economical to retain the nonmanzjemcnt function 2%t the
current location (i.e., with the management headquarters
function in Washington, D0.C.), perscnnel assigned thereto
unduly inflate the apparent size of the manacement head-
quarters and cshould, theretfore, be separatelv structured,
Accordingly, in April 1975 certain line-type hillets (about
1,100 officer, enlisted, and civilian) were deleted from
the management hesadquarters element of HQMC and placed in
MCPASj}

unctions organizationally located in HQMC, which sup-
port the entire Marine Corps and not the manaaement head-
quarters element of HQMC, are being assigred to MCPASA.

These functions include personnel operations, such as tasxs
activities of detailing, assigning, promoting, separating and
“2t1:ing, reporting on performance, recruitinag, training and
education, and maintaining records. Certain functions wirthin
commodity orocurement and inventory control, now part of HIMC
Installations and Logistics Department, are also slated for
MCPASA. Finally, the Data Systems Branch of the Information
Systems Support and Management Division, HQMC, is scheduled
to be transferred to MCPASA since the systems are Marine
Corps-wide and provide support to every Marine Corpec unit.

Data provided to us reflects the exclusion cof 1,120
MCPASA personnel from HOMC. Assigned strength for June 30,
1975, was 1,639, compared to 2,759 a year earlier. There-
fore, personnel assigned to MCPASA, an ~lement of H{MC,
are not being counted toward the management headauarters
identified by DOD as HQMC; nor are they being counted
toward any management headausrters. This situation exists
even though under the DOD-adopted nrganizational apgroach,
all personnel assigned to a managcment headguarters activity,
such as HQMC, are considered as part of the manauement head-
quarters strength. Through such transfers, the number of
nversonnel assigned to managemrent headquarters 1is reduced
and an accurate accounting cannot be made.

Conclusions

We could not obtain an accurate aceauanting of manage-
ment headquarters personnel in DOD's top management organi-
zationas,




.blockade ard thre Cuban missiie crisis. Since the cessation

Approximately 140 personnel in the 11434 Support
Squadror, which are in direct support of the Air Staff, are
not being accounted for as Air Staff support.

We believe that the MCPASA arrangement is a contradic-
tion of DOD's method of accounting for management headquarters
strength on an organizational basis (that is, if an organiza-
tion is designated as a management headguarters, then all its
personnel are to be considered as headquarters personnel),

Accounting for management headguarters personnel under
the organizational app:ocach is inadequate. So long as DOD
follows the organizational approach in accounting for strengths
at management headquarters, line-tvpe functions (i.e., norn-
management headquarters~-type functions) in these staff-type
activities, and vice versa, the apparent size of DOD manage-
ment headquarters will be distortod. Therefcre, reported
headquarters reductions are possibly just cosmetic.

Although 0SD feels that the organizational approach is
adequate, we telieve full functional accounting enhances the
identification and accounting of management headquarters and
support personnel. However, functional accounting is diffi-
cult to implement. For example, existing manpower accounting
systems, except for that of the Air Force, are not capable of
handling the requirements of full functional accounting. We
realize that requiring 0OD components to change to a full
functional accounting approach in the short term would b:
unreasonable.

CHANGES IN TOTAL DOD STRENGTHS

Since 1947 the military and civilian personnel strength
of DOD has reflected major U.S. military corllicts. The
highest levels were reached during the Korean conflict in
1952 and the Vietnam ccnflict in 1968. In the early sixiies,
the strength increased to a lesser extent during the Berlin

of hostilities in Vietnam, the versonnel strength of DOD
has been in a rapid downward trend.

Using fiscal year 1964 as the base year, total DOD
strength had decreased about !5 percent by fiscal year 1975,
The military departments decreased approximately as follows:
Army, 13 percent; Navy (including Marine Corps), 12 percent;
and Air lorce, 23 percent.

Using the peak Vietnam fiscal year of 1968 as the base
yedr, total DOD strength had decreased about 35 percent by
fiscal year 1975. The ailitary departments decreased ap-
proximately as follows: Army, 44 percont; Navy (including
Marine Corps), 30 percent; and Air rorce, 28 percent,.

12




DOD'S_TOP_MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS_STRENGTH

Although the strength data are incomplete, inconsistent,
and clearly contain certain other discrepancies, we gresent
them as useful for trend analysis. However, viewing the size
of the top management headguarters in isolation (without con-
sidering (1) the possibility that work is being performed in
support of these headquarters by nonmanagement headquarters
activities and (2) the fact that the top management head-
quarters is only a part of the total management headquarters
picture) is like viewing the proverbial tip of the iceberg.

The following figures depict the military and civilian
staffing trends since 1947 in (1) the combined 0SD, service
secretariats, and service staffs, (2) 0SD, (3) the Army
secretariat and Staff, (4) the Navy secretariat and the Navy
and Marine Corps Staffs, and (5) the Air Force secretariat
anf Staff.
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Using fiscal year 1964 as the base year, as of fiscal
year 1975, top management headouarters personnel strengtn
had decreased about 29 percent. OSD strength decreased
akout 8 percent (data available only for 1965-75), and
the military departments' top manayement headquarters (coq;
bined secretariat and staff) decreased approximately as
follows: Arm’, 46 percent; Navy (including Marine Corps),
18 percent; and Air Force, 19 percent.

Using fiscal year 1968 as the base vear, top manage-
ment head-uarters personnel strength dec-eased about 37 per-
cent. The OSD strength decreased about 25 percent and the
military departments' top management headauarters (combined
secretariat and staff) decreased approximately as follows:
Army, 51 percent; Navy (including Marine Corps), 33 percent;
and Air Force, 20 percent.

‘For periods 1964-75 and 1968-75, tatle 2 shows the per-
centage of decrease in the military and civilian personnel
strengths for DOD, the military departments, DOD's top man-
agemént headgquarters, t!2 military departments' top manage-
ment headquarters, and their respective components.

The total DOD strength decrease (15 percent) since fis-
c~l year 1964 was about 50 percent less than the decrease
in DOC's top mai.agement headauarters (29 percent).

Since fiscal year 1968, DOD's top management hecad-
quarters strength decreased in about the same proportion
as total DOD strength. However, decreases in strenagth
at the various top managenent headquarters were dispropor-
tionate. For example, '“he Army's top management head-
quarters decreased at a greater rate than did the others.

OSD and Air Force'~ top managemen'. headguarters strength
decreased at a lesser rate than the others. Furthermore,
comparing the number of OSD personnel wjth those in the ag-
gregate top management headquarters of the military depart-
ments, the relative size of O0SD has increased. There wus
one OSD staff member for each 8.75, 8.18, and 6.69 cdepart-
mental headaquarters staff members in 1965, 1968, and 1975,
respectively. This amounts to an increase of about 30 per-
cent in the ratio of 0OSD staff to departmental headquarters
staffs of the military departments between 1965 and 1975.

19




TABLE 2

Percentage Decreases in
Military and Civilian Personnel Strengths

@
Percentage decrease
Organization 1564-75 1968-75
DOD 15 35
Department of the Army 13 T 44
Department of the Navy
(including Marine Corps) 12 30
Department of the Air Force 23 28
DOD's top management headquarters 29 3
0SD a/8 25
Army:
Top management headquarters 46 51
Secretariat : 63 62
Staff 44 50
Havy: :
Top management headquarters 18 33
Secretariat 23 38
Staff 12 26
Marine Corps Staff ) 22 38
Air Force:
Top management headquarters 19 20
Secretariat 11 5
Staff 20 22

a/Data available only for 1965-75.

DOD HEADQUARTERS REVIEW

In October 1973 the Secretary of Defense initiated a
comprehensive review of all DOD headgquarters. He examined
the impact of potential 10-, 20-, and 3C-percent across-
the-board reductions in headquarters strengths (10/20/30).
Between December 1973 and February 1974, OSD, 0JCS, the mili-
tary departments, and the defense agencies submitted the re-
sults of their studies, made along strict organizational
lines within each major organization. On the basis of these
studies, DOD estahlished a goal to reduce headquarters man-
power by 14,400 by the end of fiscal year 1975 based on the
fiscal year 1974 column of the President's fiscal year 1974
budget. DOD later revised that goal upward. On the follow-
ing page is the revised goal for fiscal year 1976.

20
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Planned Headgquarters Reductions

Military and civilian
reductions through

FY_1976
Army 7,100
Navy 1,600
Marine Corps . 500
Air Force 8,300
0SD. 0JC/unified commands 1,400
Defense agency headauarters 300
Defense agency field ’
activities _6,400
Total 25,600

The reductions pianned for the Army, Navy, Marine Corps,
and Air Force are spread across all service management head-
quarters. These management headquarters include about 30
in the Department of the Army, 65 in the Department of the
Navy, and 48 in the Department of the Air Force. O0OSD, the
three service secretariats, and the four service military
staffs are each separate management headquarters.

Service top managment headquarters compared
with other management headquarters

The following charts compare tne size of service staffs
shown in parentheses with the total size of the subordinate
management headquarters in each service, based on estimated
fiscal year 1975 personnel strength authorizations.

ARMY NAVY MARINE CORPS AIR FORCE
TOTAL 21,429 18,373 3,493 29,165
OTHER MGT, HQS. OTHER MGT, HQS. OTHER MGT, HQS. OTHER MCT, HQS.

ARMY STAFF OPNAV HQMC AIR STAFF
(5,116) ) 1,802 (2,389)° (4,298)

® Including MCPASA,

21




Progress in DOD headguarters review

DOD is well into the 24 year of its headquarters review.
Some progress has been made not only in reducing the manpawer
resources devoted to overhead operations but also in restruc-
turing and updating headquarters to make then more effective.
The services are using some spaces to create new combat units
or to improve the manning levels of existing combat units.
Other manpower savings have been used to increase material
readiness.

Despite some manpower reductions, DOD top management
headquarters have almost 16,500 civilian and military
spaces in the President's fiscal year 1976 budget. Nearly
2,300 spaces were programed for OSD alone. Moreover,
neither of these figures includes the support organizations
which have been created over the years to heip this vast
headguarters function. O0SD has a particular problem because
its staff reductions have not kept pace with those in other
top management headguarters nor have they been permanent.
Table 3 shows that fewer personnel were assigned to each of
the military departmental headquarters at the end of fiscal
yea:r 1975 than for fiscal years 1973 and 1974. Although
the number of personnel assigned to OSD at the end of fis-
cal 1975 was smaller than on June 30, 1973, it was 3 per-
cent higher than on June 30, 1974.

In addition, service staff loaned to OSD for working
groups and ad hoc committees were excluded from OSD spaces.
The use of Army and Air Force personnel by OSD in fiscal
year 1975 amounted to about 90 staff-years. (See p. 98 for
staff loaned to 0OSD.)

Table 3
Changes from 1273-75 in Personnel Assigned 1in OSD and the
Combined Service Secretariats and Mllitary Staffs
Personnel (military/ Percent change:
____.civilian) assiqnec June 30, 197°% from
June "30, Juane 30, .Tune 10, June 30, Jane 30,
Organization 1973 1974 1975 1973 1974
0SD 2,179 2,107 2,167 1 T oan
Army secretariat and Staf€ 6,933 5,399 5,923 22 9
Navy secretariat and Statf
(note b) 5,425 5,556 4,394 19 c/21
Air Force secretariat and
Staff 5,353 5,020 4,707 12 6

a/An increase. Ail other percentages are Jdec.eases.
b/Includes OPNAV and HCMT,
c/Because 0 a change 1n manpower accounting in HYMC, over 1,00C personnel

counted in FY 1974 were not counted 1n FY 1975 as a patt »f HCMC. This
reorjanizat.on deals with the rewly created MIP5A.
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ALTERNATIVES TO ACRCSS-THE-EQARD

HEADQUARTERS REDUCTICNS

Air Force exce
and follow-on effor as well as carallel efforts in in-
dustry, indicate th to be effective, headguarters stream-
lining should be based uvon a detailed functional anaiwvsis.
Industry exzerience shows that alternative accroaches, such
as across-ta2-zoard reducticns, ¢o nct 2cnilsva ctermanent,
consistent, or effective results., ~for example, incerservice
and DOD-wide audits can be effectively pertcrmed only by
the 0SD Audit Office: however, staffing (at the time of
the 10/20/30 studies) allowed gerformance ¢of cniy 50 cercent
of their workload responsibilities (policy calls for certain
audits every 2 vears, but such audits were being done every
S or 6 years). With this office's effectiveness already
in serious doubt, any across-the-board recduction (such as
that related to the 10/20,/30 effort) would obviouszlv aggravate
the problem. Moreover, 1f workload does not decrease along
with staff reductions, the "survivors" become overturdenad,
frustrated, and demoralized. (See ov. 89 for further discussion
of workload and staffing demands that are counterproductive
to staff reductions.)

ence in tne 13720/30 reduction studiasg
’
’

ri
ts
at

Army studies indicate that 10/20/30 vercent reductions
in the secretariat would (1) result in a "figurehead" secre-
tariat unable to adeguately or efficiently support the Secre-
tary of the Army in his assigned responsibilities and (2) di-
minish his effectiveness in dealing with the Secr=ztary of
Defense, the Congress, other Government officials, and the
public. Furthermore, the Army maintains that reductions of
the magnitude suggested in the Army Staff would hurt its ca-
pability to guide, direct, and respond to Army recuirements
in the field while remaining responsive to OSD and the Secre-
tary of the army. The Army also maintiins that, if further
reductions are to te accomplished, OSD must decrease the size
of its staff by eliminating low-pricrity functions. The Air
Force developed @ specific approach to a detailed functional
analysis for streamlining headgquarters. This aporoach is ap-
plicable to the other top management headguarters. Its ap-~
plication in OSD follows:

--Establish a working group and a2 steering group to make
detailed functional analyses of OSD and CJCS, using
the staff subelements as primary data sources,

--3ustain the effort for 4 months.
--Give the steering group authority to recomrend to the
T

Deputy Secretary of Defense reductions of up to 4 per-
cent in O0OSD.

23




--Establish three subgroups to examine. (1) all func-
tions for eliminaticn, delegation, or transfer, (2}
4 information £flowz, and (3) efficienci2s in administra-
tive suppcrt.

The following tasis svecify the detailed staps of the
| axamination.

l. Tasxs involved in a functional review.
~-Document OSD management practice.
--List and describe every function performed.
--Establish priority of functions.

--Examine each function for elimination, delegation, ot
transfer. The key questions are illustrated below.

SKOULD 00D 5E SOING THIS?

b

SHOULD OSD 8E DOING THIS?

N SHOULD THIS OFFICE BE DOING THIS?

--Obtain service ané defense acency comments on procosed
functional actions.

--Have steering group max2 functional decisions.

24




2. Tasks involved in an information flow analysis.

ar=-

--Document manpower requirements or each reqg.:-

mation report.

~-Assess risk of report elimination,

--Establisih priority of reports by manpower <<:
--Eliminate reports of low utility and high c~:

3. Tasks involved in an administrative support ana::

--Assess need for formal documentation.

--Evaluate capabilities of word-processing te::

i

~-Implement cost-effective word-processing tec:

--Reduce formal interstaff communication.
4. Final integration taske.

--Combine and compare for compatibility three
recommendations.

--Prepare and present final recommendations *.
Secretary of Defense. '

--Reduce staff in the President's budget.

Since fiscal year 1964 the relative strength

management headquarters has decreased more (29%) -
total DOD strength (15%). The strength of these "< ..

have decreased in about the same proportion, howe:«
fisc yvear 1968. The Army secretariat and Staff -
cre: at the h:ghest rate, while OSD and the Air
sect: iat and Staff have decreased at the lowes*

0SD staff reductions have not kept pace with * . |
the other top management headquarters or always bte-
ent. Fiscal year 1975 OSD strength increased by 3}
from fiscal year 1974. Additionally, the size of
relative to the departmental headquarters staffs - -
tary departments has increased by about 30 percer-
past decade.

puty

Nrs
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Moreover, across-the-board reductions will not achieve
permanent or effective results. 1In fact, this practice had
reduced the capability of certain offices to perform their
required missions.

RELATIONSHIP OF THE TOP MANAGEMENT
HEADQUARTERS TO THE FCRCE MANAGED

The personnel strength of DOD's eight top management
headquarters as a group has remained relatively constant as
a percentage of total DOD personnel strength. The highest
collective personnel strength levels of these organizaticas
occurred in 1952 and 1968, when total DOD strength was also
at its highest levels. Therefore, as the total DOD strength
increases, the top management headgquarters strenghts increase
proportionately. Figure 6 shows, for 1947 through 1975, the
active duty military and civilian personnel strengths and
the total personnel strengths of DOD's top management head-
quarters organizations expressed as percentages of DOD's
tctal strength. The percentage fluctuated from a low of 0.5
percent to a high of 0.8 percent. Figures 7, 8, and 9 show
the same relationship for each military department and its
top management headquarters. '

The relative personnel strength of 0OSD and each of the
military departments' top management headquarters organiza-
tions (secretariat and staff) to the total force managed has
not remained constant. Table 4 shows the ratios of the per-
sonnel strength to the force managed for OSD and each mili-
tary department's top management headquarters. OSD and the
Air Force's top management headquarters have hi i decreasing
ratios. Between fiscal years 1968 and 1975 the size of 0SD
and Air Force top management lieadquarters relative to the
force they managed increased by 15 and 11 percent, respec-
tively.
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TABLE 4

Ratios of Personnel Strengths of
Management Organizat:ons to

° Total Force Managed
Ratio
! 1964 1968 1975
A DOD's top management headquar-
ters to total DOD - 1:184 1:190
0OSDb to DOD - 1:1687 a’/l:1462
] Army:
Top management headgquar-
ters to total Army 1:135 1:18° 1:215
Secretariat to total Army 1:1397 1:2190 1:3249
Staff to total Army 1:149 1:202 1:230
Navy:
Top management headquarters
to total Navy 1:221 1:227 1:239
Secretariat to total Navy 1:901 1:919 1;1032
Staff (including Marine :
Corps) to total Navy 1:606 1:545 1:604
Air Force:
Top management headguarters
to total Air Force 1:196 1:208 asl:190
Secretariat to total Air
Force 1:2077 1:2369 1:1723
Staff to total Air Force 1:217 1:228 1:212

a/Decreasing ratio.

MILITARY AND CIVILIAN MIX AND GRADE STRUCTURE
OF DOL TOP MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS

DOD data shows a downward trend in the strength of top
management headquarters. This section will show how the re-
ductions in strength were allocated among the top management
headquarters organizations and the resultant effects on the
military aad civilian mix of the personnel strengths and on
the organizations' grade structures. (Further informaticn
on categorie: of personnel--supervisors, action officers, and
support personnel--and on military to civilian ratios derived
from analysis ot personnel da-a from our DOD Headquarters Ac-
tivity Survey is contained in app. V, pp. 121 to 124).
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The aggregate military to civilian mix expressed as a
percentage of DOD strength in fiscal years 1964, 1968, and
1975 was approximately 72 to 28, 73 to 27, and 67 to 33,
respectively. Table 5 shows the military ana civilian mix
for DOD's top management headquarters, OSD, the military
departments' top management headquarters, and their respective
secretariats and staffs,

! In every organization, except OSD and the Navy and Air
Force secretariats, the percentage of civilian personnel
strength has decreased, particularly in the Army. As the top
management headquarters organizations decreased their person-

nel strengths, civilian personne)l strengths decreased at a

greater rate than military personnel strengths,

According to DOD, these decreases in the percentage of
civilian personnel occurred by coindidence, n .t by design.
s There was not and is not a direct effort within these organi-
[ zations to reduce the percentage of civilian perscanel
strength., Possible reasons cited for the decrease were:

--In the service staffs, department or division heads
are usually military personnel and the subordinate
staff are mainly civilian. When reducing the strength
of the organization, reducing the number of subordi-
nate positions is easier (discussion of the ratio of
civilian versus military as heads of organizational
elements is found on p. 125, app. V~~Personnel - Cate-
gories of Personnel).

--The emphasis on reducing the strength of the top man-
agement headquarters organizations has required eli~
minating line-type (nonstaff) functions, which were
usually performed by civilians.

--It is also easier to eliminate vacant civilian posi-
tions. (Many civilian positions are vacant because of
hiring limitations imposed by higher authority.)

32




TABLE 5

Military/Civilian Mix &
as Percentages of Crganizations
Organization FY 1964 FY 1968 FY 1975
DOD's top management head-
quarters - 38 / 62 45 / 55
osD - 28 /7 72 as29 / 171
Army:
Top management head-
guarters 28 / 172 31 7 69 38 / 62
Secretariat 14 / 86 14 / 86 30 / 70
staff 29 / 71 32 / 68 39 / 61
Navy: ,
Top management head- ]
quarters 45 / 55 48 / 52 53 / 47
Secretariat 29 / 71 25 / 75 a’/2g / 172
staff 54 / 46 56 / 44 61 / 39
Mar ine Corps Staff 46 / 54 55 / 45 60 / 40

Air Force:
Top management head-

quarters 44 / 56 46 / 54 51 / 49
Secr~etariat 39 / 61 38 / 62 as/3s / 61
Staff 45 / 55 46 / 54 53 / 47

a/Increase or no change in percentage of civilians.

Grade structure

Although we had requested data from 1965, DOD was able
to provide grade structure for all the top management head-
quarters only from fiscal year 1971 through 1975. The grade
structure did not change meaningfully during this period.

In our analysis, we emphasized determining how personnel
reductions were allocated among the civilian and military
grades, particulary at the higher ¢rade levels.

From fiscal year 1971 through fiscal year 1975, the num-
ber of military officers in DOD's top management headquarters
was reduced about 20 percent, wnile the number of professional
civilians (GS-9 and over) was reduced about 30 percent. About
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95 percent of the officer reduction was in grades 0-4 and
above, and about 60 percent of the civilian reduction was in
grades GS-13 and above.

Tables 6 and 7 show, for fiscal years 1971-7%5, the aggre-
yate grade structure of the eight top management headquarters
organizations and the grade structure of each individual or-
ganization expressed as a percentage of the total officer
profes:ional civilian personnel strength. (Grade structure
data for FY 1975 was also obtained from our Activity Survey.
This éata and our analysis are shown in app. V - Grade Dis-
tribution, pp. 125 to 130).

Table 6

Military Grade Structure for
DOD's Top Management Headquarters

and tach Corponent Organization
Flscal Years 1971 and 1975

Percent of total officer strength in grades

07 and wWarrant
above 06 0s 04 03 to 01 officer
2 S I S SR 1 T ) SR J- S ) QO J- S WU - S ) S -
DCR's top manage-
ment headquar-
ters ] 4 25 23 41 8 21 25 8 9 1 [}
-3+ 6 H 40 37 33 34 12 16 8 6 1 1
Atmy secre-
tariat 5 S a3 29 37 38 13 16 6 7 6 4
Navy secre-
tariat H 4 29 26 25 27 17 18 22 25 2 ']
Alr Force
secretariat 4 2 27 27 34 30 20 24 16 16 0 0
Army Staff 4 S 17 16 51 49 21 26 5 5 1 0
Navy Stafr 5 5 37 33 33 35 18 22 6 4 1 1
Marine Corps
staff - 4 - 13 - 26 - 40 - 16 - 1
Air Staff 3 3 23 18 38 36 26 29 10 13 0 [}
34
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Table 7

Civilian Grade Structure for
DOD'S Top Managerent Headguarters and

“Fach Compchent Organization
Flecal Years 1971 and 13735

Percent of total professional strength in _grades
GS-16 and
above GS-15 GS-14 GS-13 GS-12 to 9
w7 7 1 7 15 i 18

— — — _— - — —— -_— —_—

DOD's top management

headquarters 9 9 19 21 21 22 26 25 24 24
osD 24 18 41 41 1?7 18 11 11 ? 12
Army secretariat 17 31 16 20 18 6 13 4 36 33
Navy secretariat 8 5 29 28 19 27 21 19 23 21
Air Force secre-

tariat 41 43 17 19 4 6 12 7 26 26
Army Staff 2 3 9 8 20 20 29 38 39 30
Navy Staff -5 S 25 28 21 24 17 18 32 26
Marine Corps Staff - 1 - 6 - 13 - 24 - 56
Afr Staff 3 3 .1 12 26 29 37 34 23 22

. |
Conclusions

The overall personnel strength of DOD's eight top man-
agement headquarters as a percentage of total DOD personnel
strength has never been greater than 0.8 percent and has re-
mained relatively constant. Howvever, the size of 0SD and Air
Force top management headquarters relative to the force they
managed in fiscal year 1975 has increased by 15 and 11 per-
cent, respectively, from fiscal year 1968.

All top management headquarters, except OSD and Navy and
Air Force secretariats, civilian strength has de-
creased at a greater rate than military strength. This is
particularly applicable to Army.

* There have not been any meaningful changes in the grade
structure of these organizations since 1971. The majority of
reductions have been in the higher officer (0-4 and above) and
civilian (GS~13 and above) grades.

Recommendations

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense establish
a long-term goal to achieve an accurate accounting of
managem2nt headquarters personnel and gradually implement
a full functional headquarters personnel accounting system.
Meanwhile, the components should purge designated management
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headguarters of line-type functions, where feasible, and, !
conversely, should transfer management headquarters functions f
(as defined in DOD Directive 5100.73) currently performed o ;
in nonmanagement units to designated management headquarters. ;
DOD should adopt a detailed functional analysis technique |
for streamlining headquarters. Further, we believe that

the specific approach developed by the Air Force (see

p. 23) is sound and should be used by DOD's top management

headquarters.
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CHAPTER 3

————— e e et e

STAFFING AND ORGANIZATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

@ ———————— T

In conjunction with the recent Department of Defense
headquarters review (see p. 20), each of the top management
headquarters conducted and submitted an independent study
of 10-, 20-, and 3C-percent reductions. Fach major compon-
ent in the Office of the Secretary of Defense made an in-
dependent reduction study. For example, each Assistant
Secretary of Defense (ASD) made an independent study of the
impact of a 10/20/30 percent reduction in his organization.
In 0OSD these separate studies were conducted along strict
organizational lines. The study reports indicate that, in
addition to possible reductions within specific organiza-
tions, gains in effectiveness or personnel reductions might
result from consolidating elements across present OSD organ-
izational lines or from consolidating elements of the mili-
tary departments and OSD.

OSD SUGGESTIONS FOR CCNSOLIDATION

Specific suggestions to reverse trends of the prolifera-

tion of major OSD offices were pointed out in the OSD 10/20/30

reduction studies. Included were suggestions for combining
offices, as follows:

--ASD (Intelligence) and Director, Telecommunications
and Command and Control Systems, or the Director,
Telecommunications and Command and Control Systems,
and the Defense Communications Agency.

--Director, Defense Research and Engineering; the
A4y anced Research Project Agency; and the Defense
Nuclear Agency.

--ASD (Health and Environment) and ASD (Manpower and
Reserve Affairs).

--ASD (Installations and Logistics)} and the Defense
Supply Agency.

--ASD (Public Affairs) and ASD (Legislative Affairs).

--The procurement functions of ASD (Installations and
Logistics) and the Director, Defense Research and
Engineering.

--Certain economic/projection aspects of ASD (Comp-
troller), ASD (International Security Affairs), and
ASD (Program Analysis and ELvaluation).
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--Certain analycsis functions of ASD (Manpower and
Reserv~ Affairs) and ASD (Program Analysis and Ev-
tion).

--Net Ascz2ssment Group, the Office of the Assistant to
the Secretary for SALT (Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks), and ASD (Program Analysis and Evaluation).

--The analysis function within ASD (Intelligence) and
ASD (Program Anaiysis and Evaluation}).

STREAMLINING GSD

In May 1973 the Deputy Secretary of Defense directed the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower and Reserve Affairs)
to develop a plan for streamlining 0SD. Activities and re-
ports that only marginally ccntribute toward improving the
defense posture were to be dropped, and redundant activities
within 0SD were to be minimized,

Taking the iead in OSD, the assistant secretary recently
reorganized his office to |

--concentrate on development analysis and supervision
of pelicy and aminimize involvement in details of ex-
ecution of service programs and

~-consolidate like functions, not only to achieve more
logical program groupings but also to minimize inter-
face problems, and relieve administrative burdens.

According to available data, this reorganization amounts to
a planned reduction of about 8 percent. The effort to
economize is commendable and should be expanded to other
assistant secretary offices. However, it ignores possibili-
ties to reduce unnecessarily redundant activities by con-
solidating like functions across organization lines.
 POTENTIAL REDUNDANT AC
D

We developed the charts on pages 40 through 43 from data
obtained in nur questionnaire (see app. V) to show potentially
redundant activities. They depict the fragmentation of activi-
ties within the eight top management headquarters and could
serve as the bhasis for planning organizational consolidations
and/o¢ eliminations. While redundant activity cannot be pin-
pointed without an extensive desk audit, fragmentation can
be used to assess the potential for unnecessary duplication,
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Fragmentation is the division of 2ctivities; while duclica-
tion, bv the american College Diceicnary da2finition, iz anv-
thing correszending in 311 resznscts ©o z2rething al:ze,
Althoush tals method looks &t frzcmentézTisn and gurtaicaticn
in a limize2d way, we assum2 that the ~ors fragment2d zn ¢
activity is, the greater the zrczability for duolicat:ion cof
effort. (For a comrlete discusszion of fragmenziation =i
potenziallyv redundant activities a2nd our metihad of icenti-
ficaticon, se2 anp. Ve-Fragmsntsticon and Tuslicazticn of
Activitiss, zo. 141 20 1i3.)

The charts depict the organizational placement of
functions and,or activities witnin the 2ignt DOL top manage-
ment headauarters. The colored blocks regresent the crivary
area activitias of organiza+tional elex ents (e.g., Corcenza-
tion Direc«crztes of Aszzistant Secratary of LCefens2 for Man-
pcwer and Reser’e Affairz) recortad for =sach headcuarzzrs,
The $0lié cclor blocks degict primary activities 1n thzt
headguarters \_.;., CSD), which are in the top 60 cercent
of the total activities reported. The striped blocks re-
nrasent the Tredominant activity for that particular croan-
izational ccrzonent (e,g., ASD (Intelligence)). These ac-
tivities did not ranx within tnhe top 6C zercent for th2 head-

guarters as a whole. The values in parentheses cdenote the
number ol organizational elements repor-ing. (See azp. V,
p. 136 for a detailed discussion of primary activities.)

ne of the first impressicns conveyad by the charcs is
a great ceal of fragmentation ané hence ctossibls redundeancy
within the headcuarters portravyed. However, redundancy dces
not necessarily fcllow. When you take the numzer of organiza-

tional elements engaged in the activity (in parenthesis) and
the nature of the activity, a clesarer understanding of
potential redundancy emerges. Some activities by their very
nature cross orcanizational as well as functional lires.

For example, the fiscal and budgetary activity is a logical
extension and primary activity of the comptroller function.
It is also a logical subactivity of manoower, research and
development; installations and logistics; etc.
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Addendum and Errata Sheet

At the bottom of the organizational charts on the
following four pages add page numbers 40,41,42 and 43
in sequence. 4

Add at the bottom right hand corner of pages 40 through
43 "Source: DOD Headgquarters Activity Survey, June 1975".

Under the Subject Area Color Code column on pages 40
through 43 the listing which reads "Congressional Liason”
should read "Congressional Liaison".

On page 41 the Organizational block "Chief of Legislative
Liason" should read "Chief of Legislative Liaison".

‘ ,
On page 41 the organizational block "Chief, Army Reserves"”
should read, "Chief, Army Reserve",

On page 41 the organizational block "Administration Assist-

ant” should read "Administrative Assistant".

On page 41 the organizational elements reported (in paren-
thesis) in the organizational block "Chief of Information"
should read "(4)" not "(2)".

On page 42 the organizational elements reported (in paren-
thesis) in the organizational block "Judge Advocate General"
should read "{(7)" not "(9)".

E: If this report contains black. and white organizational

charts on pages 40 through 43; disregard tke above, except
for changes 1 and 4, and adhere to the following:
Page
39 Line 13 Delete colored.
39 Line 17 Substitute letter for solid color.
39 Line 19 Substitute number for striped.
144 Line 40 Delete colored.
145 Line 1 Substitute letter for solid color.
145 Line 4 Substitute number for striped.
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CONCLUSIONS

Although we did not identify specific opportunities 4
to combine elements within the top management headaquarters
of the military departments, the charts on pages 40 through
43 indicate that opportunities may exist.

The recent effort to ~conomize in the Cffice of the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower and Reserve
Affairs) is commendable and should be expanded to other
assistant secretary level offices. However, it fails to
take into account possibilities for reducing unnecessarilyv
redundant activities by consolidating like functions across
assistant secretary level organization lines.

!
DECISIONMAKING IN THE CURRENT
§E§é§i§éifGﬁﬁEZEEEEiEEEE'"’

In its report to the President and Secretary of Defense,
the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel proposed sweeping reforms.
Manv of the recommendations were similar to proposals con-
tained in past studies. The Rockefeller Committee of 1953
is guoted freaquently, and there are similarities to the
Symingrton reporct of 1960-61, the result of a study ascigned
to Senator Stuart Symington by Presidential candidate, Senator
John F. Xennedy. The Symington report, released December 5,
1960, evaluated the organization of the Armed Forces and
recoanmended sweeving changes. These recommendations included
celiminating the Army, Navy, and Air Force departments and
consolidating them, as separate organic units, within a single
Defense Department. When this recormendation was not imple-
mented, the planning-programming-budaeting system (PPBS) was
introduced as a substitute 1in 1961.

The introduction of PPBS is sometimes referred to as
the defense management revolution of 1961. The strenqgthening
of defense management through PPBS is associated with the
centralization of authority under the Secretary of Defense.
PPES has a distinct centrel .zing bias; it is the Secretary
of Defeonse's instrument fo. controlling the vast military
establishment. It elevated to the Secretary of Defense
level, decisions and actions that had been the province of
the cervice secretaries.

Proponents of a highly centralized defense structure
contend that (1) such a structure is dictated by scientific
and technological advances that are revolutlionizing strategy
and tre nature of defense problems, and (2) centralization
is n.cossary for the military to adart to the national pur-
rosc xnd strategy. Only through centralization, they arque,
can ¢!l factors bearing cn the use of military force be
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properly weighed to enable the United States to react to
security threats with strength, rapidity, and restraint.
T§ey believe that centralization offers the only hope of
resolving interservice rivalries, minimizing duplication,
and keeping defense costs within manageable limits,

Opponents of centralization recognize that civilian con-
trol ot the Armed Forces is a basic principle of the American
system of Government, but object to what they consider to be
undue involvement of civilian staff in details of program
execution and especially to OSD's reliance on mathematical
calculations and academic thzories at the expense of exper-~
ienced military judgment. According to them, the multiple
layers of control cause endless delays, and the shifting of
many functions from the services to 0OSD is eroding the
creativity, morale, and judgment of lower level managers.

The Secretary of Defense, during the introduction of
PPBS, insisted that "centralized direction and decentralized
operation" prevailed--that top level management concentrated
on soluticns to policy problems and on guidance to lower level
managers on implementing approved policies and programs. De-
partmental comporents were expected to exercise their full .
responsibility for efficiently executing their assigned tasks.
In 1965 he reported that, rather than more and more power
being concentrated at the top of the Defense pyramid, power
was being decentralized as other activities were established.

For example, the Defense Communications Agency, the
Defense Supply Agency, the Defense Contract Audit Agency, and
the Defense Intelligence Agency were established on the con-
cept of efficient and effective management of multiservice,
department-wid2 functions. Accordingly, management of these
agencies is separate from the military departments and
directly under OSD and/or 0JCS.

The Secretary reported that he expected no major new
developments in DOD's internal administration, only refine-
ments and improvements. Further consolidating common func-
tions was still possible, but there seemed to be no pressure
for and little interest in merging the services into a single
unit. Alonj with the traditions, esprit de corps, and pride
of the services, the Secretary of Defense and his deputy
believed separate military departments to be essential to
efficient resource management. In 1966 the Deputy Secretary
of Defense, addressing the subject of centralizing all de-
fense authority in a single staff said:




“1 believe very deeply in the importance of,
and the need for, Military Departments. We
can't run the Defense Department without

them . . . With from $12 to $20 billion a
year in resources to manage, it seems to me
essential to have a Service Secretary and a
Chief of Staff who can administer such a vast
program. Also, I believe that separate Mili-
tary Departments are very important in terms
of morale and esprit, which are largely the
result of the long tradition of each of the
Services. I think it would be very wrong to
do away with them. |[We can have] unity of
effort . . . without unification of the Mili-
tary Departments.”

DOD is a dynamic organization. (The dynamic nature of
DOD is discussed in app. V--Organizational Change, p. 150)
Changes in missions and methods, in teciinology and emphasis;
development of special requirements; and discovery of better
ways of dividing the work all routinely bring about changes
in structure and function. (Internal and external organiza-
tional influence on defense policy is discussed in app. V,
pp. 154 and 155.;

Influences that change organizational forms are both
external and internal. External influences over defense
organizational decisions come from the Congress, the White
House, the public, and the press. Congressional influence
is evidenced, in part, by the statutory existence of JCS,
the Director of Defense Research and Engineering, and the
Assistant Secretaries of the military departments for Man-
power and Reserve Affairs. The direction and intensity of
defense program emphasis are also influenced by legislation
not directed solely at DOD, such as the Freedom of Informa-
tion and the Privacy Acts. As a result of these rel-tively
new-laws, organizations have been restructured, staffs have
been expanded, and functions have been redistributed. Wwhite
House influence on defense organization is evidenced by a
November 5, 1971, Presidential memorandum which directed con-
solidation of DOD mapping, chartirg, and geodetic activities
and brought about the establishment of the Defense Mapping
Agency. (See app. 1II for a brief illustration of the
influence of defense reorganization legislatiun since 1947.)

The many internal influences affecting defense organiza-
tional structure include the per:onal philosophy and man-
agement style of the Secretary of Defense.
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When Robert S. McNamara became Secretary of Defense in
1961, he stated that:

“"Either of two broad philosophies of Management ¢

could be followed by a Secretary of L_fense * * *

a passive role or an active role, one of gquestion-
ing, suggesting alternatives, proposing objectives,
and stimulating progress.”

He chose the latter course, one of centralized direction and
decentralized operation. The service secretaries as opera-
tioanal managers were expected to exercise their full respon-~
sibilities for the efficient execution of their assigned
tasks. PPBS, introduced during Mr. McNamara's tenure,
ptomot?d this management philosophy.

When Melvin R. Laird was appointed Secretary of Defense
on Janbary 22, 1969, many believed that DOD organization
would be scrutinized and that defense management would be
extensively revised. Under Mr. Laird's tenure, the Blue
Ribbon Defense Panel report was published. 1In testimony
before the House Defense Appropriations Subcommittee about
8-1/2 months after the panel report was issued, the Deputy
Secretary of Defense said that of the 113 panel recommenda- .
tions, 11 had been rejected outright by COD, 48 had been fully-
impler. .ted, and the other 54 fell somewhere in between. The
major recommendations, those directly concerring organization,
were not fully implemented. These recommendations, intended
to decentralize the decisionmaking process between three
Deputy Secretaries of Defense, would have fostered increased
centralization of operational management of the military
departments in OSD. Mr. Laird stressed his resolve to reduce
centralization of the decisionmaking process through par-
ticipative management. 1In October 1972 the Congress authorized
a second Deputy Secretary of Defense. This authority was ex-
ercised during our review with the appointment of a second
Deputy Secretary of Defense.

The Secretary of Defense in office during our review,
James R. Schlesinger, seems to have brought still another
management style to DOD and promoted centralized operations.

The military depart=ment secretariats are structured to
support the Secretaries as the operational managers of their
departments. We foun:i, however, a trend of increasing 0SD
involvement in day-to-day managerent of the military depart-
ments. This was particularly noticeable in the areas of in-
stallations and logic*ics, manpower, personnel, and research
and development., In i.ese areas, we were able to identify
specific attempts by OSD staff to become involved in the

47




S.wuils of service programs (e.g., the service bonus programs,
see p. 85). (Additional data on the centralization of
authority and the involvement of OSD, secretariats, and
staffs in certain management actions are shown in app. V,

pp. 150 to 168.)

At the time of our review, the Secretary of Defense had
13 staff assistants with specific functicnal resoonsibilities
and a staff of over 2,000 to supoort him in DOB-wide mranage-
ment. This complicated arrangement of organizations (with
directors, assistant secretaries, deputies to the assistants,
etc.) constitutes a proliferation and extension of tha auth-
ority of the Secretary of Defense. This broad exercise of
authority atfects the organizational structure of the mili-
tary departments; its influence and derands spread downwvard
and outward to the smallest commands. AS reguests in tae
name of the Secretary of Defense are made to the military
departments, each organizes and staffs itself to resoond
to the level nf detail imposed, responding almost alweys
by creating new offices mirroring the crganizational struc-
ture of the requesting authority. Furthegmore, to the
extent that these authorities circumrvent the service secre-
tariats and the formal system for controlling recuests (see
p. 79) or become involved in excessive details ot the serv-
ices' procrams (micromanagement), the lesz effective becoines
the organization of DCD. Therefore, as rore manaaement is
centralized in OSD, the less need there 1s for service secre-
taciats. For example, if the Cffice of tnc Assistant Secretary
of Ceferse for Manpower and Reserve Affairs sets involved 1n
micromanagement of the service manvower anrd tersonnel vrograms,
then the need for the offices of the Assictant Secretary of
Army, Navy, and Ailr Force for MsRA necoxes dubinas., In fact,
these offices then are relegated to the role cf a fiaurehead,
acting only as conduits between OSD and the miiitary staffs.

With regard to 0OSC's involvement in ‘microranagament,

tne Deputy Secratary of Defense has stated: 1) OGSD chould
devote its time to tormulating and eval.atina policy and to
supervising policy execution, and (2) the =17 2nd corplexity

of OSD sugaests that greater emphasis is alven to the form
and process of management than to the sulistance ot the policy
issues that OSD should be treatina. (sk'e anvelverent in
other than the above-mentioned areas 1g chown in apop., V In-
volvement in Management Actions., pp. 157 to 162, Oriains and
Influences of External Management Actionz, pp. 163 to 165.)

, In addition, the DRenuty Secretary of Dcfense adviced
us that the military departmentc are oraanized tn suprcort
the cervice Secretaries as operaticnal ranaejers of their
departrents; however, the appropriateners of this arranae-
rent varies accordina to the perconal b ilerorbey and
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managemen* style of the Secretary. 1If the Secretary's
personal philosophy and management style is one that promotes
centralized management, the utility of the current organiza-
tion arrangement of the military departments decreases. &his
view was generally shared by high level officials within the
department. This situation is inherent as long as the Sec-
retary has the flexibility to bring a fresh management style
to the Department, The adoption of the following principles,
according to the Deputy Secretary, would lessen any negative
results that a change in personal philosophy and management
style of a new Secretary might have on the existing organiza-
tional structure of the military departments, (1) the tenure
of the assistant secretaries of boti: OSD and the military
departments and the service chiefs and their deputies should
be stabilized; (2) managerial capabilities suould be the
dominant consideration in selecting candidates for key DOD
positions, and (3) principal officials (e.g., service sec-
retaries and chiefs of staff) should be charged with a

degfee of accountability equal to their assigned responsi-
bilities.

He agreed that continuity within the service secretariats
would be enhanced by creating a position of deputy assistant
secretary 1n each organizational element under an assistant
service secretary, as presently in the Department of the
Army. This arrangement provides the continiuty essential
to accomplishing organizational goals.

0SD and its related offices cannot be blamed for all
the micromanagement, projects, and information requirements
to which the military departments must be responsive,
Every executise, legislative, and judicial department and
agency exerts some sort of demand on DOD, and almost all
require some form of detailed periodic reporting or account-
ing within their purview. (See ch. 6 for a detailed discus-
sion of some of these demands and app. V--Generation of
workload, p. 169, for additional information on the
origins of DOD worklcad.)

Conclusions

Although the military departments are separately
organized and the secretaries manage thesir departments'
tesources, the persconal philosoohy and management style of
the Sacretary of Defense can cause them to be relegated to
3 lusser role. A personal philosophy and management style
tihat ennances OSD managerial involvement in excessive
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ctails of the services' programs (micromanagement) reduces
the_need for the service Secretaries. Conversely, a personal
phi!osophy and management style that limits OSD involvement
in service programs to formulating and evaluating policy
execution (macromanagement) results in maximizing the role
and utility of the service secretariats.

Major DCD organizational elements have been repeatedly
reorganized for various reasons, ranging from major efforts
to improve efficiency, to reactions to external realities,
and to internal bureaucratic maneuvering; yet, many of
the basic organizational faults and problems touched by
previous studies remain. Notwithstanding the organizational
problems within 0SD, the basic problem with DOD appears to
be a fundamental systematic flaw rather than a structured
weakness (i.e., failure in the decisionmaking process
rather than a failure to hit on the right set of organiza-
tional relationships). It follows that this problem is
not solvable simply by continuing to switch responsibilities
within 0SD.

Consider the scope of the Secretary of Defense's job.
An organization with the responsibility for managing btillion-
dollar progrars requires strong central policy direction and
executive control. No one man can do it all, and no single
staff can do it for him. The Secretary should make decisions,
formulate policy, and maintain indepenienr: evaluation of
policy extension and effective managerent., However, except
for those programs which require cross service manageTent,
the Secretary and his staff ought not be required to ex-
ecute or manaage the details of service programs. The ques-
tion then becomes: How should the Secretary of Defonse
delegate his authority? Ideally, he ought to delegate all
but the most i1mportant and far-reaching decisions and re-
serve to himself only those that cannot be made at a lower
lesel. ©Doing <o would free him and his staff to concentrate
on the form and substance of broad policy issues. It could
a1so 1ncrease the risk that his specific desires would not
be brought directly to hear. however, setting clear deci-
sion thresholds would preclude loss of control by 0OSD.

All kev decislions involving major program changes
chould continue to be subject to close and continuous
scrutiny. filowever, when the Secretary of Defense, his
deputy, and’or his assistants attempt to participate in
day-to-day decicions, they tend to become boaged down 1n
detalls, praamatism, and short-term problem solving., The
increaszing involvement in service procram ecxecution at the
6sh level redices the autonory of the setvice secreotaries
and thrreby reduces thelr abiiity to make deciiions on issues
whicn «ro more relevant to them or on which they often have
more cxpertise,




DOD is a giant which can be managed only by delegating
authority, setting firm jurisdictional boundaries, clarify-
ing charnels of communication, and relying on unbiased
professional expertise. Since the military departments are
separately organized and the service secretaries are
resource managers, it is logical that they be given the
authority to manage. They are in effect, presidents of
operating companies. They serve many useful functions,
particularly resource management, personnel administration,
budget justification, and establishment of unique service
policies. (Further discussion on the intercrelationship
of service secretariats' workload is contained in app. V--
Generation of Worklocad p.169.) Perhaps their most important
role is that of buffers and interpreters between the military
staffs and OSD-~they act as a check and balance when those
parties have jurisdictional disputes. Their presence prevents
an adversary relationship from developing between 0SD and
the military staffs, wherein dialogue breaks down and either
party makes judgments or takes significant independent action.

Additionally, it is logical for the service secretaries
to have assistants with formal functional assignments, such
as the Assistant Secretaries of Manpower and Reserve Affairs.
This arrangement clarifies communications channels and en-
hances operating relationships. Existing legislation gives
the service secretaries the necessary authority to manage
their departments. Although responsibility for key agency
decisions rests with the Secretary of Defense, the service
secretaries should be allowed to fully exercise this authority
and should be held strictly accountable for efficient manage-
ment of their departments' resources.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense (1) establish
thresholds which clarify OSD - decision points in service
program review and evaluation, (2) strongly endorse the roie
of‘the service secretaries as the managers of their depart-
ments, (3) except for those programs which require cross-
service management, limit participation of the various ele-
ments within OSD to formulation and evaluation of DOD policy
and supervision of efficient policy extension, and (4)
strongly endorse the effort to streamline OSD elements.

The development of a plan to streamline OSD activities
and the responsibility for monitoring execution of the plan
should be assigned to an ad hoc group with members represent-
ing all the various DOD components, including OSD and the
military departments. The director of this group should
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nave direct access to the Secretary of Defense and should
be independent of the cffice of any Assistant Secretary of
Defense or equivalent. é

Regardless of whether the military departments are
separately organized with the service secretaries as opera-
tional managers, unless legislation clearly limits the Sec-
retary of Defense to one management approach in dealing
with various DOD components, the degree of compatibility
between the organizational structure of the military depart-
ments and the Secretary of Defense's managerial approach
(which dictates the utility of the organizationai structure
of DOD components) is uncertain. We believe the "cure” of
restrictive legislation may be worse thar the "diseacse."

If iso, then the following recommendations, to the Secretary
of, Defense, which endorse the views of the Deputy Secretary
of| Defense, may lessen any negative results that a fresh
personal philosophy and management style of a new Secretary
of Defense may have on the organizational structure of the
military departments' top management headqguarters.

--The tenure of the assistant secretaries of both 0SD
and the military departments and the service chiefs
and their deputies should be stablized.

--Managerial capabilities should be the predominant
consideration in selecting candidates.

--Principal officisls (e.q., service secretaries and
chiefs of staff) should be charged with a degree
of accountability equal to their assigned responsi~
bility.

In addition, continuity within the service secretariats
would be enhanced by creating a position of deputy assistant
secrectary in each organizational element under an assistant
service secretary, as is presently the case in the Degcartment
of the Army. This arrangement provides the continuity
essential to accomplish organizational goals.

Recent efforts to streamline DOD top management head-
quarters were limited to reductions within specific organiza-
tions (e.qg., within offices ¢f assistant secretaries). 1In
addition to possible personnel reductions within these orga-
nizations, qgains in effectiveness might result from consolida-
tion across organizational lines. Some of the numerous pos-
sibilities are shown in the charts on pages 40 through 43.

In addition, specific suggestions for consolidation concern-
ing OSb eleaents, identified by DID studies, are outlined on
page 37.




The Secretary of Defense should continue to stream-
ling OSD and we recommend that he pay particular attention
to these suggestions. As indicators of potentially duplica-
tive effort, they serve as the precursors to consolidation
and/or elimination studies.

These recommendations may not correct all the problems
of DOD, but it would appear to have a better chance of doing
80 than would just another effort to change the organizational
structure.
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CHAPTER_4

BLUE_RIBBON DEFENSE PANEL PROPOSALS

TO REORGANIZE THE_MILITARY DEPARTMENTS

The Blue Ribbon Defense Panel proposals were designed
to improve defense management and organization. The major
proposals would alter the size of, and the relationship
between, OSD and the military departments top management
headauarters. Based on fiscal year 1970 strength data, the
proposals would reduce these headquarters by about €5 per-
cent. Defense Management would become more centralized
through increased 0OSD involvement in certain functicns
previously assigned to the military departments.

The recommendations that promote this increased cen-
tralization are .designed to solve the problem, as perceived
by the panel, of duplication between (1) the military de-
partment secretariats and the service military staffs and
(2) the secretariats and 0SD. This chapter focuses on cer-
tain organizational aspects of the panel's proposals, par-
ticularly recommendation I-7, which would limit the number
of assistant service secretaries to three, reduce their in-
fluence in specific functional areas, and integrate the
service secretariats and military staffs. During the study,
the panel was exposed to a broad spectrum of experience-
based opinion that deficiencies within DOD could not be
remedied without either integrating or drastically restruc-
turing the wmilitary departments. According to the report,
this opinion was based, in part, on the recognition that
the changes made in defense organization after 1947 (the
date of the National Security Act), whether by reorganiza-
tion plan or by statutory amendment, were all primarily
designed to remedy the same types of- ptoblems as those un-
covered by the panel. '

~

In July 1970 the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel, composed
of 16 nonmilitary members, completed its year-long study
of the Defense Establishment and released a comprehensive
report. The report made 113 recommendations covering the
following areas:

--Defense organizations--recommendations I-1 through
1-15
; .

,~-Management of materiol resoucrces--recommendation II-1
throuah I17-36.




--Management and procedures--recommendations III-1
through III1-21,

--Management of personnel resourcés—-recommendatioﬁ%

IV-1 through IV-13,

--Other management considerations-- ~commendaticns
V-1 through V-19.

--Conflicts of interests--recommendations VI-1 through
VI-9.

The report's recommendations range from highly contro-
versial proposals to fairly innocuous ones. The dimensions
of the panel's review and the apparent support that the
President and the Secretary of Defense gave to it indicate
that it belongs in the series of important high-level
studies of the Defense Establishment made after World War
IT.| These studies include broad-scale studies of DOD
by the two Hoover Commissions (1949 and 1955) and the
Rockefeller Brothers Panel (1956-58).

A central theme of the panel's report is that organiza-
tional defects seriously impede DOD management. The panel's
findings included both old and new criticisms. It alleges
that civilian control of the Defense Establishment is im-
paired by excessive and improper centralization of decision-
making with the Secretary of Defense,

The report contends that there are too many layers of
military and civilian staffs and that 2ll are too large.
The result is an excessive amount of raper shuffling and
coordination, which contributes to delays and high costs.

To improve these and other conditions, the panel made
15 recommendations on Defense organization. Some proposals
revived previously rejected ideas. The panel contended that
(1) DOD should be reorganized along functional lines as a
prerequisite to clarifying the responsibilities of all mili-
tary managers and officials and (2) responsibility should be
supported by requisite authority.

Especially forthright are the panel's recommendations
for structural changes in DOD's top strata. The proposed
changes touch on sersitive and controversial issues, includ-
ing the roles of JC3 and the services. The panel would re-
group nearly all Delense activities along functional lines
into more manageable segments. According to the panel, too
many matters come to che Secretary of Defense and his Deputy
for decision. It would replace the Deputy Secretary of De-
fense with three Deputy Secretaries of Defense; one to head
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the management of resouces, including weapons, manpower, pro-
curement, and research and cnjineering; another to evaluate
w!hpon systemns and fina.ce; and a third to supervise military
operations. Defense ayencies woutd be included in this re-
structuring.

The most cortrcversias proposal cal.- .or relieving JCS
of its delegated responsibilities for mililary operation so
that it can concentrate on militarcy plarnrirg and advice. The
military operations functiens now carrjed ...t by JCS and
the military services would be assigned to a senior military
officer and a new operations ctaff, This officer would report
to the Secretary of Defense thrcugh the proposed Deputy Se-
cretary of Defense for Operations. Tre :eport is vague about
how this top-ranking officer would be selected but suggesis
that th= President could select the Chairman of the JCS for
this posc. ’

The proposal 'tn restrict JCS to planning and advisory
functions is not new. Yet, this is the most controversial
recommendation in the report, since it could reduce the in-
flu-nce of JCS.

The new Cffice of the Deouty S~cretary of Defense for
Operations would inclucde Assistant Secretaries for (1) Opera-
tional Recuirements, (2) Intelligence, (3) Telecommunica-
tions (and automatic Jdata precescsing), and (4) International
Secur 'ty Affairs. 1This orqganization would also include the
Def:nse Comrunicationc Aacncy and possibly a new civil de-
fense agency.

The extensive responsibilities of the proposed Deputy
Secretary of Defensec- for the llanagement of Resources would
include th> milita:y depa-tments, which should continue under
the immedinte cupervision of tneir secretaries. Five func-
tions would fal) to this Depury Secretary, each of them un-
der aa Assistant S~cretary., (1) researchk and advanced tech-
nolcg;, (2] engincecling development, () installations and
procurement, (4) manvowe: 1Ind reserve affairs, and (5S) health
and envircnrertal alfusirs. The position of Director of De-
fense Researcr, an.. Eraineering would be abolished and its
fuactions reallocated betwean the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense fcr Pesearch ond Acvanced Technology and the Assistant
Secretery f-~r Engineering Development.

A provcsed third maror group, to be headed by a Deputy
Secretary of Defense for Evaluation, would include (1) comp-
trcller, (2) crogram and force analysis, and {3) test and
evaluatinn, and sach under an assistant secretary. Also
cssagned to ths stiruciture would be the Defense Contract




Audit Agency and a new activity, the Defense Test Agency.
This new agency would nonitor all defense testing and eval-
uation, designing tests and review of test designs, and
related functions, with emphasis on operational testing.

Functionally dividing DOD into the three major groups
was aimed at decentralizing responsibility to relieve the
Secretary of the pressure of decisionmaking by transferring
to three major civilian deputies the burden of decision
within their areas. At the time of the panel's study, 27
major offices reported directly to the Secretary and the
Deputy Secretary of Defense, including the three military
departments (currently about 23 major offices report di-
rectly to the Secretary and Deputy Secretary). A tri-deputy
system might help reduce the number of individuals reporting
directly to the Secretary.

The DOD Reorganization Act of 1958 specifies that the
military departments are to be separately organized with
the service secretaries as operational managers. The tri-
deputy proposal, however, reduces the service secretaries'
roles to that of supervisors. Under the Deputy Secretary
of Defense for the Management of Resources, the service
secretaries would Le on the same level as the five assistant
secretaries. who would have specific functional responsi-
bilities. A“- the time of the panel study, each service se-
cretary had four Assistant Secretaries with functional re-
sponsibilities to support him in his role as operational
manager. The panel proposed that the service assistant
secretaries be stripped of functional responsbilities,
except in the Firancial Management area. The Assistant
Secretaries of Dcfcnse would assume managerial responsi-
bilities in the functional areas previously assigned to
the service assistant secretaries.

Concerning the organizational placement of the service
secretaries, the panel chairman, in a National War College
briefing, claimed that the purpose was to upgrade the se-
cretaries by decentralizing some of the tespons1b111t1es
of the Secretary of Defense.

RECOMMENDATION I-7

This recommendation, which deals with restructuring
the military departments, is composed of seven separate
but related subrecommendations. The recommendation is
shown be}ow.

"The number of Assistant Secretaries in each of the

Military Departments should be set at three, and except
for the Assistant Secretaries (Financial Management),
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they should serve as senior members of a personal

staff to the Secretaries of the Military Departments ‘
without the existing limitations of purview imposed

vy formal functional assignments. The Assistant
Secretary (Financial Management) should become the
Comptroller of the Military Department, with a mili-
tary deputy, as in the current organization in the
Department of the MNavy.

The Secretariats and Service Military Staffs should
be integrated to the extent necessary to eliminate
duplication; the functions related to military opera-
tions and intelligence should be eliminated; line
type functions, e.g., personnel operations, should
be transferred to command organizaticns; and the re-
aining elements should be reduced by at least thirty
gercent. (A study of the present staffs indicates
that the Secietariats and Service staffs combined
should total n~ more than 2,000 people for each De-
partment)."”

The following sections address the rationale for the
seven subrecommendations.

1. The number of assistant secretaries in each military de-
partment should te set at three.

At the time of the panel study, each military department
had four assistant secretaries and a general counsel. We
could not determine why the panel proposed to fix the number
of assistant secretaries at exactly three. However, the
reduction in the number of assistant secretaries seems to
be generally based on the view that the number of personnel
supervised by the assictant secretaries and general counsels
is too low. According to the panel report, these five sen-
ior otficials were responsible for supervising the work of
i71 of approximately 1,000 personnel in the Army secretariat,
124 of about 1,900 in the Navy, and 169 of about 525 in the
Air Force.

Since the panel report was issued, the number of Assis-
tant Secretaries of the Army has increased to five. The
Navy and Air Force each still have four.

2. Excepr for the Assistant Secretaries for Financial Manaae-
ment, the asciijtant secretarles should serve as senlor mem-
bers of 3 versonal staft to the secretaries of the mllitary
drepartrent s wlthout the exlistinag limitations of purview im-
posaed bw formal functlonal assilignments.




The rationale here is similar to that for reducing the
number of assis%tant secretaries—--the panel believed that
the Qatio of personnel supervised by the assistant secre-
taries and general counsels to the total personnel in the
cecretariats was too low. Therefore, the panel proposed
that, except for the financial management function, more
effective use could be made of the assistant secretaries
who are not functionally designated.

The rationale for excluding the financial management
function from this proposal, although vague, seems to be
based on (1) the panel's belief that functional designa-
tion of the Assistant Secretary for Financial Management
was by statute, not by internal organizational decision,
and (2) its belief that, to remove duplicative assignments
of furction, the Office of the Comptroller of the Army/Air
Force should be combined with the Office of the Assistant
Secretary of the Army/Air Force for Financial Management.
This combined office would be headed by an Assistant Sec-
retary for Financial Management,/Comptroller. At the time
of the panel study, only the Assistant Secretaries for
Manpower and Reserve Affairs were required by statute.

The proposal to eliminate formal functional assign-
ments has not been implemented. Presently each military
department has Assistant Secretaries for Research and De-
velopment, Manpower and Reserve Affairs, Installation and
Logistics, and Financial Management. In addition, the Army
has an Assistant Secretary for Civil Works.

Senior officials in OSD and the service secretariats
said they failed to see the merits of the proposal, parti-
cularly in the current organizational structure. They claim
that effective use of assistant service secretaries requires
a clear delineation of the functional responsibilities of
each. They believe the current arrangement works well, pro-
vides effective management, clarifies communications channels,
and facilitates operating relationships among DOD components.

3. The Assis'ant Secretary (Financial Management) shc be-
come the Cc..otroller of tne military department, £ iTi-
tary deoutv, as 1n _the current organization in *: Jepa. . went

——— it e e

The panel alleged that in all military departments sub-
stantial duplication existed between the secretariat and the
military staffs. The report and a panel staff report indi-
cate that the duplication referred to is the duplication of
functional assignments and their related tasks/activities
(referred to as "subjects" in the report).
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To illustrate the duplication of functional assignments,
the panel chose the Financial Management/Comptroller func-
tion to compare tasks/activities of the secretariats and
military staffs. The panel chose this function because the
Navy Department had consolidated its tasks/activities in »nne
office, presenting the opportunity for contrast between de-
partments. Acting under specific statutory provisions, which
give the service secretaries the right to assign duties to
subordinates, the Army and Air Force each have an Office of
the Assistant Secretary (Financial Management), which reports
to the Secretary/Under Secretary. They also have a comptrol-
ler in the military staff reporting to the Chief of Staff.
The Navy has, however, combined the functions of Financial
Management/Comptroller in the Office of Secretary of the Navy.

The comparison of tasks/activities addressed by Financial
Managers/Comptrollers is shown in table 8. According to the
panel report, this illustration demonstrates the feasibility
of avoiding duplicative functional assignments by combining
the Office of the Assistant Secretary (Financial Management)
and the Office of the Comptroller of the military departments.
It also demonstrates similar potential in the functional areas
of the other Assistant Secretaries, where little consolidation
has been accomplished.

The proposal's focusing on this particular function and
office was opportune, since the Navy Financial Management/
Comptroller organizaticnal arrangement could serve as a model
for the other departments to follow. It a!so increases the
potential for further integration between the secretariats
and military staffs, which is proposed in the next subrecom-
mendation.

The Financial Management/Comptroller organizational
structure of the three military departments is basically un-
changed since the parel's study. That structure is shown
in figure 10.




Table 8

Comparison of Tas«s/Activities [(Subjects)
ar

Addressed by Flnancial Maragers,/Comptrollers

.

| SUBJECTS ASSIGNED IN INTRA-DOD DIRECTIVES

NAYVY
T ARMY COMPT U AR FCRCE
AsQ) COMPT ASA(FM) ASN(IM) CCMPT ASAF(FM)
8/ b/ &/ d/
PRESCRIBED IN US CODE .
Budgeting x x x x x X
Accounting x x x x x x
Progress and statisticsl !
reporting X X X X X x
Adninistranve orgunization
- structure xe/ x x x x
Vanagerial proceuures, relating
to budgetng, accounting,
a progress and statistical report-
{ng and {nternal auditing x x x x x
Interral audit x x 3
ADDITIONAL SUBJECTS PRESCRIBED IN MILITARY DEPARTMENT AND OSD DIRECTIVES
Prices for interservice sales X
Auditing x x x x x
Fingace, iccluding Cisbursement
and collectisn of funds x x x x
Contract audit x .
Reports control i x
Cost analysis x x x X
Flscal x x x ) i
Management systerms and
{mprovement x x x
Floancing of contracts x x ~ x x
Data automstion (ADP) sve x part al x x
Mansgement {information &
control systems x x b3 X
Claims x x
Reports of survey . x x x
! Contracts for manageren: studies,’
services b3 x
International balance of payments X x x x ,
. GAO criticism x x x x
Collecting debts {rom defense
contractors (operational function) x x
Command of specified fleld activities
or a lower staff x x x x
a/ Department of Defense Directive 5118.3, January 1966.
* b/ Armoy Regulation 10-5, July 1963, para 2-5 and 2-27.
¢/ SECNAVINST 5420.7H, April 1368, para 5a, and Comptroiier Orgn Manual 5430, 1A (draf?).
4/ Alr Force Hq arcphlet 20-1, October 19487, pp. 9, 77-%4, and 308,
o/ Restricted to orginizations involving programming, budgetary and fiscal matters.

Source: Blue Ribbon Defense Panel report.
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Figure 13 shows that tn2 Army and Alr foarce nave 2
solid line relatiloncniz runnini £rom the Ascigtant Zecrewarw
(financial Managsmenz) td the CTIifice of the Cemzurcilar,
wniztn 1s under tae Cni2f »f SzafIi. In thils r=sgard, %*hes Jomt-
troliers of tne Arwy 2nd tne Alr Force are uné2t the dirac-
tion and sugervision of, and are Jirectly resvonsitlz ro, the
Assistant Secretary (Financial Management) of their rescective
services, with concurrent responsibllity to tneir Chiefs of
Staff. The lzw recuires tnat if tihe Tcemmrorollier is military,
the dep: Ly snall ce civilian, and ~vige verza., Thusz, nhsz2
two services have a military comptroller and a civilian de-
puty.

In the Department cf the Navy, thne Assistant Sacratary
for Financial Management is also the Ccmptroller. This dif-
ference is rrincipally due to the fac’ that the Navy is a
two-service organization, with a Chisf of Naval Cceratinns
and a Commandant of the Marine ;,r:s. It has never Ze=n ccn-
sidered appronriate to have the lavy's Comptroller at th

=3
Chief of Staff level, since the Navy must be objective in
dealing with its two services. The lavy Department has a
civilian comp=zroller and a military deruty.

At the time of our review, the aooroximate number of
military and civilian personnel assigned to Financial Manage-
ment/Comptroller functions in the military departments was
as follows:

Assistant
Secretary
for Financial
Department Management Comptroller Total
rmy 20 275 295
Navy 8 a’s542 550
Air Force 16 366 362

a/Includes about 325 Navy Accounting and Finance Center, Wash-
ington, billets.

Organizational differences between the Navy and the Army
and Air Force are not limited to the Comptroller function.
For example, civilian personnel management is orcanizationally
located in the militarv staffs in the Aarmy and Aair Force but
is centralized in :“he secretariat in the Navy. The two-
service nature of the Department of the lNavy also largaly ac-
courts for this difference.

4. The secretariats and service militarv staffs should be
integrited to_the extent necessary to eliwminate duplication.
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&3 pravi antloned, tie Zanay Zialrneld and azTtarched
to 1llustrate taat duslicaticn exists oetween th2 secratariac
staff3 214 S3C and Latwesn the zecr2tariat s5tafisz ani tne
military 3-alfs. 3ince ta=2 Zan=l rezort 3id net =2laccrate ¢n
the ci1a:~2d duodlication c2twesn e 320r=%3rlanz ancd 52, curs
discussicn 13 £as2d on the alleged cudlication tetwe oz
secretariat 3taffs and the militarv scafis, Tha er:can
Colleqge Tictionary defines "duglicata" as anythi ra-
sponding in 211 rassacts to gonething 2lze,

!
he pan2. 2Xaxtined a numcer of DUD Lunctional statements
that define the tasks/activities of the various secretariats
and the military staffs beneath them. It claimed that these
functional staterants contained annarent durlicatinng 2°¢ 2¢-
forts,

mi,
ad

The panel elaborated on a spvecific example of acparent

duzlicac 'on bv higaliaghting txhe amsiguity on rolss £hz2t axis
detween the secretariats and militarv -*af.s. Tre exzavzla was
the Iﬁstal;a ion and Logistics (TsL) function in the Arnv.

The panel alleged tnaat the Assistant Secretarv of the Arxy
(IsL) conducts the same tasks/activities for ths saTe oroanl
zation (the Arxy) that the Deputy Cni=2f of Staff for Lccoistics
(DCSLCG conducts &+ a lower ech=lon, the Arny Staff. Indar
Chief ¢f Stafif direction, the office c¢f tha CCSLCG, in the

area of logistics, "develops * * * broad, vet definitive,
objectives * * * and breoad »olicies for the guidance znd’/or
the suvcort of the Army and other designated forces.," Ce-

spite this broad mandate, the Assistant Sacretary of the Arxey

(IsL) 1s resgonsizi2 for specific functions waich colli=c-

tively embrace sug=2rvision of the business administration zand
ilizn managenment aspectes of the Army's rTiszsion.

Also, the Assistant Secretarv of the Army (IsL), 2long
with the other orincipal civilian asszistants to the Secretary,
helps guide militarvy staff solutions curing developrant ~r
in review. 4o h2lzs interpret the views and objectivzes of the
Secretary of Cefense and may provide zreliminary cenersl
guidance conce:nlng the responc2, plan, or recommendations
required to instre thet essential factors are consider=d
by the Army Starf. Tne panel concluded that (1) the CCSLCG
is charged ri1th developing broed objectives and policies
for the gaidance of the entire Army and (2) the Assistant
Secretary 0of “n Arty (IsL) wor<s in the sare ar2a and
has resgonsicilities for th2 same szecific functions.

Aaccording to the panel, the Secretary of the Navvy had
srecluded tni- svee of dupglication in the Comeotrsller zrea b
aaving only ¢ dTisrnllar 0offlice at the secretariat lavel.
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Tc farensr sugocort thelr zrogezal, s clxivzid
T2at In {4notIOonIl 3223 CUART TNAN LA0IE RIILne I To Laf
@S313tant CZeorsTarisd, functional onIlllIzting o g
race LETwesn Lne I2critar 32 2ng tne milistsry osooiiownLica
(acccraing tc canei) onstrates =wne faazsioilicy ol
suca manigaten onoTi:s. 20 2xamsle, tne nenlil inisriomz-
tion furncriecn is cieiv ¢ »lidateq In the secratiriszcs
in toz Navs o oan: o LToTne Arw o ztTsEsi; ozlzz, tone
lagizl - & CONElLliizia in o &l. Tilits
departn

DOD views this proposal as a means to reduce headcguar-
tars Mandower ant celisves wnat 1t o2 comiliew wita the in-
tent of the proposal. Altnougn no ceoncsrted eliiort nas ze2n
made to integrate the secrstariat st2fis 2nC the military
staffs, tne Zacrestars ot =€:nz: ha2s o239 a2 CTncarTaa oalisre
te comTly witn the tarost ol oto2 Sroccsial oy reducsing naazo-
guartecs manpgower througzaout DCZ,  This effcrt (z Tne CCD
heachar ers review, discusssd iIn chzptor 2,

5. Tae_functions relzted to rilitary coeraticni 20Z intzili-
gence shouid Ze zliminzt2g.

At che time of tre p: ulyv, easch servics military
staff was organizec t¢ in n element for milizarcy copera-
tions anc intelligence €u these 2lsmants =211l cer-
tain). The pansl provosal to eliminazz tha two f£angtisnz
from mili:a:y dsTartment ke IrTeri LI oaLIElti otlac o
other panel r=aco: ngéaTion TCL Nt LML ISETTEds navaly,
(1) COﬂaOllGatl g to: milic I3T1202 and 1ntelligencs
functions und=sr a newly creat cut 3=lr2tary 58 Leliznzs
for Uperations ana (2) alinin zzIraetariats and service
military staffz under a naw D Szcrztary of D=fanse for
Management oOf Resources, wiin n6 resgonisicilitiss for aili-
tary ogerations or incz=llijencsz.

While the liational Security Act constitutes the Secre-
tary of Defense as the link in the chain of command ot com-
batant forces petween the President and the unifiea and
specifiea commands, the only military staffs available fcr
operations staff work are in the joint staff--reporting to

JCS--and in the military departments, The 3Secretzry of Da-
fanse has dealt wita this situation oy delzcating resconzizi-
lity to JC3 to act as his staft for militarv ozerations. To
perform tnis responstoility, GJCS has an Creraticns Diractorate
(J-3). 1In acaition, =ach of the JCS5 nzs on his milltary staff
an element assianad to nilitary onerations. Tnese ar=s tne
staff cfficers wno sugport thelr c¢nizi ot service in als role

as a memper of JCS
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- and orocadures for collection; and the a551gnment of
' relative priorities to the requirements.

In testimony before a House Aroropriations Subcommittee
on the LCOD agprooriations for ficcal 1972, tha2 Decut: Secra-
tarys o7 Cefense orcoosed “nat the Conares: aztheorize an addi-
tional Assistant Secretary for Int2lliaence., JCongrassionzl
acthorization was neces:zary because ZCL airzady had the maxi-
mum numcer of Aszsistant 3ecrataries acthorized by law. Justi-
ficaticn wasz that intellizence activities, zeocaus2 of sensi-
t1vitv and jreat incortancs, must Se brcught under high-level
centralizad manaqgerant. OCCD believed that defans2 intelli-
jence zctivitiesz reculre tne full-tise attantion of a zenior
official witnin

--Pevelop and preduce all ZCD's intallicence astimates
and information and contributions tc trhe naticnal es-
timatas for the United Statzs Intelligence Z2oard. Thae

. military danargtments war2 <2 ratain o2 rssources to

i ' collect and orocass intelilizznce infzrzTacion under
DIA's supervisicn.
When DIA was establishad, the intellizencs element within

C5Cs, the Directorate of Intellisence {J-2;, was dizecztzo-
lished and its functions 2asszicn2d to DI, Tha establizhed
reporting lin= for DIA is tarough CCS to the Secrecary of De-
fernse.

Although DIA was establisghed © o

intelligence activities at the Wash eva
tary departrent had a larzser int=zll: tat

- bafor= DIA was created. Lccording o the osan2i, aeg
mental staff engagad in activities ci22rlv assigned to DI-.,
The military departments claiam that TIA does not lave the ca-
pability to provide the intelligercs they need. 1In this re-
gard, the panel pointed out the paradox that CIA ~annot de-
velor a capability teo f”rfarv itz assign2d furnctions, whils
the military departments, which rrcvide a lzrce cortion ¢f
DTYA personnel, maintain the regquired intelligence carability
crucial to decisions on wezagon systens research and oovaloo—
ment. According to the panel, LIA 15 charged with the re-

2 sponsivility but has not been organized to discharge it,
- t




In January 1972 the authorized position of Assistant Secre-
tary (Intelligence) was established pursuant to the authority
vested in the Secretary of Defense under the provisions of
title 10 of the United States Code.

Concurrent with its request for additional Assistant Sec-
retaries (one for telecommunications was also requested), LOD
asked the Congress to authorize a second Deputy Secretary of
Defense without specific areas of concentracion and responsi-
bility in legislation. The justification was to enhance c:-
villan supervisory management. The request was granted in
1972, but it was not until December 1975 that the arpointment
of a second Deputy Secretary was announced. It was reported
that the new Deputy Secretary would be largely concerned with
intelligence activities.

6. Line-type functions, e.g., personnel operations, should be
transferred to command organizations.

This proposal seems to be based on the panel's opinion
that, to be consistent with good management practice, line-
type activities should be assigned to commands divorced from
direct supervision by the service headquarters' staffs. The
panel pointed out that the services' military staffs had
about 700 line-type activities containing abcut 173,000
people. These activities, at the time of the panel study,
were called Class I1 Activities Lty the Army, Field Extensions
by the Air Force, and Commands and Bureaus by the wmavy (it
was not clear whether the latter included the Marine Corps)
and were distinguishable because they were commanded by a
member of the staff of the chief of the service.

Since the panel report does not precisely define what
constitutes a line~type function, we used functional defini-
tions in DOD Management Headgquarters Directive 5100.73. Ac-
cordingly, in developing this rationale, we concentrated on
functions involving the provisions of gpecific products or
technical/operating-type (line-type) services on'a
Department-wide basis (e.a., services performed by most cent-
ralized Accounting and Finance Centers and Military Personnel
Centers).

Since the panel's report was issued, the number of line-
type activities has apparently decreased by over 80 per.ent.
Army Class 1I Activities and Air Force Field Extensions were
disestablished, and the servicewide functions previously in
these activities were oraganized as Field Operating Agencies
(FOAs) in the Army and Separate Operating Agencies (SOAs) in
the Air Force,




Most FOAs (84 of 96) are similar to the old Class 11 Ac-
tivities in that they are directly supervised by a member
of the Army Staff. One of these, the Army Military Personnel
Center, was formed from the Army Staff's now-defunct Office
of Personnel Operations. SOAs, on the other hand, are dif-
ferent from the Air Force Field Extensions in that they re-
port directly to the Chief of Staff. There are currently 11
SOAs.,

Similar changes have not occurred in the Navy, i.e.,
Commands and Bureaus commanded by a member of OPNAV still
exist. They include the Bureau of Naval Personnel, Naval In-
telligence Command, Naval Education and Training Command, and
Naval Reserve Command. These activities have since been iden-
tified as management headquarters activities. According to a
Navy directive, this means that these activities spend at
least half their time performing a management headquarters
function. Once an activity is designated as a management
headquarters activity, all its personnel are considered as
headquarters personnel, even though it might perform a line-
type function.

Personnel operations

Army and Air Force personnel operations have been orga-
nized outside of their respective service military staffs and
are not identified as management headquarters organizations.
They are consolidated in FOAs in the Army and SOAs in the Air
Force. These agencies, primarily responsible for executing
policy, are line-type organizations that would be required
even in the absence of the staff agency to which they report.

The Army Military Personnel Center is an FOA with respon-
sibility for perso.nel operations. Army FOAs, of which there
are 96 with total personnel of about 25,000, are not major
Army commands or part of Army command. Of these agencies, 84
are directly supervised by specific elements of the Army
Staff; the other 12 are under major Army commands. The Mili-
tary Personnel Center, consisting of about 2,951 people and
headquartered in the Washington, D.C.,, area, is under the
Deputy Chizf of Staff for Personncl.

Air Force military personnel opnerations are cenducted
by the Air Force Military Personnel Center. The Personnel
Center, located in San Antonio, Texas, is 1 of 1l Air Force
SOAs, all of which have major command status (i.e., SOA com-
manders report directly to the Chief of Staff), The 11 SOAs
have about 31,000 peorle. The commender of the Air Force
Personriel Center also serves as the Assistant Deputy Chief
of Staff Persnonnel for Military Personnel.
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Department wavy military cerscnnael oo
concucCL=Ed oY waC nnel #ro3racs SuTIOorT ACti
1n =nhe 2Wra2au o Personne! (2UELAS) for nna v
gy tre aewly cra:z Marinz Cornps Fsrsonnsl and 3. o c-
tivity (MCPASA) Zcr tnae Marine Corys. 2ULPIFS iz n an elz-
ment of the Navy secratariat or CPNAY, but 13 a DCZ manaze-
Tent heauguarters. The Chi=2r of BUFEXS is 2also th2 Leczusy
Chizf of Laval o tions +23JNQ0 fcor danzpower, an lEFUAV zsozi-
ticn, GAltncuzn A 13 zn =izrent of 3UPIRS znc S 132
DOD management neaaquarters, personnel assignea t¢ NPESA are
not counted toward Navy management headquarters strength. A
similar organizational arrangement exists in the fMarine Corps.
MCPASA 15 an elznment of HQMI; however, tna Marine Jorps Scez

not consider personn2l assigred to tnis activity to De man-
agement headquarters perscnnel, (3See p. 1l for discussicn of
MCPASA,)

Accountinz anc finance ogeraticns

Accounting ané¢ finance is also a function with line-tvpe
characteristics. army, Marine Corgs, 3ndé Air Force gerscrnel
who perform accounting and finance operationzl auties are as-
signed to nonmnanagement headquarters organizations; hcwever
the Navy splits tnese personnel between tne secretariat (a
management headquarters) and the Navy Firance Center (a non-
managemnent headquarters).

Trhe Army Finance and Accountincg Center, loceted in In-

aoiananclis, Indianz, is the Army FOA cherged with ogerationeal

responsiczilities regarding finance 2a2nd acccunting ratters.

The Army Staff agency to whicn the conmander of this FOA re-
th

ports is the Gffice of the Comptroller of the Army.
The Air Force counterpart to the Armyv activitr in India-
napolis is the Air Force Accountinc ané Firance Canter in

Denver, Coloraco. The commander ¢f tnig Alr Force SCA serves
both as the commander of the Air Force Accounting and Finance
Center ana as the Director of Accoyntinc and Finance, a di=-
rectorate in the Cffice of tne Comjtroile: of the Air Force,

a major element of the Air staff. 'The Directorate of Account-
ing and Finance operates from the Accounting and Finance Cen-
ter in Denver but maintains an office in *he Pentagon. The
Directorate w23 previously locat=2a entirzly 1n Washinzton,
D.C., but in July 1962 most the wasnhington staff Was mow red

to Denver. The Air Force Accounting ana rinance Center 1
Denver has about 2,200 personnel, while the Arny huu 3,1¢C0.

-
‘e

farine Corps accounting ana finance ogerations are con-
ductea at the Marine Corpz rinance Ceanter, Xansas City, Mis-
souri. The Center, which is under %the control of the Lirector
of the Fiscal Division, HQMC, is a separate command, not a
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wavy dccoJdnilng and finance opecatlons are under tne
commander, Navy Accounting and Finance Center, iashington.
The Center is an element of a management headguarters, the
Office cf the Comgtreollar of the Nzvy.

The commander of the Center 1is also Assistant C
of tne Nevy for Financial ienagement 3Systems, The JI
tne assistanc Comot:e-le' £cr financizl Manzzzment 37

ns, waile the lavy t
': op erationa* cr

2T =0

v
¥

o)

[

cr
[N

fe;t, carried cn two secata
taff ele2ment (ezout 35 neo o
element (abour 325 peor le). Functions rela 17
element inclucde fcr mulatlnq and directing pcl
stancards, and prodecv-es fcr the design and ¢
=)

ies, svstenms,

A
i
£
1
3, one fo
e
9
c
evelcoment of

finarncial :cystems. Uncder nis ocgerational role, the comrencar
of the Center conmanas a financial netwerx ¢ 21 field acti-
vit.es, with aczcut 300 military 2ni 3,300 civilian

Tas largest act.vity is %nsz lavy Tinanca Jsnter, Clevzl:

Its cperaticnzl functicns jnclude zdrmiadizterirng tne centra-
lizec¢ Navy allotrent sy st2m and ths Naval Reserve and Fetirzd
Pay syst:ims and - :amining the specialized acccuntine, diznurs-
ing, and repertiiy function:s involved in all ascects of llavwy
Dav. Tnreze funcrions r-=auire alrest 1,Idd erzlovaes (1,475
Tolviilan ana <3 Tillzarvi.

7. The remaining elements snculd oo reduced v at least
20 percernt.

The rationale for this proposal is unclear, It may be
related to the parentnetical suggestion in the cecommendatior

that the secretariats 2and sorvice :3taelfs ccrzinz2a should te-
tal ro mcre tnan 2,004 veople for zach ueparzrent, acceordinsz
to an unramed 3tudy. w2 coc2ld not locate cr sven identify
such a study. Two tanzl mercers we s00ke to 2lso dlsciaimed
its existence. additicnzlly, since :tn¢ groccszed 30-cercent
reduction i3 ;reﬁised ¢n the irpl2mentaticn < Tne Sther cro-
Posals in this recormerdation ang tney have tonerally nct
been im,lementcc, tiie £Ionu3al ~arnot oe evalizted 1n isola-

tion.
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Nevertheless, shown below are the reported staff reduc-
tions in tne combined secretariats ant service military staff
for each department from the issuance of the report to the
end of fiscal year 1975.

FY 1970 FY 1975 Percent
Department actual strength actual strength charge
Army 8,815 5,399 39
Navy (note a) 6,268 4,394 30
Air Force 5,243 4,709 10

a/Includes (OPNAV) and (HQMC).
Conclusions

We believe that the proposed placement of the service
secretaries under a Deputy Secretary of Defense for the Man-
agement of Resources would result in a downgrading of the
service secretaries and the mil.tary chiefs of staff through
the removal of their direct access to both the Secretary of
Defense and the President. Loss of functional responsibility
would also downgrade the service secretaries' roles as man-
agers of their departments' resources. Side effects of this
change would include ineffective management and diffused com-
munications channels and, more significantly, centralization
of management of key functional areas in OSD under the As~
sistant Secretaries of Defense.

This proposed change in the name of decentralization of
the responsibilities of the Secretary of Defense appears to
achieve the opposite--increased centralization of management
in 0OsD.

The proposal to reorganize the Army and Air Force Finan-
cial Management and Comptroller arrangement to mirror the
Navy's organization has no clear advantage. In the Navy, the
Assistant Secretary for Financial Management is also the Comp-
troller because the Department of the Navy is a two-service
organization; the departments of the Army and Air Force, how-
ever, ares one-service organizations. The method used by the
panel to demonstrate duplication of effort (i.e., comparing
subjects addressed by Financial Management/Comptrollers) was
not all inclusive. For example, the Army Comptroller and the
Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial Management) are
both involved in accounting matters, but their efforts do
not correspond in all respects. We found that although
functional assignments were similar, the task/activities of
these offices were not duplicative. Further, in terms of
strength, there does not seem to be any real advantage in

-

having a single Assistant Secretary for T!.aancial Management/
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Comptroller office. Actually, the combined Navy organization
nresently has abtout 250 more personnel than the two Army or-
ganizations and about 160 more than the two Air Forc= orga-
nizations.

The proposal that the secretariats and service military
staffs be integrated to the extent necessary to eliminate
duplication is sound, although the panel did not demonstrate
that actual duplication existed.

The proposal to remove functions related to military
operations and intelligence from the service military staffs
is tied to other recommendation that were not implemented.
This is not to say, however, that it could not or should not
be at least partly implemented.

Concerning the transfer of line-type functions to com-
mand organizations, we were unable to ascertain why it was
inconsistent with good manacement practice for line-type ac-~
tivities to be commanded by a member of the staff of the
chief of the service. Assuming, however, that such is the i
case, the proposal falls short of remedying the problem. It '
simply states that line-type functions should be transferred
to commané organizations. It does not define command organi-
zations, nor does it point out that command organizations
should be divorced from direct supervision by the service
headguarters staff.

72




CHAPTER 5

BUDGET FORMULATIOM MANFOWER KEQUIREMENT3

The budget process is the final phase in PPBS. The
annual budget ex:resses the financial requirements necessary
to support the apprnvad for.oe:s and programs set forth under
the first program year of the Five-Year Defense Program
(FYDP). Although derived from FYDP, budgets are expressed
in greater refinement and detail and in additional structure
(i.e., appropriations) and format than FYDP precgrame  The
approved programs are t).>se which evclve from incorporatiug
all decision documents 12ceived by a predeternined date an-~
nounced by the annual program/budget review schedule memo~
randum. Thrcugh the budget, planning and projraming are
translated into annual funding requirements. Each year's
budget estimate, therefore, sets forth precisely what the
Department of Defense expects to accomplish with the re-
sources requested for that year.

The budget process is divided into three phases:

l. Formulation--planning and developing the budget for
the fiscal year. The formulation phase begins with
a call to the Defense components for budget esti-
mates. This call is based on gquidance from the As-
sistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller). This
phase continues with review, modification, and amend-
ment and concludes with final approval by the Secre-
tary of Defense, the Cffice of Managemeut ard Budget
(OMB), and the President.

2. Justification--presenting and justifying to 0OSD, OMB,
and the Congress (in turn}! the budget for the fiscal
year which begins on the next October.

3. Ex2cution--obligating and expending congressionally
appropr_.ated funds for the current and prior fiscal
years.

Budgets are formulated, justfied, and executed on the
basis of appropriations. Appropriations are subdivided into
budget activities, subheads, prngrams, crojects, etc. The
format and structure of the various appropriations are con-
trolled by the Conagress and represent the manner in which
the Congress desires the agencies and departments to ex-
press requirements for furds.

Following are the speci{ic steps <f the 6-month (Auguct-
January) budget formulation phase. (See fig. 11.)
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10.

11.
12.

Based on budget policies established by the
President, OMB provides budget guidance to the
Secretary of Defense.

The Secretary, in turn, prcvides budget Juidance to
the DOD components in August of each year.

The components have until the end of September to
submit their proposed budgets tc the Secretary.

After this submittal and an analysis by O0SD, a
series of budget hearings are atten:ed by 0SD CmB,
and DOD component heads to address .ssues and prob-
lem areas.

Based on the proposed budgets and the budget lear-
ing, in late October the Secretary issues s sev.es
of Program Budget Decisions (PBDs). PBDs are used
to announce all budget decisions incident to the
annual review of the proposed budget.

Between October and December, the DOD components
and JCS have an opportunity to appeal the P3Is.

The Secretary then issues, as necessary, rz=visad
PBDs.

Any major budget issues remaining unresolv:d are
discussed in joint meetings between the Se.retary,
JCS, and DOD component heads.

The Secretary makes his final decisions and submits
tt.e proposed DOD budget to OMB.

OMB combines the DOD b@dget with all other Federal
budgets and presents tWem to the President.

The President reviews and approves the budget.

|
The President formally submits the national budget
to the Congress in January, accompanied by his an-
nual Budget Message.
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Approximately 12 percent of 0SD, the service
secretariats, and the service military staffs are directly
related to budget activities. Of this total (about 2,000
staff-years), virtually none are involved solely in the
6-month budget formulation. (See app. V, pp. 138 to 143
Significant Staff Activities, and p. 178 Involvement in the
budget process, for further discussion.) Other activities
include involvement in (1) the preceding 6-month programing
portion of PPBS, (2) the justification phase of the budget
process, which incidentally overlaps programing activities,
and (3) the execution phase of the budget process, which
overlaps PPBS.

Conclusion
we were unable to find a significant progportion of jobs
in DOD top management headquarters principally related solely

to budget preparation and review. Therefore, we did not pur-
sue the matter further,

76




CHAPTER 6

MORE DATA DOES NOT MEAN BETTER MANAGEMENT

INTRODUCTION

This chapter responds to the questions of whether the
Office of the Secretary of Defense is making practical and
reasonable requests for information from the military de-
partments and whether these reqguests generate additional
but unnecessary staff requirements.

We reviewed the policies, procedures, and practices re-
lative to managing and controlling requests for information
by OSD and the military departments. We reviewed records,
reports, regulations, and other data and held discussions
with officials, whose comments are included where applicable.

Our objective was to establish and determine the exist-
ence of those conditions by reviewing data, reports, and pro-
gram information requirements. We also considered other
sources of requests fcr information or directed tasks and
activities that generate significart additional workload
and/or staff requirements which are counterproductive to
reducing headquarters staffs. Our review encompassed recur-
ring and one-time OSD reports, congressional and White House
requests for information, and public requests for informatinn
as authorized by legislative programs.

STRONGER CONTROL NEEDED OVER DEFEN3E
INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS

In each headguarters element we reviewed we found a need
to improve its practices and reexamine the organizational
level for managing and controlling requests for information.
The cost to produce this informagion is conservatively esti-
mated as $850 million annuaily. ‘A few large OSD recquests,
not properly licensed and coordinated according to provisions
of DOD Directive 5000.19 (Policies for the Management and
Control of DOD Information Requirements) caused significant
amounts of unnecessary work.

The organizational level and staffing of the offices in
OSD and the military departments responsible for controlling
information requirements appear inadequate. Heads of several
control offices said their effectiveness as managers was
lessened by their lack of adequate authority and staff.

To increase the efficient use of resources, each DCD

component has been required to reduce requirements for data,
information, and reporting. The program to accemplish this
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nas shown significant results; hcowever, net savingr are much
less than reported because new reporting requirements are not
considered in computing the saving:z.

Also, large numbers of staff are specifically assigned
to provide information requested from the Congress aad .he
white House and to administer new programs, such as those
required by the F.eedom of Information Act.

Policies and responsibilities

Policies for managing and controlling information re-
quirements are contained in DOD Directive 5000.19, which has
been implemented by the military departments. The policies
are designed to insure optimum effectiveness and economy in
the flow of information within, from, and to DOD, and to
prevent generating unauthorized and duplicated information
requirements. Coordination is required in 0OSD and the mili-
tary departments for each information request to insure that
the following principles are followed.

--Consider the cost of obtaining the information in
relation to its use and the penalties and risks asco-
ciated with not having the information.

~--Determine whether available information can satisfy
the requirement.

--Assure that the information is essential, requested
in summary form, and reexamined periodically for
validity and relevance.

--Assure that requests for information are approved and
licensed at the organizational level where initiated.

The policies do not apply to intelligence reports, routine
operational information, audit reports, plan evaluations,
putlic informaticn releases, investigative surveys, and cer-
tain classified information.

. Primary responsibility for controlling information re-
quirements within COD s assigned to the Assilstant Secretary
of Defense (Comptroller). His office develops policies to
govern management and control of DOD information requirements.
Requests for information originating in OSD must be approved
and licensed by his office.

The secretaries of the military departments and directers
of tne defense agencies arce responsible for approving infeorma-
tion requirements originating in their organizations. Irforma-
tion control offices are estaoiished in each of the military
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component and agency headquarters to serve as the nrincigal
points of contact for information matters and to orovide for
efficient and effective management and control of information
reguirements. In additicn, information focal points are es-
tablished within functicnal areas to assist the information
management control offices.

Information control offices established

Listed ocelow are the inifsrmation control offices astab-
liched by OSD and the military departments, their organiza-
tional levels, and thke numbers of professional and technical
staff.

Numher of
professional
and technical

Department Information control offices staff
0sD Information Control Division
Assistant Secretary (Comptroller) a’s
Army Management Information Control
Branch
Director of the Army Staff b/4
Navy Reports Management Branch
Assistant Vice Chief of Naval
Operations/Director of Naval
Administration 2
Marine Corps Forms/Reports Management Section
Information Systems Sucoort and
Management Division 1
Air Force Information Requirements Manage-
menc Branch
Comptioller of the 2ir Force c/5

a/Total staff; however, only 2.5 perconnel were directly in
support of interral and interagency reporting.

b/Previously in the Cffice of the Comptroller with a staff
of 12.

¢/Previcusly in the Directcrate of Data Automation, Office
of the Comptronller, with a staff of 7 for this function.

1
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volume of reports and =2fforsc

to reduce their numcer

As reguired by the Sacr ‘s Managemant by
OCbjective program, GCSD, the 1 Tents, and other
offices have set goals for reducing the volume of reporting
requirements. Although thece goals have generally been met,
we dellieve the results are unrealistic tecause consideration
is given onlv t0o the numbar of rewnrting reguira2ments =limi-
ated from the ZJuly 1, 1273, invertory. Additionally, only
recurring reports are listed in the inventory. Several one-
time reports reissued for several consecutive years are not
included in the inventory. One such report is the Military
Manpower Training Report. (See ». 32,) OSD nas published
this report for fiscal years 1974, 1975, 3nd 1976 and plans
publication for fiscal vyear 1977. CSD estimated the cost
for all the military departments to provide data in thne
requirea format to be 337,000. However, an official of the
Office of Naval tdiucation and Training estimated the annual
cost for the Navv alone at $143,000, since more effort is
required than estimated by OSD. The other military depart-
ments agreed extensive efforts were necessary.

4 D

The military devartments reported the latest DOD inven-
tory of recurring information requirements on July 1, 1973.
The inventory includsd 9,984 reports costing an estimated
$350 million annually to prouduce, as shown Dbelow.

Nunber of
recurring

reports
Departments 1/1/73 Annual cost
{millions)
Air Force 4,811 | $ 74
Navy 2,274 90
Army 536 ' 116
osD 82 s1
Other DOD i
components 1,980 19
9,983 $350

These repo~ts include those required by various offices
of the military derartments and OSD and such 2xternal agen-
cies as the Civil Service Ccmmission. Many are cequired by
public laws.
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DOD components also reported producing an additional
undetermined number of interagency reports costing an esti-
mated $500 million annually, resulting in a total annual
cost of at least $850 million to produce reports,

On July 19, 1973, the Deputy Gecretary of Defense ini-
tiated a program to reduce and control paperwork and report-
ing and information requirements. To obtain top-level
attention for this program, on August 15, 1974, he estab-
lished the Management by Objective program to reduce require-
ments for reports, forms, and directive issuances for fiscal
year 1975. The Management by Objective program initiated by
the President on April 18, 1973, requires all department and
agency heads to sat goals and achieve results for all activi-
ties under their direction. As of June 30, 1975, 3,323 re-
porting requirements ccsting $48.2 million to produce were
reported as being eliminated from tne July 1, 1973, inven-
tory of reports.

The types of reductions reported by OSD include (1) a
minimum cost avoidance of $167,000 achieved by greatly modify-
ing a survey required by the Environmental Protection Agency
and (2) potential savings from a possible reduction of data
requirements for the management information system proposed
by the Civil Service Commission.

Although reductions are commendable, the achievements
are less than reported since new information requirements
are not considered in computing the reduction. For example,
over the 24 months ending June 1975 0OSD claimed a reduction
of 72 reports. However, during the same time frame, 94 new
reports were issued resulting in a net ga‘n of 22 reports.

Potential sources for reducing
information requirements

We found several instances in whicu certain aspects of
information requests were impractical and unreasonable.
They provide redundant but inconsiztont data #nd requirad
extensive amounts of additicnal work to produce. Two ex-
amples may e seen in porticns of military manpower iraining
information and enlisted bonus manegement data requirements.

Military manpower training information

Over the past 3 years, educaticn and training informa-
tion requirements for OSD have more than quadrupled. Much
of tris data is prepared in courjunction with . hree regorts
provided to the Congress--Budget Justificatio:n, Defense
Manpower Reguirements Report, and Militarv Manpower Training
Report. These reports have become proygressively mure
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Jutailed. They display data which, due to the different
criteria used in each report, appear to be compatible but
are not. Differences are as follows:

--Budget Justification: In the budget, training is
treated by each military department on a “p:oducer”
basis and estimates include resources needed to con-
duct all programed training--for students from all
services, civilian agencies, and foreign nations.
This includes training for full-time personnel, as
well as those on temporary additional duty. The
budget data is structured hy program elements which
are generally mission oriented.

--Defense Manpower Requirements Report (DMRR): This
annual report 1s prepared by the Uffice of the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense (Manpower and Reserve Affairs)
from information provided by the military departments.
DMRR is required by chapter 4, section 138(c)(3), of
title 10 of the United States CTode. In DMRR, the de-
fense planning and programing categories, which are
used to describe the uses of manpower, parallel the
program element structure of the budget justification.
Training is included in some categories but only full-
time training. Furthermore, some categories labeled
"training” contain resources devoted to other purposes.

--Military Manpower Training Report (MMTR): This annual
training report, required by Puolic Law 92-436, is also
prepared by the Office of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense (Manpower and Reserve Affairs) from information
provided by the military departments. In MMTD the
emphasis is on the service and the data it is required
to develop to justify the average military training
student load authorization. It ic divided into five
categories-~-recruit, specialized, officer acquisition,
flight, and professional develooment education--wiich
do not match the program element structure.

All three reports discuss some aspects of training but

use similar terms to mean aifferent things. "Recruit trair-
ing” in the onudgec justificatinn is not the same as “recruit
training” in #AMTR. "Individual traininj support” in DMRR is

guite different from "individual training supwvort" in MMTR.
Officer candidate school it budaeted in "specinlized train-
1ng"” put is carried In "otticer acqguisition™ in MMTR, The
aviation program is budgeted in “tlight training” in the
budget and split between "specialized skill” and "flight
training” in MMTR. Cryptography training 1is .a separate pro-
ran element in the budget, but in MMTH it is 1ncluded 1n
seecialized skills.




3ecause of these and other inconsistenci=ss, comparing
data among the recorts is difficult and contfusing,

0SD i3 aware of the 322

ta oroclams in congressional zio-
missions and is wor<iny ©o correct “nem ov re2conciling oz
program element structure and the XMIITR trailning catagorizs,
Althougnh full standardizz+=ion in all areas mav not :te o3~
sible, 0SD should make every reaszonadle effort to accomzlish
tnis goal in as saort 2 tiTe a3s possidle.

Specific proolems encounterea oy tne miiitary deparctments
are listed below.

Armz

--Each 0OSD training category in YMTR differs from <he
program elements in the President's budget.

--Manpower and cost data in MMTR is distributed to a
level not used in the budg=t and requires distrioution
to new training categories not in the current finan-
cial structure,

--Student load formulas used for MMTR and the otudget are
inconsistent. The MMTR formula is not vpractical to
impiement since it requires detailed information rot
avaiiable at the programing stage of the PP3S cvcle.
Additionally, the student load formula is not sup-
ported by tne present information-gathering system.

-="Supernurerary load" in MMTR is an arbitrarily con-
trived and meaningless numcer, developed by 0SD, tnat
inadegquately exel:rins the differences in load between
MMTR and the budgect.

--Double bookkeeping is requir'd.

-~The MMTR format requires information more detaileg
than the present system is geared to provide,.
[

--The requirement for cxtensive detailed data for MMTR
is difficult to provide with any degree of accuracy
in the time allowed.

--Additional staffinc at all command levels will be
required to develor the revised MMTR data that will
be required as budget training data is upcated dur:ing
successive cycles of PPBS.
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An example of s3tudant training load differences
specialized training in tne Army, as 3hown in the

MMTR, is shown celow.

Average studenct load
fiscal vear 1976
Presidenr's budaet ! 34,7¢C0
MMTR 39,0603

One ceason for the difference is that 16,528 personnel were
programed to receive advanced individual training. These
personnel are inciluded in the svecialized skill training
category in MMIR ang in the recrult training category in the
oudget.

Navy
--The fiscal year 1376 nunerical data reguired for 0SD
was nore than five times that reguired in fiscal year
1974,

-~-The verpal data reguired in fiscal year 1375 was nearly
three times that required in fiscal year 1974.

--The overall input requirement was four times dareater
in fiscal year 1376 than in fiscali ye-r 1974.

--The President's zudget, DMRR, and MMTR use sirmilar
terms to mean different things. For 2xample, recruit
training in the budget is not the same as it is in
MMTR and individual training in DMRR is quite dif-
terent from that in *MT¥., (For example, recruit
training in the YNavy budget prcvides for general
orientaticn, as well as basic technical and military
training, for personnel entering active duty. In con-
trast, recruit training in MMTR includes only basic
irtroductory and indoctrination training given to all
enlisted cersonnel upon their initial esntry into mili-
tary service.)

--Tiie 8,000 requests for information concerning training
in the first 5 months of calendar year 1975 recuired
increasing the st2ff resources to recoend to uncoordi-

nated data requestc frem individual OSC offices.

--The Gtudget, DMRR, znd MIMTR contain much of the s3ame
information. Variztions in agcregaticn, however, ara
not only time consuming %o the oroducer but also con-
fusing to the user.




Air Force

~--Detailed information requested for MMTR was not readily
available; therefore, a timely accurate respons: was
difficult.

--Since the information submitted for MMTR was based on
estimates and arbitrary allocations, reconciling such
data with the President's budget and defending it be-
fore the Congress would be difficult.

Bonus management data reguirements

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower and Reserve
Affairs) implemented a new bonus management data system that
required 22 formats of data starting with the fiscal year
1976 budget cycle. Thirteen contained data not previously
requested o. the military departments. The request for data
was not orocessed as required by the DOD directive, and formal
coordination with the military departments was not sought.

The request was made on July 23, 1974, and the military de-
partments were to make their initial submissions by October 1,
1974. The volume of data required went beyond the services'
ability to respond within the time allctted.

Public Law 93-277, known as the Armed Forces Enlisted
Personnel Bonus Revision Act of 1974 and enacted on May 10,
1974, provides that reenlistment bonuses shall be administered
under regulations prescribed by the Secretary of Defense for
the Armed Forces under his jurisdiction. 1In testimony before
the Congress justifying the need for the Bonus Revision Act,
the Assistant Secretary of Defense {(Manpower and Reserve Af-
fairs) stressed that bonuses would be used only as a last
resort in cases of chronic, persistent, and critical skill
shortag-s. Therefore, additional information was considered
necessary concerning inventories, requirements, and costs for
individual skills. Data formats were developed as the pri-
mary instruments for approving and monitoring the military
departments' bonus reguests.

Although *“he wvolume of data requested was large, OSD
considered it the nminimum necessary to prorerly manage the
bonus system. In addition, the data obtained would facilitate
the budget review process and help justify bSonus programs to
the administration and the Congress. The DOD instruction for
administering enlisted personnel bonus and oroficiency pay
programs under the Bonus Revision Act of 1974 was not issued
until June 3, 1975,
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The staffs of the military departments responsible for
providing the required data were reportedly working 16 hours a
day to comply with the ceporting requirements. For example,
the Navy estimated using 3,000 hours overtime and 3,200 hours
regular time, $175,000 worth of contractor support, and an un-
determined amount of computer time. Even so, the Army, Navy,
and Marine Corps were unable to fully comply with the data re-
quirements and submitted incomplete report formats over a month
late, on about November 11, 1974. 0SD, therefore, had to
compress its evaluation time to meet budget cycle commitmencs.

The Air Force submission totaled approximately 400 pages
of tables and 475 pages of backup data. In response to com-~
plaints from all the military departments regarding the
amount of data recuested, an 0OSD official said about 70 per-
cent proved to be unnecessary. OSD subsequently modified the
regquirement to eliminate unnecessary demands on the services,
and only 25 percent of the original requirement for data
still 1 .alns.

The military departments' criticism of the OSD request
for data included the following comments.

Composite views

--0SD was too involved in micromanagement of service
bonus programs.

--Contracts had already been awarded to develcp programs
for bonus management data previously requested by 0OSD,

--Data formats did not provide criteria for determining
how data would be analyzed or what portions would be
used for deriving a need for bonuses.

--Forecasting bonus reguirements| beyond 2 years is im-
practical because of the guesswork iavolved.
1

i
--The need for OSD to have so much data to manage the

bonus program was generally cuestioned. The Air Force
provided data for aboui 250 enlisted specialities, of
which only 91 offered bonuses. Only about 25 of the
1,100 Navy enlisted classification skills were managed
as career fields. Thus, much of the data required did
not exist and was inappropriate to the decisicn proc-
ess. The Marine Corps suggested that COSD try to reduce
the amount of paperwork associated with bonus manace-
ment reporting. The Army believed that such detailed
data was not necessary at the OSD level.
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--All data could te made avziladblz ov 3 .
cr ;e in wor<load. :

pericd only with a significant in
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--The Tanagement svyst2m reqguired to zrovide necessar:
data would ce much more sophisticated than oreviouslvy.
This would cause such great oroolems that, desvoite an
all-out effort, trie submission Jat2 could not =2 a2t
and ail the proposad raguirements coull not ce 2ro-
vided.

--Some data was not readily available and considerabl=
reprogramning would be required.

--Computer modeling was used to meet many data require-
ments. The problems encountered in develooing and

refining the models resulted ip reverting to a "dby
hand" analysis of data.

Navy

--Significant datz (etrieval problems delayed the sub-
mission.

Marine Corops

--Some information required was not available, or not
available in the format desired.

--Retrieving and processing data was difficult.
Air Force

--Massive effort reguired to provide the required data.

GAO resoonsipilities for assistance in develovina and
monltoring congressional information reqgulranents

The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 as amended by
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 requires the Comptrollar
Gerneral to

--conduct a continuing progiram to identify and specify
cengressional needs for fiscal, budgetary and orogram-
related information;

--assist congressional ~ommittees in develoo.ng their

information needs;

87

- e s ma———— m— —————————e — -




3

--zonictcr the varioa.

- - cf ¢ne Congress znc

- tify neagc2z cnanztes

: raoort1ngi; anc

--Zdewv2l0om, =2s%aclisa =
inventory and Ziracs

! systens corno2aining f
r-iazac inisrTaTion,

The Secretary of Delen
necessary or duglicative re

in complving with these rec

R I

Conclusions

¥
3]
v
[
[}
O
b
w
oy
b
i

Y
)
e]
oy p-e
I BN
C)w o b
[T
20 ogr
(0 O
3Dyl
‘3 at e
(@]
1 0

-
[ Rt B

W oW
w3 e
[NV}
M G W
Jooncct o
<

@ o

0 (b
PR TN (YRS WP

~ rr

N

]

b

(SR L TR W)

i
(63
Yoo d ey Uy D
1]
o]
o
1
(S SN
(SO ]
O n

N e Gy Q
oLyt

I BRI TR S T TR @ P V) BN TR 4

31 Ot T ® O

b B ol B 771

03
ESNE Tt N
Cr 0 ¢cr (D (p VO W 3D 1 0
i)
i

0o
G ao
B S I E I o I
)
o TS T o V)

cr
(L

3 Qu.

[¥8
Srnty LoD v

o
¢

d

o ]
17
(1
(1]
<
(1]

Yy QG

O

r el
o wm

LOa 4
ur O v D
i
«Q
o]
v,
[P O

3

WO 23 et 0t DD QL

)

[
Lo N G0N OO 1T}
P b v

R ot

MmO
rn

O
0O

3

.

,_A
3
[¥]
"y
(1_\

M
b IR BN REN §}

T e S

3 by

JEEEEIND]

M w
)

1y ey P03 D
L

<o
D Uy

ur e D
— et

)

o I

o BN TRRA NS B A RN A TS |

(LY

re 42 ()
cr

(I rn

w 'y

)
30O
[
™oy
(9]

w
[¥]

Qocr Q)
D M b ot Y

010 O O

Chow 3 o ot

RTINS AN

[

@ 0. o

[
'y (T {u
e b
n
1w
{.
you
T
[aJV3]
~

O QO riAr Ot W ey er o Uk}

D N Pn

(9]

{0
v

Effer
Manz3z2ment
por+s ard otner data
oresram dedicated to
is sorely needed.

r

Mg

)

Althounh military
in DMRR, MATR,

~ents of 11
in

e}
t1'0

v

)

[PES }
(9]

£.

n U

O — 1e

o B T SO N I o

—~ T
3 D

P I e A A

3

QO 'O O et
32

u
3
1

i

w 0
YOy

o
[

cr ooy
]

3w

nope
e "y o MY () be (p
o PN D ey O 'Y

o}

b %

6]

= B ]

]
P

o]

2
oo W G

oW L
[N ]

v
Wa D e g

€y 1w Ko™
B I ST )

O (n D e
t O Wmuw O
O D

(.

3 0

v fu

> MmO

5

[ IR NS B O B SR VR O V']

~ O3
Qe or
uw
[}

3]
[T W]

o T3 U w0 e

Pt et D

=t O

M m
ro-
3
o)
o)
c
[y

3
o]

«

1 e i

¥
-
o
]
b
)
)

()t
u

e

"y an b
]

(o]
—

LY

W
|

v (2

-
[
V-

=

as a start in reducing un-
nnrting, has cooperated with GAO
niraTents,

3€,

23

L

.
[f})

t

P

-
G
0t
V]

<

o O
-

340

[alNal
(S
1T
[sUIY
2
(nd

w W

o
o3
3}

O

.ﬂ
@
w
0

o R T T TR o S S ¥
[/ o I I ]

[TRRE ALY

[&4

f
w DT ® r N
0

D
o
o
=]

-

“r
W rn
n

D e Qo - O

4
et (Dl ke " o U U e

W o Ll 3 h e

Q
Y
(al
)
(@)
(Lt s tn3 O O "V "y ()
Q N
Y3
M rwm

IR CT 3 e QO ke

— o -
Lt e

3D w

O 'Y

(3 e TR C IR
~

“
V-
Yo et e

(5 ™D F2 G ) o L

th o w I
3o

[ AR N 4 2

13-

w G

RIEESIEY
03
ul

Howow

D
o]

[sTI 1}
“on
[ B Y
9]
[
—qp

"o

OO g e
n ot
B2

(D

RO

(SN A SR W o

5
0

e

|9}

K

cr e

o]

L]

1]

G O re (D

Dt 3 vy @ =Wty O gy - OfL

O U v Ly e

s b
3
m
-
o}
o ]
VoW e e
w
3
w
—-
G,

-

(9]

~

re-
A
new recorts

‘ng information con-
nudget fulfill

y O
O M %
]
g
0ot
fu
[T |

tha

w2

fu o m

the cata

[}
rr o~
p

wn

ur et
oy
[}

o]

ot
3 Y ) e
D

[N 1]

30

D

D00 Qe
-~

[T R e BRSNS B TR L

B3]

[\J]

1wy O D eran T ooy

W ™o

v O O rr
[FF e Sl |

O

3

'Q




bonus manaag=sment cf tne Tnilitary departments rataer than Lo

tne susstance ©f oonus TO e

Since LJ00 does not v ntrel ovar reguests for
information Ircm cong cn 30Qrces, we celleve that <he
GAO directory of sources and nformation svystens snould make
tne Congress aware of tn2 information deing rasdortad 2y DOC.
Gad's workx witn the comlittees should imorove congrezzional
commlittse inizrmatloin rescurces, eanance iaformastion awara-

ness.

WORKLOAD AND STAFFING DEMANDS WH.CH ARE
COUNTERPRODUCTIVE TD STAFT REDUCTIONS

To assist GAO in fully comprehending the need for the
numbers of personnel in the service neadaguarters staffs, we
attempted to identify demands over which tne ser~ices have
little control osut wiaich contribute significantly to their
workload. (The origin of internal and external worxload for
top management headguarters is discussed in app. V--Generation
of Workload, o. 169.) We observed a wide wvarietv of such de-
mands imposed upon the military departments by higaner autnor-
ity. Each of these generate additional staff recuirements
that hinder the reduction of headquarters staffs. Foliowing
are examples of some demands that we were able to guantify to
some extent.

Legislative affairs activities

The Congress has develcped ot a formal 2né &n informal
mettod of acquiring informaticn atout DOD. (The congressional
liaison activitv is a centralized functicn in 0SD and the sec-
retariats but is evident throughout the %2 manzzemant head-~
guarters, see app. V--Significant Staff Activities, o»p. 138
to 143.} The formal method involves calling upon DOD offi-
cials to testify before congreszional committees or sub
committees or to submit written information to tnhe Congress.
The informal method of inguiry is through letters or telephone
calls from Congressmen or their staffs to various DCD offi-
cials.

[l

The legislative affairs workload has greatly increased
in recent years, as illustrated in the following table bzsed
on the last pre-Vietnam year of 1974,
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Table 9

Appearance of DOD Witnesses hefore Tonaress
-cr Salecrtec CJ3.2232r 2ars
Increzse, 1964-74
1964 1968 1972 1974 Nurszer Percent
Sessicns 260 339 379 4G2 152 55
Tatal wiznssses 630 533 33¢C 370 243 33

Hours of actual
testimony 650 3,660 2,376 2,582 1,932 297

Man-hours before
the Congress

Approximate
length of
hearings in
millions ot
words (note aj 4 5 11 16 12 300

1,375 7,627 5,32z 7,746 6,171 392

a/The hearings include only the Senate and Houss Armed Serv-
ices and aporopriations Cconnittees hearings cn DOD Procure-
ment and x.D.T.3E. (Research, Devalooment, Tes*%, and Evalua-

tion) bill.

As indicated, in calendar tvzar 1974, the Congress summoned

870 DOD witnesses to appear at 402 sessions before 338 differ-
ent committees. Tnese sessions involved over 7,500 man-

hours on Caoitel #ill for tne principal witnesses, The numbar
of words contained in the Serna-e z=nd House Armed Services and
Appropriations Coxnittees hearings amount to 12 million, or
the eguivalent of 200 full-length books.

In addition to the time thevy spent actually testifying,
DOD witnesses were also asxed to oprovide numerous linserts
for the record or to answer supbZtiesmental guestions in written
form. The number of supplemental guestions sutmittsd to the
Secretary of Defense, for example, has increasec dramatically.
(The service secre-aries, chiefs of ztaff, and r~-hers receive
similar requests.) This increase is shown in table 10,
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n_o ugolem Questions Submitted
to the-gecre:srz_o: L2EL3n3% LY Ta2 ConIress
Durinag 3uZget Hearinls Janusary ©o 4darcn
on Filscal Year 1Y75 and 1v706 Bucaa%s
1975 _ 1976 Increasze
rer- pPer oar-
Category Numder cent NoTZer ¢ant Jmber Sont
International
environment 99 34 328 44 229 231
Strategic forces 60 20 96 13 36 60
General purpose
forces 50 17 100 13 50 1090
4anpower 41 14 70 9 29 71
Management 33 11 100 13 67 203
Security assist-
ance Ao 3 51 _1 4l 410
Total
(note a) 293 100 745 100 452 154

a/May not add due to rounding.

In addition to tke information provided in supplemental
questions, detailed backup data in supvort of the budget is
forwarded to the Congress. The pages of budget bac«uar data
were counted by tne Office of the Deputy Assistant 3ecretary
of Defense (Program/Budget) at our request. Significent in-
creases had occurred from fiscal year 1970 to fiscal vear
1976 in the number of pages in the congressional bidget
justification books. Over 12,500 pages of backup data were
submitted for the fiscal year 1976 budget in supgort of the
5 budget areas. The largest increases occurred in the areas
of procurement (500 percent) and research, develogment, test,
and evaluation (169 percent). Below are the results of the
OSD count. !

1
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CTeNT T

Pages in congressicnal
justification bocoss

Percent
Budget area FY 1970 FY 1975 caanss
Procurement 383 2,303 301
Researcn, develoonent,
test, and evaluation 1,787 1,810 163
Operarzion and maince-
nance 292 1,111 61
Military personnel 434 339 84
Military construction 3,843 3,414 as/-11
Total 7,189 12,527 74

a/Military construction decreased from 1370 to 1975.

DOD resoonded to over 1 millien separatz writtan or
telephonic inguiries last year, an increase of 30 percent
in the past decade.

Requests for information from the Congres
year 1975 that we were able to identify at the
we reviewed are estimated at 439,200.

s for calzanéar
headguarters

Estimated

Organization annual raguests
Air Force 1536,2¢8
Navy 115,3¢5°
Army 123,360
0sD ' 44,400

439,20C

—_—

Congressional requests for inforastion are largalv the
responsiovility of tne Office of tne Assistant Secretary of
Defense (Legislative Affairs). However, both the Serate and
House Apcropriations Committees have specified that the DOD
Comptroller crganization will be the contact point with the
conmittees. The military departments have established similar
legislative affairs oifices. Legi:tlative affairs costs re-
ported by COD, for each vear since the DOD aburopriations act
has limited tne amount of funds that could be used for such
ac.ivities, are listed in table 1l1.
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-

Legislative Affairs Costs, Deparzmant o1 Defenze {note a)

Legislative Other

liaison leqis-
Public law subject to lative Adminis-
FY limitation limitation affairs tration Total

(m:"Yinnmz )
(L4003}

1960 $2.65 - - - -
1961 .95 $0.81 $0.31 $G.92 $2.5
1962 .95 .86 -3 1.2 2.9
1963 .95 .73 1.1 1.3 3.1
1964 .95 .82 1.1 1.3 3.2
1965 .95 N/A N/A qA/A N/A
1966 .95 .35 1.3 1.4 3.5
1967 .95 .93 1.4 1.4 3.7
1968 .95 . 94 1.4 1.4 3.8
1969 .95 .94 1.5 1.5 4.0
1970 1.15 1.1 1.7 1.8 4.6
1971 1.15 i.1 1.7 2.0 4.8
1372 1.15 1.1 1.7 2.0 4.9
1673 1.15 1.1 1.9 2.2 5.3
1974 1.30 1.2 1.9 2.7 5.8
1375

{(note 5) 1.32 1.3 2.2 2.3 6.3

a’Includes only expenditures for c=rsonnel in legislative
liaison offices. ‘!lot included ar2 costes for an undeter-
mined number of personnel in fie.Z organizationc tnat pro-
vided information to headguarters offices.

b/Estimated.

DOD staffing for concoressional activities in fiscal vear
1975 amounted to 294 perscnnel costing over S6 million. A
limitation in the use of funds for congressimnal liaison ac-
tivities was first included in the DOD Appropriation Act for
fiscal jea: 1959, The limitation nas varied fr.m year %o year
and for fiscal year 1975 amounted to $1,32C,000. 7Tne esti-
mated fiscal) year 1975 cost for corgressional liaison was re-
corted as $1,30.,290 for 60 personrcl., Bv themselves, these

zeople coulad not handle 1 rercenc <2 the incuiries, let alone
the preparation anc followup work that resualts frem testimony
tefore the Congress. Thus, numerous other ceonle throuchout
hecdquarters with nonlegislative resvonsibilities devote much
of their time responding to coungressional iaquests. This is
evident from comparing, over the paszt 15 vears in che table
above, the growth of legislative ai;airs ccsts in the areas
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subject to funding limitations. These costs rave incré¢ased

60 percent over the same time period. Growth in legislat:ive |
- affairs activicies not suoject to 1.7 “ions nas incrazzzd :

133 sercent, aoout three tizes as Toon. The guestion zrizs=s '

. of wnether current funding levels 2re azdaguate and Jnetner

the accounting for nheacdguarters staff personnel ragquired zo

| respond to congressional requests 1s accurate.
Tasle 12 guantifies the conaression-’ yorgelczd in oo

wasnington area for only eignt major categories for fiscai
year 1975, (The figures are incomplete and only roughly
' depict trends.)

Tadle 12
Staff-dours Sceqt ~n 20D Legislative Ac-tivities,
f133a0 Tear 575

3riefings

4 Jarazes~ lonaces- i vems o
313038 3137als zers :nd Lezi3lative
. Je3anizean 122708 LAY 1) auatis Travel srocesziaz
Aty 527,330 718,822 i61,130 115,250 31,560 335,:24 166,720 2.370,474
Navy 12,530 154,793 i1,882 32,546 4,198 2,404 43, 484 236,31
Aif Foerce - 661,332 154,746 2,332 $,371 134,535 29,736 X.?Q?.H?
Mati~e I3tps - 73,32% 1,174 <2 145 7,300 13,93 .J.??u
<30 [note ay 352 63,547 2,79 52 1,:32 $3.423 13,132 - 376,.%3
Total T23.34 1,398,222 33..,325% 173,735 42,361 337.:13 24).3587 4,351,057

g/ Includes e acticizies 3f ine tffice of nune 1ssistant secreraries of Defanse.

2/1ncludes 133,340 staff-ncurs waizh are not itemizad gndec the eight categories.

An estimated 4.9 million staff-hours were required to
handle lejislacvive activitizs during fiscal vear 1975, Tnis
is eguivalent to aoout 2,3C) staff-years, or 14 vercent of 303
headcuarters personnel. The total cost of providing the Ccn-
gress with the informaticn it required in fiscal year 13735 is
conservatively estimated at 3$54.9 million. (Additional data
on congressional inquiry acd 1its contribution to workloaas
are snown in app. V--Special Workload areas, or. 169 to 1793.)

Conclusicns

The trend established by the data shows that Congress
has increased its requirements on DOD for information, testi-
mony and other assistance. The Congress should be concerned
with DOD management, however, this concern impacts on DOD
costs and headuyuarters staffing levels.

Apvearing before the Congress, answering written ques-
tions, and orocessing thousands of congressional requests-~-
all subject to deadlines--generate 51gn1r1cant headguarters
workload and demand the tine and attention of many versonnel,
As headguarters are reduced in size, an increas ;nc creportion
cf staff are required to respond to increasing numhers of
congressional raguests,
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The resoarces required to provide this information
appear to be significantly greater than reported. The costs
of providing these services should be examined in greater
detail so that the Congress will be fully aware of tnem and
the impact of information requests on DOD staftfing require-
ments. |

Although we found no violation of the congressicnal
limitation for direct liaison, some changes in cost allcca-
tions toward this limitatior and accounting for legislative
affairs personnel are warranted.

Matters for consideration by the Congress

The Congress should require DOD to determine the total
workload and cost of responding to congressional requests for
information. This data should be used to assecs the reason-
ableness of the congressional liaison fund limitation and to
determine whether economies are possible in the way informa-
tion is requested from DOD and in the number of staff assigned
to process such requests. .

OTHER WORKLOADS WHICH
INFLUENCE STAFF REDUCTIONS

Other activities that influence the military cepart-
ments' capability to reduce their staffs are worthy of dis-
cussion. The following examples, although not all-inclusive,
will further illustrate the difficulties of effecting staff
ecoronmies,

White House regquests

An estimated 38,000 white House reguests fer informacvion
for calendar year 1975 required 27 (13 part time) staff mem-
bers. Below are estimates of the number of White House tele-
pbonic and written requests processed and the number of staff
assigned by the military departments and CSD. (The activity
survey ccllected information on non-DOD (OMB, White House,
Civil Service Ccmmission, etc.) liaiscn activity. This in-
formation is shown in app. V--Special Workload Areas, pp. 169
to 179.)

Organization Requests Staff
Army 14,000 2
Navy 9,075 7
0SsD 8,772 5

Air Force 6,384 13 (part time)
38,231 27




The Army Stafr assigns all requests to the commands for
resporse,

Public recquests--Freedom of Information Act

Increased wor«loads for DOD component headquarters
staffs ware partly due to the November 1974 amendment to the
Freedom of Information Act (Public Law 93-502). The amend-
ment requires that a cdetermination be made within 10 working
«..*2 on whether to provide the records requested. The staff
must now devote more time to this function to insure that all
requests are processed within the time limit prescribed by
law. Previously, reqguests were generally prccessed routinely
along w.th other work.

FPor the quarter ended June 30, 1975, 1. separczte DOD
offices spent an estimated 63 staff-years, costing $1.3 mil-
lion (excludes the Depa:tment of the Navy) to process public
repoits.

Additional personnel were permanently assigned to process
requests for information. For example, in calendar year 1975,
the Army hired 18 civilians and assigned 3 military personnel
costing an estimated $325,000 ennually. (Additional data on
this type of workload for the top management headquarters is
shown in app. V--Special Workload Areas, pp. 169 to 179.

Foreicn military sales workload offsets
planrea Army reductions

" The Office of the Director of the Army Staff recommended
elimirating thousands of military positions and converting
others to civilian positions. A marpower utilization review
ending in June 1975, recommended eliminating 1,462 officer
positions and converting 108 to civilian positions and elimi-
nating 1,157 enlisted positiuns a1 converting 90 to civilian
pPsitions. Tre recommendations were to aline strength ang
grade structure with the fiscal year 1976 budget projections.
A total of 705 units, which contained 36,774 officer positions
and 47,833 enlisted positions, were reviewed.,

Eight Army headguarters offices, however, required an
additional 1,326 civilian and 69 military positions to satisfy
the additional der.ands generated by foreign nmilitary sales
transactions. In June 1975 tne Deputy Secretary of Defense
directed the military departments tc .nsure that enough quali-
fied personnel were assigned to foreiun military sales. This
area 15 a multibillicn dollar effor%, and the assigned number
of perscnnel and supporting systems were inadequate to handie
the increased workload. This increased need could te met by
using more civilians cr by diverting @ litary personnel freca
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other tasxs. The fiscal year 1975 mancowzr ceilings, nowever,
were to bLe observed.

The Army ciractor of Management reoorted that no ~ili-
tary or ciwvilian zositions wWere availlasle £or reorozraxing
from within the Army ceilings tc meszt the zdditional sta:ifiag
reguirenents. Tohe offices concerned were tc-1i3d to 23bsoro toae
workload within current resources.

(L

-~ - 3 . o - & s . 1
Increase in ALr S:z3ff worxloaz

(4]

A study entitled "Assessment of the Functions and Man-
oower of the Air Staff,” completed in April 1975, was made
by the Manpower Research and Analysis Group, Deputv Chief of
Staff Programs and Resources, at tne request of the Air
Force Chief of staff. The stuady was conducted from February
1974 to Narch 1375 and was updated in Agsril, May, and June
1975.

The basic charter of the study was precicated on two
fundamental ideas. First, by reexamining the Air Staff's
management practices, functions could pe elimninated, dele~
gated, or transferred. The goals of this examination were
to reduce monitoring of the fieid ccmmands and decentralize
authority. Second, if any manpower savings were generatzad,
these savings would be deleted from Air Staff strength. The
study concluded that any reductions in Air Staff that reduced
monitoring orf the field commands would not be consistent with
the current practice. The current practice emphasizes closer
coordination and involvement with the major commandés. Addi-
tionally, since those functions involved In menitoring the
field commands are assessed at mininum effective manning
levels, manpower reductions based upon improving monitoring
efficiency are not feasible. Further, any reduction in the
functions of the major commands would jeopardize Air Staff
effectiveness. Two principal reasons for this were cited.
First, such a reduction would hampdr coordination between
the major commands and the Air Staff. Second, a reduction
in monitoring is not consistent with giving the Secretary
and Chief of Staff of the Air Force the information they
require to manage the force and respond effectively. An
analysis of Air Staff requirements determined that aporoxi-
mately 50 percent of the workload a% the departmental level
emanates from reguirements of outside authorities. Thus,
the size of the Air Force headquarters at the Washington
level is highly sensitive to external agencies.

The study zhowed that workload in resoonse to external
agencies~-—activities outside the conzrol of the Air Staff--
had increased significantly. Two =xamples are depicted
below,

97




LN A NS - : . e

wWorkload Percent
indicator 7/1/73 to 4/1/74 77/1/74 «5 471772 incrazse

foreian militarv

csales cases 2,557 . 3,026 17
Environmeatal

policy act {

acticns 26 39 59

Cuaring ton2 z2n2 geriods, cvUirtime rguoired for all Alr

Staff tasks amounted to 536 staff-years in £fiscal year 1974
and 782 staff-years in fiscal year 1975.

The study concluced that the major increase in workload
in fiscal year 1975 was accommodated oy overtime, managenent
efficienci=2s, 2nd some loss of responsiveness. Any recucticns

in Air Staff are <ependent uzon formally revising 1ts 2:2:ziznag
rol=as 2and nission; current resgonsisilities oracludes tuch re-
ductions without further increases in sv:zrcicte or loss of

effectiveness.

Staff loaned to CSD

The staif-v2ar 2xpenditures shown in taolz2 13 deoict
workload imsosed con the Departments cof the Army and Air
Force by loanina temvorary-duty sersonnel to 0SD, formally
constituted worxinrg groups, and 2d8 h~oc coamittee status,
Regularly assigned cernanent 28D staff are not included.
These raquirsnents wirz l27izi o formal and infcormal ra-
quects. wWe wer= unaslz o <ozz2in conzarable data from ine
Departiment of tn2 lavy.

Table 13

Aroy and Alr Force 3taff Loaned to 0OSD

Percent
Staff vears increase
8/1/73 to 7/30/74 8/1/74 to 7/20/75
Army 15.6 42.9 17%
7/1/73 to 4/1/74 7/1/74 to 471775
Alr Force 29.7 45.6 67
Total 15.3 92.5 194
Thus, augmentaticn by Army and Alr Force personnel of the
0OSD staff has doudlad in the w©ast year. The temnorary as-
signment for Army perssnnel averaged Y months.

o
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DOD procedures for temporarily assigning personnel to
augment the OSD staff require that all requests be submnitted
to the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Administration).
However, in a number of instances, 0OSD organizations have
levied temporary staff requirements directly on the military
departments. Moreover, there is no control over requests
for service r=zpresentation on ad hoc committees or working
groups.

Conclusions

The issue here is not how requests result in additional
workload but how changing workloads and external demands ab-
sorb staff and negate planned economies. These examples
further illustrate the difficulty of reducing headquarters
staffs. Reducing external requirements to which headquarters
must respond will enhance the feasibility of further staff
reductions in the military departments. This can be achieved
by comparable reductions in the staffs of OSD, JCS, and the
defense agencies. Requirements for excessive data prepara-
tion, administrative policies that do not recognize the reali-
ties in the operating forces or service differences, direc-
tives that handcuff program managers, initiation of resource-
consuming programs for which no resou-ces are available--all
inhibit staff reductions. To respond to these requirements
the military departments create cognizant offices which
funnel the workload downward--generating an even broader base
of staff requirements and paperwork production throughout the
services.

Recommendations

The Secretary of Defense should strengthen the authority
of the 0OSD Information Control Office. This could be done by
tightening current policies and procedures to comply with the
established information control system and/or having this
division report directly to the Deputy Secretary of Defense
rather than the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller).
This group should assist the Secretary and Deputy Secretary
of Defense in coordinating all i-.formation needs and direct
the improvement and reduction of management information/
control systems within DOD. This group should also act as
the focal point for all information requested from anywhere
in DOD. wWhen new data is requested, the group should review
existing data/reports to determine adequacy and should insure
orderly and economical development of information systems.

Tre need for complying with DOD Directive 5000.19, vpar-
ticularly the requirements for licensing and development of
accurate cost estimates, should be reegrnhasized. Net reduc-
tions 1n reporc requirements should bJ’the basis for measuring
achicvements against the Management by Objective goals.
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In addition, we recommend that the Secretary of Defense:

--Reevaluate the military manpower training information
needs and consider consolidating DMRR and MMTR data

into budget backup data.

--Establish, with the assistance of the military depart-
ments, a single standardized training data base which
will most economically meet the needs of all users.

--Require bonus management data to be processed in the
established information control system and limit data
required from the military departments to the minimum
needed to formulate, supervise, and evaluate policy
execution.

Matters for consideration by the Congress

The Congress should require Defense to determine the
total workload and cost of responding “0 congressional re-
quests for information. This information should be uvsed to
assess the usefulness of the information obtained by the
Congress, relative to its cost; to assess the reasonableness
of the congressional liaison fund limitation and to determine
whether economies are possible.




APPENDIX I AFPENDIX 1
JCMN L MIL. E.LAN, ARK.. CHAINS

WARREN G MAIN.IIN WASH. MITON R YOUNG . DAK.

JONN G STEMN 5. M 55 ROMAN L. HRSKA. NENA.

10MNC PASTIRL,. A

CLIFFORD P. CASE N

ROSERYC BYRZ W vA MIRAM L. FONG RAAALL

ESWARD W BADCXE MASS, q c . 's [4
MARR O MATFIL_IZ O&UG [ { b ’5 Q [ ‘g) n {
2 TED STEVENS A_AtaA sinuie i cs e ale
JOLE™M M MONTIYA N MER CHAGLES MT L MATH AS JR | MD
OAN E. & IN3LIE mAmA RTHARD S, STHALKER. PA ' COMMITTEE ON ARPROPRIATIONS
EANLIT F mIil ™35, S C HUNRY BLLLMON. ORCA

BINTH BAYH INT

LAWTON CH _Es FoA

s

WASHINGTON DC 20%5'C

THOMAS F. LAZ_ETON, M2

1. BENNETT JOMNSTON, LA.
WA_TER D. WUDD_ESTUN, XT.

JAVES R CALLOWAY

CSunSEL A%D STAPF DIRECTOR Febtuary 11, 197 S

The Honorable Elmer B. Staats
Comptroller General of the United States
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Staats:

The Committee is interested in obtaining a study St the
civilian and military staffing of the Office of the Secretary of
Defense, the civilian secretariats of the military departments,
and tne immediate staffs of the military departmeats. As you know,

a stated goal of the Department of Defense -- one that has been

endorsed by the Congress -- is the reduction of headquacters staft

and the application of all or part of the manpower savings to increasing
combat forces. It is the opinion of the Committee that, even thoug

some reductions have recently been made in these staffs, there is a
potential for further consolidations and/or cutbacks.

This view was endorsed in Lne extensive study made
in 1969-1970 by the Blue Ribphon Defense Panel headed by Mr. Gilbert W.
Fitzhueh. The final report of the Panel noted the follewing problems
with these staffs (see pazes 26-42 of their July 1, 1970, repert):

-- a shifting of Jashinpton headquarters personael from
e "'staff" category to the 'support' category where it was less
sible.

th
vi

—-- evidence that indicated that the size¢ of the head-
quacters staffs of the military departments was excessive to what was
require: Ior efficient performance of their assicenec Iunctions. In
particuicr, tue Panel notedé that "Functicnzl anzlvsis ¢f these staffs
reveals an astonishine lack e¢f or~anizational fecus and a nighly
excessive decrec of 'cocrdination,' a substantial portion of which
entzils the writine ol memoranda back and forth bezween lowar echelons
of narallel orcanizatienal elements and which serves no arporent
uselul or productive purpose.'
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-~ an accunulation of line tvpe activities by the
Service military staffs.

-~ substantial duplicacion in all militarvy deparzments
between the secretariat staifs and the military staifs.

-— duplication of support functions between washincton
headquarters elements of the Defense Dapartment and activities
ntwsically located in the Pentazon.

The Committee believes that, since so few of these
recommendations have been implemented to date, a definitive study and
analysis should pe periormed.

In light of these objectives, the study should focus on
the following itams:

1. The duplication between the personnel in the civilian
secretariats ard the service military staffs. 1Is the civilian
secretariat's staff providing any significant policy direction and
control to the militarv staff, or is it merely serving as a conduit
for material that has been prepared by the nmilitary staff?

2, The grade structure in all of th:se organizations todav
compared with the grade structure both five ana ¢~n years ago. 1In
particular, the Committee is interested in the number zr nisner zrade
civilian and military personnel that are required at the highest
headquarters for a total nmanpower level that is apcroxinatelv 137

sor

smaller than it was ten vears ago and 357 smaller than five years a:zo.

3. Wh:ther the staff of the Office of the Secretary of
Defense is making requests of the military departrments chat are
practical and reasonable (both in number and content) and if these
generate additional but unnecessary staff requirements.

4, The fezsibility of an integrated military and civilian
staff for each of the military departments. Tne Blue Ribbon Defense
Panel made the following specific recormendation in this regard
(Number I-7):

"The number of Assistant Secretaries in each of
the Military Departxzents should be set at three, and
except for the Assistant Secretaries (Financial Management),
they should serve as senior members of a personal sta:if
to the Secretaries of the Military Departments without the
existing limitations of purview izmposed ty formal
functional assignnents. The assistant Secretary (Financial
Management) should become the Comptrolier of the Military
Departzent, with a military deputy, as in the current
organization in the Department of the Navy.




APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

“"The Secretariats and Service Military Staffs should
be integrated to the extent necessary to eliminate
duplication; the functions related to military operations and
intelligence should be eliminated; line type functions, e.g.,
personnel cperations, should be transferred to command
organizations; and the remaining elements should be reduced
by at least thirty percent. (A study of the present staffs
indicates that the Secretariats and Service staffs combined
should total no more than 2,000 people for each Department)."

To the Committee's knowledge the recommendation was not implemented,
and we are concerned with its feasibility.

5. To what extent the Defense headquarters manpower
requirements are directly related to the formuliation and review of the
President's budget. If a significant proportion of jobs exists where
the principal purpose of the job is related solely to budget preparation
and review, what is the justification for having those individuals
employed on a full time basis rather than i six-month basis?

6. Since 1947 vhen the Department was created, how many
personnel, both military and civilian, have been authorized and assigned
to the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Service civilian
secretariats, the Service military staffs, and the Organization of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 7This comparison should include a discussion
of the size of the armed forces being managed, the number of civilians
employed by the Department of Defense and the year-by-year numbers of
civilians and military in other headquarters type activities.

The Committee recognizes that a study of this type will
require at least nine to ten months of investigation and coordination
by the General Accounting Office. We would like to have your report
available not later than January 1976. Prior to the final report,
the Committee staff should be advised of your progress in September 1975.

With kind regards, 1 am

Sincerely,

7
S 171 ke

Chairman

JIM:1jm
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Wasringron, 0.C. 20013
2234221, GovEanMENY Cobe 18, ExT. 4221

June 9, 1975

Honorable Eimer B. 3taats
Comptroller Generatl

U. S. General Accounting Office
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Staats:

This Subcommittee has Leen concerned by an apparent tendency
of the Uepartment of Cefense to concentrate its decision-making
functions at the higher levels of the Department. [t appears
tnat cver the past several years, while such hian level concentra-
tion of authority has peen occurring, the lower echelons of the
Department ., both military and civilian, have been excluded from
the coimnand process. [t further appears that, as a result of that
concentration, there has been an increase in the numbers of top
level personnel in the military departments, the civilian secre-
tariats and the Joint Chiefs of Staff organizations, with a
concomitant increase in the personnel costs of the Department. We
are concerned, of course, by the possible cost increases, but also
tv the possipilitv that elimination of tre lower echelons from the

T510N-mAkina process might deprive the Department of some
criginal tminking of lower level people.

Ir. order to determine tne nature and tne dearee of tne apparent
escalation, we believe that an examination of tne structure of the
Lepartnent, both in the military departments and civilian secre-
tariats, 15 reqguired. Accordingly, it is regquested that you conduct
a review of the Uepartment's command structure to determine the
changes, if any, which ha.e occurred in its various components
during tne past decade. Sucn an examination should include an
examination of the number of persons assigned and the grade struc-
tures in the civilian secretariats, the military services and the
ioint thiefs of Staff. It should alsg involve an analysis of
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the decision-making and command procedures to determine the
breadth and depth of the staff participation in the final pro-
duct. The examination should also attempt to ascertain whether
both civilian and military-personnel have been assigned similar
or identical functional responsibilities. If ycur starf has
any questions in attempting to arrive at the parameters of the
proposed examination, it is suggested that they contact

Mr. John F. Lally, Counsel of this Subcommittee.

Sincerealy,

ot

F. Edw. Heuvert
Chairman
FEH:31j
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ORGANIZATICNAL CONSIDERATIONS

DOD ircludes the Office of the Secretary of Defense and
the Organization of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the military
depaertments and the military services within those depart-
ments, the unified and specified commands, and eleven de-
fense aagencies established by the Secretary of Defense to
mee2t specitfic reauirements. A DCD orjanizational chart is
included on p.

0SD
OSD includes the offices of
~--the Director of Defense Res¢arch and Engineering;

--nine Assistant Secretaries (Comptroller, Health and
Environment, Installations and Logistics, Intelligence,
International Security Affairs, Legislative Affairs,
Manpower and Reserve Affairs, Public Affairs, the
Proagram Analysis and Evaluation);

--the Director of Telecommunications and Command and
Control Systems;

-~-the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Atomic
Fnerqy; and

--the Geoneral Counsel.

The neads of these offices are civilian statt advisors to

the Secrctary for the functions he agsians to them., The
Secretary 1z assisted in administering the Departmont by two
Deguty Secretares, who act for, and exercise the powers ot,
rhe Cecretary and are responsible for supervising and coordi-
nating DUD activities ac directed by the Yecretary,

FCANIZATICN CF_THE_JOINT CHIEES CF_STARE

The Jnint Chiefs of Staff are the principal adwicers to
tie Prosident, the National Security Councii, and the Socre-

tary At Leijenie,  They constitute the impdiate military

sta’t of the Secretary o!f Defence, serving in the chain of

comrrandg that axtends from the Precident, 0o the Secrotary
[3

nf Telense, thraouah JCS, to the commandors H>7 unifiled and
zrectiited cormands.,  The Directers of the ofense Communi-
cations Ajgency, the Deferse Intelliqence foncv, and the
Coetfence Mapping Agency report to the Secretary of Detens
tryowsh J0S, 0 JC8 exercice pricary ctatf LTV IrIan over

the activitics of the Detoncoe Neclear Aoney,
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Subject to the authority and direction of the President
and the Secretary of Defense, JCS responsibilities include:
preparing strategic plans and providing for the strategic
direction cf the Armed Forces, including the direction of
operations conducted by commanders of unified and specified
commands; reviewing plans and programs of commanders of uni-
fied and specified comrands; and providing the U.S. represen-
tation on the Military Staff Committee of the United Nations.

JCS consists of the Chairman, the Arry Chief of Staff,
the Chief of Naval Operations, and the Air Force Chief of
Staff. The Commandant of the Marine Corps attends meetings
regularly and sits as coequal of the other members when they
discuss matters that directly concern the Marine Corps. The
JCS are assisted in performing their responsibilities by the
Joint Staff and other agencies of 0OJCL.

Joint staff

The joint staff, headed by a director, is composed (by
statute) of not more than 400 officers selected in approxi-
mately equal numbers from the Army, Navy (including the
Marine Corps), and Air Force. The joint staff is organized
into directorates concerned with personnel, operations, logis-
tics, plans and policy, and communications-electronics.

MILITARY CEPARTMENTS

The three military departments (Army, Navy, and Air
Force) within DOD are each headed by a civilian Secretary.
The office of a service Secretary (secretariat) is an ex-
tension of tne person of the service Secretary. Within
each secretariat there is one Under Secretary, a General
Counsel, and four Assistant Secretaries, each of the latter
beina functionally assigned for Research and Development,
Manpower and Reserve Affairs, Inscallations and Logistics,
ard Financial Management. The Army recently added a fifth
Assistant Secretary with resnmonsibility for civil works.
The functional designation of the 2ssistant Secretaries,
other than the Assistant Secretary for Manpower and Re-
serve Affairs, is not made by statute, but by internal
organization decision.

Belcw the predominantly civilian cecretariats, which
report to tne Secretary and Jnder Secretary of the mili-
tary departnents, are the military staffs, which report to
the Army Crhief of Staff, the Chief of Naval Operations,
the Commandant c¢f the Marine Corps, or the Air Force Chief
of Staff.

1 4
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Army Staff

The Army Staff, presided over by the Chief of Staff, is
the military staff of the Sec.etary of the Army. It includes
a general staff, a special staff, and a personal staff. The
Army Staft renders professional advice and assistance to the
Secretary, the Under Secretary, and the Assistant Secretaries
of the Army.

THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS

The Chief of Naval Operations is the senior military
officer of tre Department of the Navy and takes precedence
over all other naval offices, except one who is serving as
chairman of the JCS. He is the principal naval advisor to
the President and the Secretary of the Navy on the conaguct
of war and the principal naval adviser and naval executive
to the Secretary en activities of the Department of the Navy.
He is the Navy member ot the JCS.

The Chief of Naval Operations, under the Secretary of
the Navy, exercises command over certain central executive
organizations, assigned shore activities, and the Operating
Forces of the Navy.

The Chief of Naval Operations plans for and provides
the manpower, material, facilities, and services to support
the needs of the Cperating Focrces of the Navy, with the ex-
ception of the Fleet Marine Forces; maintains water trans-
portation services, including sea transportation for DOD;
directs the Naval Reserve; and exercises authecrity for mat-
ters of naval administration, including matters related to
customs and traditions of thc naval service, security, in-
telligence, discipline, naval commynications, and naval
operations.,

The Chief of Naval Operations'exercises area coordira-
tion authority over all Navy shore activities to insure
that total effortc afford adequate support to the combatant
forces and are coordinated among themselves to insure economy
and efficiency of operation.

The Office of the Chief of Naval Operations (OPNAV) is
the staff of the Chief of Naval Operations; its function is
to advise and assist him in discharging his responsibilities.
COMMANDANT OF THE_MARINE CORPS

The Marine Corps, & separate service within the De-
partment of the Navy, is headed by the Commandant of the
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Marine Coros. Headqguarters U.S. Marine Corps (HQMC), which
includes the staff of the Commandant, 2ad+vises ani assists
the Commandant in dischargi ng his recsconsizilities,. The
staff inciudes an Assistant Commandant, 2 Chief of Staff,
and several Deputy Chiefs of Staff.

{
AIR STAFF
The Air 5:taff furnishes professicnal assiztancs =0 tre
Secretary, the Under Secretary, and the Assistant Secretaries

of the Air Force, and the Chief of Staff.

The Air Staff is a headaquarters functional organizaticn
under the Air Force Chief of Staff. Titles throughout all
organizational levels reflect the functions involvad. 1In
addition, there is a board scructure, a chief sciesntizt
an administrative management functicn. The Air stafl i

) commonly referred to as Headquarters, USAF.

,
1~
-1

Air Staff functions are specialized into well-defineZd
areas to effect the management crinciples of functicnali-w,
integration, flexibilitv, SimpllClt}, and decentralization.
The Air staff retains those management functions that can-
not legally be delegat=d or decentralized, are neeced by
the Secretary and Chief of Staff, are essential to raspond
promptly to the Secretary of Defense, or are recuired to
determine the future design and structure of the Air Force.

The Chief of steff is directly responsinla to the 3=cre-
tary of the Air Force for the 2fficiency z2ncd orerational
readiness of the Air Force. He is a member of the JCS. E=2

: is assisted in all resvonsipbilities, excevt those pertain-
i ing to the JCS, by the Vice Chief of Staff and the Assistznt
Vice Chief of Staff.

The Scecial Staff, an adjunct to the Chief of Staff
\ independent of the basic staff structure, provides zdviscry
and support services to toth the Chief of Staff and the
Air staff. The Special Staff consists of a scientific ad-
visory board aund chaplain, legal, historical, medical, in-
telligence, studies, and Reserve and National Guard functions.

The Deputy Chi=fs of Staff (DCSs) function crimarily
as a coordirnating level on policv matters and rerraesent
the corporate structure., Substantive functions are orga-
nized under “he DCSs in homogenecus groucts callec direc-
torates. Under the directorates, functicns ave f:rther
broken down into descriotive grours, divisions, and cranches.
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The Comotroller of the Air Force functions in the sars

manner as the BCSs except that he is directly resocnsible %o

toth the Assistant Secretary cf thz Air Fcrce for Financial

Managerent and the Chief of Staf:

The board structure in the Air S
Air For :e Cou~cil and below it the Al
Alr Torcee Ceouncil cresents recormendzticon
ajencéa item tu the Chi=f of 3taff., Tne 2ir
sents recommendations of the directors on an agenda item to
the responsible staff function or sponsors the item before
the Air Force Council. Membership on the Council is at the
DCS, Comorroller, and Special Staif level; membership on
the Bcard is at the directorate level.

oW

The Director of 2&riniztration ztecizlizes in the nerw
adminiszrative functicns ¢of a decertrent., H2 is diractlvy
under the Assistan: Vize Chief of Staff andé functicns likz
the other directorates.

®
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OFFICE OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

PERSONNEL STRENGTH TRENDS

The following chart shows the personnel strength and
the military/civiliar percentages of the 0JCS since 1947.
The OJCS personnel strength until 1959 was about four to
five hundred personnel. At that time, the strength began
to increase and reached its peak in 1969 at 2,012 personnel.
3ince 1969, the trend has been downward, similar to that of
the total DOD and its top management headquarters.

Using the pre-Vietnam fiscal year of 1964 as a base year
the OJCS strength in fiscal year 1975 had decreased about
7 percent. Using the peak Vietnam fiscal year of 1968, the
0JCS strength in fiscal year 1975 had decreased about 23 per-
cent.

Relative to the l5-percent decrease in the total DOD
strength since fiscal year 1964, the OJCS decrease of
7 percent is only about half as much. The 0OJCS decrease of
23 percent is only about two-thirds as much as the 35-percent
decrease in the total DOD strength since fiscal year 1968.

In fiscal year 1968, OJCS made up about 0.04 percent of
the total DOD fcrce. In fiscal year 1975, it made up about
0.05 percent. :

"Since 1971 the civlian and military composition and
the average military and civilian grades have not changed
significantiy.




APPENDIX IV

ORGANIZATION OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF STRENGTH

PERCENT MILITARY AND ¢IVILIAN)
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APPENDIX V

Department of Defense
Headquarters{ Activity Survey

FEDERAL PERSONNEL AND COMPENSAT!ON DIVISION

U.S. General Accounting 0ffice

441 G St. N¥
Washington, D.C. 20548
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HEADQUARTZIXS ACTIVITY 3URVEY

O08JECTIVES

To supnort <he ravizw of 5epar:~en: 2f Zelznzs I7D
ptels anazerent L=2d8JarTiIrs, GAZ L2ce 3 sarve LI Toiie
vr,an-uazzc‘s. Tne cr2ci oojective 3 otae zuarvaEl Wil
provide in reased insignt into the activities and functional
interrelat.onships of organizational elements at each .ievel
of these headguarter:. GAO made no conclusions zZasei exclu-
sively woon survay data. The reader s3h0u2ld +42e3 1 2iad that
the data reflects the in_.erpretaticns ana percections Qf the
responcents. e found, nowever, that tne data accurately
sortra r33znicazionzl Ziffarences ani tanazsmant £TUl23
cf the diff=zrenz neadc2zrters., Ina few caszes was Zztz is
oiased by the size 2f z:o=z responding zonulation z2ad may not
pe w.:lly reoreszantative.

Wjor2 specifically, the survev wWwas casigned +c:

--Identifs zne activiciss cerformsd by organizaticnal
elements 2t the wvarious organizational levels and the
effort dzvoted to these activities.

--IZentifv the orcanizationral elzments entaced in each
zctivity zng tnz Cejree of tnsolr involveoenent,

-l » an inZ:ication Of tne gxt:-t 0f puverlanning of
s onz, cossizle duolication, and fraarmentation of
acuivitiss,

--I1Zdenti Tarticidation in *the decision-
ma<ing organizaticnal lewval,

--Oztain an indication of tne type and guantity of work-
load cerzrated ov the various levels of autnoritwy
(includirnz the Ccngress, the Office of Management and
Budget, tnhe White House, and other external agencies).

"ACTIVITY SURVEY

--Zespindent c2ia2ction and guestionnaire distrizution
tO r23ponignts.,
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--Questionnzire processing and data zase ishment.

Questionnaira d2v2l0%rent

Before constructinag 2 da%ta coillactizn instrumant, w2
attemonted to lccoztz existiing guestionnaires, Do To23zsion-
naire:s 2x13%3d wallIn wara désf;nei ©3 3sllaTs das: oziTiiar se
WA3T wWe Wer2 lataresteld in.  Jne was Wwicd o¥ tae Ilde Risoon
Defense Panel in the 1970 functional analysis of washington

headquarters staffs. The other was designed by the Navy Per-
sonnel Research ané Develonment Canter (NPRCC) %o examine in-

formacion flcows in the Havy mangower zlapnning syszam. Un-
fortunatelv, neither of tnese instruments really filled our
needs. The 3lue Ricbon Panz2l questionnairs was to0 generai
and in a form wnicn would se Jifficule o crncez fZor cotputar
analvses. The NP22C guestionnaire, in ouar ozinicn, was tsc
ceciiic and would r=cuire 3 to 6 hours per rescondsnt to com-
plets. Wwe used sevarzl aspects from each of these guestion-
naires to develop a useful guestionnaire (zee o. 130) which
would taxe rougly 3¢ to 45 aminutes tc complaete,

Rescondent selection and distribution to respsndents

3v congressional request, the scope of the revisw was
lizit=é to:

TE Yy o~ - g -~ . c - -~
Jiiizce of the Sacretary of Def=znze (CO8D)

w

Cffice of the Sacretary of the Army (0SA)
Office of the Secretary of the Navy (S5ECNAV)
Jifize of tn2 Secretary of the Alr Force (03a7)

Office of cthe Chief of Staff, Army (Army Stali)

(nd

Office of the Chief of Naval Cperations (OPNLY)

Headgquarters Marine Corps (HQMC)

SEfice of the Cnief of Staff, Air Force (Air 3ta2ff)
Tne azove crae wer2 azkad to suomit lists of those
orsantzztizcnal wnlcn should reczive the CID Hdeadguar-
tars ncotivity ftzr reviewing the lists, z few modi-
fications wara tne agreenment of Thie cognizant orcan-
1zatizns,
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The target popzlati ionnzire
were neads of organizacti cffiice
leval., The intention « 33v2 in-
formazion acout thelr a c123 3of
higher levels of auttor ¢ that
heads of organizaticnal 2 S o2
familiar wita orcz2d colicy (33423 inoz3
welil a3 tae details oI 2x2cutisn a2 .

Elements consisting of one or two individuals were not
sent gquestionnaires, unlass such eleaents were needed for
comparanility ourvoses (l.e., servics to zarvice, finction
to L_ny.lon) cr were consicdered to be 9I svecii
to our review.

Since %h2 nornenclature of the ori:nizacionzsl zlamznes
varied wida2lv (2 "diwvision” in ore orzanizat:on i3 comparacle
to a "branca" in anotner), the Juestionnaire incluaded 2 chzars
which showed the relationships between organizaticnzl lswvals
and the elerents. This illustration, chart 1, reorcgsantced
GAad's conception cf the organizational s:tructure of 20D hzad-
guarters and was provided to help with the comnoletion of the
questionnaire. Tne wvalues in parentheses indiceate the nuncer
of organizational elements which resoonged a% each levael.

The questionnaires wa2re seat on Juns 29, 1375, ne weax
was allowed for completion z2nd returrn to A0, Thisz was 2u-
tendald 2t the 2nd of the first week for an additional we=«,
becausz Tany resvondents were taxking lzave. The instructions
called for tne ccmpleted guestionnaires =0 o2 roturnsd di-
rectly to GAJ.

Questionnaire orocessing and data buse eztaslishment

Before processing the data, j number of oS ware ta<en
to insure a hign degree cf acrturady in the data oase. This
involved editing the data to maXe .sure answers were valid

(i.e., within range) and naking ingquirizs toc certzain resoon-
dents to clarify and verify data. During administration of
the guestionnaire, the original list of respondents was
changed from 1,201 to 1,147 due to organizational changes
(i.e., new and deleted organizational eiements). Aooroxi-
mately 30 percent of the organizotional =zloments resoonded.
They contained 13,865 perconnel, or 33 percent of tne 16,567
personnel reported in the headquarters. Tals response pro-
vided a more-than-adeguate sample for snalvsis. Taole 1 is
& oreaxkdown of the survey respondents.
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APPENDIX V APPENDIX V

TABLE_1

DOD Top Management Headgquarters
Activity Survey Respondents

June 1975
Elements Percentage of
Headquarters receiving Elements elements
organization questionnaire reporting reporting
0sD 178 171 96
OSA 26 25 96
SECNAV 95 76 83
OSAF 22 21 95
Army Staff 253 211 83
- OPNAV 268 253 94
HOMC ' ’ 103 96 93
Air Staff 202 184 h 90 )
Total 1,147 1,037 90

Data analysis

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (a widely
used system of computer programs for data analysis) was used
to analyze the data. The findings are »resented in the
following sections. -

FINDINGS
Personnel

Categories of personnel

Respondents were asked to categorize the personnel in
their unit as supervisors, action officers, or supporting
personnel. Table 2, below, preserts total. personnel figures
for these three categories in ea~h headquarters. As indi-
cated, 2,223 supervisors, 7,579 action officars, and 4,063
sup»orting personnel, totaling 13,865 personrel, are included
in our sample.
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TABLE 2

COD Top Management Headguarters
‘Personnel Assigned to Reporting Organizations

Headquarters Super- Action Support
crganization visors officers personnel Totai
0SD 331 957 664 1,952
0SA 50 129 100 279
SECNAV 223 625 480 1,328
OSAF 56 113 96 265
Army Staff 605 2,287 1,092 3,984
OPNAV 285 915 498 1,698
HOMC 173 518 268 959
Air Staff _5o0¢ 2,035 __865 3,400
Total . 2,223 7,579 4,063 13,865

Source: DOD Headquarters Activity Survey, June 1975.

One notable observation is the size of the SECNAV in
comparison to the other secretariats. This large difference
is at least in part the result of the Navy Department being
a two-service organization and of differences in organiza-
tional structure. The Department of the Navy has centralized
financial management and civilian personnel affairs in two
components within their secretariat. These two organizations,
the Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Financial
Management, and the Office of the Assistant Secretary of the
Navy, Manpower and Reserve Affairs, account for 976 personnel,
73 percent of the total 1,328 Navy secretariat.

The percentage of personnel in leach of the three cate-
gories and the supervisors—to-total4staff ratio is presented
in table 3. Supervisors make up 16 percent of the total head-
quarters personnel, while action officers and supporting per-
sonnel rake up 55 percent and 29 percent, respectively. The
overall supervisor-to-staff ratio is approximately 1:5. The
slightly higher percentage of supervisors in OSA, OSAF, and
HOMC is probably due to the smaller relative size of these
organizations.
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TABLE 3

DOD Top Management Headgquarters
Percentage of Personnel in the
Three Categories of Personnel
and Supervisor-to-Staff Ratio

Headquarters Super - Action Support Supervisor~-to-
organization visors officers personnel staff ratio
0sD 17% 49% 343 1:5
OSA 18 46 36 1:5
SECNAV 17 47 36 1:5
OSAF 21 43 36 1:4
Army Staff 15 57 27 1:6
OPNAV 17 54 29 i:5
HQMC 18 54 28 1:5
Air Staff 15 60 25 1:6
Total l6% 55% 29% 1:5

Source: DOD Headquarters Activity Survey, June 1975,

Table 4 presents the civilian-to-military ratios for
personnel in each headquar*=rs organization by category
of personnel. Overall, within the supervisor and action
officer categories, there are about an equal number of
civilians and military personnel; wihile in the support per-
sonnel category, civilians outnumber the military by about
6 to 1. Scanning the table discloses a greater utilization
of civilians in 0SD and the service secretariats while in the
-military staffs uniformed personnel predominate.

OPNAV and HQMC btoth have exceptionally low civilian-to-
military ratios in the support area.
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TABLE 4

DOD Top Management Headquarters
Civillan~to-Military Ratio of Personnel
Assigned to Reporiing Organization (note a)

Headquarters Super - Action Support
organization visors officers personnel Total
0sD 3.1:1 2.0:1 4.8:1 2.8:1
OSA 2.6:1 1.6:1 49.0:1 3.3:1
SECNAV 3.8:1 3.3:1 19.0:1 5.1:1
OSAF 1.9:1 .6:1 23.0:1 1.8:1
Army Staff l.1:1 1.3:1 16.9:1 2.0:1
OPNAV .4:1 .4:1 2.0:1 .7:1
HOMC .6:1 .5:1 1.3:1 .7:1
Air Staff .5:1 .6:1 7.7:1 1.02:1

Overall

ratio 1.04:1 1:1 5.9:1 1.5:1
Total

number 1,131/1,092 3,741/3,838 3,477/586 8,349/5,516

a/Ratios less than one indicate that there are more military
than civilian persconnel in that group.

Source: DOD Headquarters Activity Survey, June 1975,

The civilian-to-military ratio for heads of organiza-
tional elements and their subordinate supervisors is shown in
table 5. Overall, with the exception of 0SD, OSA, and OSAF,
the heads of organizational elements are predominantly mili-
tary. The SECNAV's office exhibits a much different staffing
ratio than the other secretariats. This is due in part to the
differences in organizational structure addressed in discus-
sion of table 2 above.
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TABLE 5 1

DOD Top Management Headguarters
Civillan-to-Military Ratlios for Heads
of Organizarional Elements and Supervisors

Heads of
Headquarters organizational Supervisory
organization elements personnel
0osD 3.4:1 3.1:1
0SA 2,6:1 2,6:1
SECNAV .8:1 3.8:1
OSAF 2,.5:1 1.9:1
Army Staff .5:1 1.1:1
OPNAV .2:1 .4:1
HQMC W2t .6:1
Air Staff 204 .5:1 |
Total .5:1 1.04:1

Source: DOD Headguarters Activity Survey, June 1975.

Grade distribution

Military and civilian grade structure is shown in L
table 6.

TABLE 6

DOD Top Management Headguarters

Grade Distribution

Military Civilian
OffTcers £rlisted Profersional Clerical
Grade No. Percent Grade No. Percent {rade (A No. Percent Grade {GS) No. Feccent . L
07 and up 29 .6 E-7 and up 246 15.4 16 and u 282 5.5 8 and up 202 6.3 A
06 $12 18.9 E-6 196 28.2 15 770 15.0 7 611 18.9 = 4
05 1,953 40.6 E-5 119 17.0 14 1,030 20.0 [ 1,009 N
(] 1,414 29.) E-4 BS 12.3 13 1,33 6.0 5 94) 29.2
03 457 3.5 E~} 38 5.4 12 609 11.9 4 307 9.5
02 32 .7 £-1, E-2 1n 1.7 11 | 443 8.n 3 116 3.6
o1 1 .2 3, 10 | 357 7.0 1, 2 a 1.2
W [] .2 7, 8 : 298 6.0
Total 4,821 100.0 €35  100.0 ' 5,126 100.0 3,229 100.0
Average Averasge Average Average
grade 4.7 grade 6.1 grade 12.8 grade 5.7
mode 3 Mode 7 Mode 13 Mode 3

Average civilian grade G§-10.0

Source: DO Headquarters Activity Survey, June 1975,
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Since these personnel work in the top management
neadquarters of the Department of Defense, it is not un-
expected that average grades are relatively high. The median
officer grade is about 0-5--Lieutenant Colonel or Commander.
The average enlisted grade is approximately E-6. Grades GS-13
and GS-14 are predominant among civilian professional person-
nel. The average professional grade is about GS-13 while the
average clerical grade is about GS-6. The overall average
civilian grade is approximately GS-10.

Looking at grade distrihbution by individual headquarters
(see tables 6-A, and 6-B), the average officer and enlisted
grades are fairly similar. However, there are some noticeable
differences. Fcr example, OPNAV and OSD reported at least
10 flag-rank officers compared to 1 or 2 in each of the other
headquarters (table 6-A). It should be recalled that our sam-
ple was composed mainly of action level officers. We were not
surprised by the number of senior officers in 0ZD. The rela-
tively large concentration of senior officers at the action
officer level in the OPNAV is attributable to (1) a liberal
use c¢f these officers as special assistants and their place-
ment. in the organizational structure and (2) the varied modes
of warfare the Navy must prepare for (i.e., surface, sub-
surface, and air). 1In the enlisted grades, we could not
establish any unusual figures.

The grade distribution of civilian professionals amung
the eight headquarters organizations is presented in
table 6-C. About half of the civilian prufessiocnals in OSD
and OSAF are in grades GS-14 or above. The service staffs
have lower percentages of high-grade professional civilians
(GS-15 and up) than the secretariats, except in the Department
of the Navy where the staff has a higher percentage of high-
grade professionals than the secretariat. HQMC has the lowest
percentage of high-grade civilians.

The service staffs have the highest vpercentages of mid-
grade (GS-12 to 14) professionals, comprising approximately
50 percent of each staff's total. In the secretariats, the
Navy--with over 50 percent--has the highecst percentage of mid-
grade professionals as compared to 25 to 30 percent in the
other secretariats.

In general, the Department of the Navy (SECNAV, OPNAV,
and HQMC) seems to utilize more lower grade (GS-1 through 4)
civilian clerical personnel than the other organizations
(table 6-9), while O3AF, OSA, and 0OSD have the hignest
graded clerical personnel. The wide variance in clerical
grades would seem to indicate a lack of uniform standards
fcr grading clerical osositions.
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Distribution of effort

To identify organizational activities and the degree of
involvement by the neadquarters organizations, we prepared
a list of 13 possible subject areas from which the resoondents
could choose (chart 2). The list was orevared after careful
examination of organizational mission and functional area
statements, We felt that the list would include most of the
activities of the organizational elements chosen as respond-
ents. Activities not listed could be written in by respond-
ents under the category of "other." We asked the respondents
winich of the areas offered was considered tneir primary area
of responsipility. We asked them also to list additional
areas considered important because of either staff-years
invested or of the mission of their organizational element.
The respondents listed 3,384 total activities, including
787 write-in activities. Only seven write-in activities were
as primary.

We limited our analysis of organizational activity to
five levels of oriority {(porimary, secondary, third, fourth,
and other).
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Sublect Areas

intell.qenc (requtirements, collec-
intell.gence

tion, processaing, production sup-
port, etc.)

Secuzity ard counterintelligence

Command, ccrntrol, and communicetion

A_tomatic 2ata proc2839ing treqguice-
ments, manajement informaticn systems,
cperat-ons, etc.)

[ C I . -
torce av? contingency planniag (stra
egic a‘u .>ctical planning and develco

xent, ... e S‘ructure, cpecational rea
innss A} reguilrements, etc. )

Personn.l .accessivns, training, promo

tions, vtilization, assignrents, com-
pensaticn, incentilves, lenefits, etc.;

Manspower iasthorizations, allocations,
validatiovr, documentation, ete.)

Facilitiles and counstruction tengineer-

ing, real estate, public works, repair
projects, et

Dominant activities

£~

4.

10.

i1.
12.
13,

14.

15.

16.
17.

19.

Legzistics {suprly and services,
maintenance, transporration,
material reg.iietrents, prccurement,

pecduction and distripution, etc.)
Purlic inforration

Irternal audit:ing and inccection

C.reraces (audit, admin;stration,
o taces
monitoring, etc.)

-

iscal and budzetary (firancaial

~agement, accountiny and funding,
)

Internal staff administration (staff
an n., -ail service, feports
nidence ccntrol, forms
and space manasement, Supgort serv-
1ces, etc.)

Lejal services

LSngressiona. 11a160n

Ad+~inistratic- ard maragerent (organ-
tzaticnal po.:-y and ranaiement,
records and a:-inistraticn, awards
an~t decoratic~s, etc.)

Cerer

The distribution of overall effort by staff-years is

shown in taonle 7.

3
i
!
]
H
¢
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TABLE 7

Staff- Percentage of

Activity years total effort
Fiscal and budgetary 1,651 13
Logistics 1,142 9
Personnel 1,132 9
Administration and management 1,072 9
Force and contingency planning 849 7
Research and development 829 7
Internal staff administration 785 6
Automatic data processing __615 6
Total a’/8,135 66

a/Excludes "other" (),590 staff-years).
Source: DOD Headquarters Activity Survey, June 1975,

An analysis of the distribution of effort shows that,
of the 19 subject areas offered for selection in the guec-
tionnaire, 8 activities comprise two-thirds of the aggregate
staff-years of effort expended by the reporting organiza-
tions. This does not include the "other" category which
was 12 percent of the total effort and represented 1,590
staff-years. The fiscal and budgetary activity is clearly
the activity which requires the largest amount of effort,

13 percent, compared to the second highest activity, log-
istics, 9 percent.

The only real surprise is automatic data processing
(ADP) which comprises about 6 percent of the total staff-
years. One reason for this amount of activity is that our
survey data included a substantial number of personnel from
Navy's Accounting and Finance Center, Washingto.. This
nrganization's activitics include a substantial amount
of ADP. It is currently considered part of Department of
the Navy manaagerent headauarters, as indicated by the current
DOD definition of management headquarters--DOD Directive
5100.73, April 11, 1975.

Table 8 depicts these same eight dominant activities by
organization. A number of disparities among the ciqght rcad-
quarters are noticeable. Most notable is that the eigh«
most dominant activities comprise only around half of tn=
total effort c¢f CSA and OSAF, while the other organizations
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consider that these eight activities comprise about
two-thirds or better of their total effort. This is under-
standable since the table represents the aggregate distribu-
tion of the most dominant activities across all eight top
management headquarters. '

TABLE 8

DOD Top Manaqement Readquarters

Staff-years as percentage of total effort

Army Alr
Activity osp OSA  SECNAV  OSAr staff OPNAV  HOMC Staff
N

Piscal and budetary 13% 11} 258 (1} 12% 118 19% 13%
Logistics 7 3 2 [} 10 10 24 9
Personnel 9 18 3 21 11 6 6 10
Adminjistration and .

manageaent 12 1S 11 9 8 6 6 8
Force and contingency

planning 5 1 1 1 S 12 ? 11
Research and development 7 4 2 - [] ] € 8
Internal staff adminie-

tration 6 2 10 11 [ 1 9 H S
Automatic dats

processing 2 1 14 - 5 6 8 5
Percent of total

rtaff-years devoted

to 8 dominant ac-

tivities 61 49 69 54 64 68 79 69
Total staff-years

devoted to all

activities

{note a) 1,724 251 1,090 20 3,570 1,518 838 3,047

a/Excludes "other.®

Source: DOD Headquarters Activity Survey, June 197S.

The fiscal and budgetary activity in SECNAV comprises
25 percent of their total effort. This is very large when
compared tc OSA and OSAF percentages of their total effort--
5 percent and 4 percent, respectively. In the staffs, OPNAV
and HQMC also devote a considerable amount of effort to the
fiscal and budgetary activity. HQMC's effort of 19 percent
is the largest when compared to the other military staffs
whose proportional effort in this activity ranged from 11
to 13 percent. The Department of the Navy has centralized
the fiscal and budgetary functions in SECNAV; however, the
data indicates a high level of effort is also afforded this
activity in OPNAV and HQMC.

The highest proportion of effort in OSA and OSAF is in
the personnel area. This activity also ranks very high in
the Army and Air Staffs,
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The considerably lower proportions of total personnel
effcrt in the Department of the Nevy top management head-
guarters (SECNAV, OPNAV, and HQMC) is attributable to the
exclusion of the personnel activities which are conducted
at the Bureau of Naval Personnel and the Marine Corps Per-
sonnel Support Activity. A better perspective between the
secretariats is gained when the activity manpower (not
shown on the table) is included. A much greater proportion
of this activity is conducted in SECNAV, and when ceombined
with personnel these activities amount to twice as many
(about 100 versus 50) staff-years of effort than in 0SA
and OSAF. This reflects the consolidation of civilian man-
power management in SECNAV,

The table also disc.loses that OSD and the secretariats
are heavily involved in administration and management. This
suagests considerable effort is devoted by OSD and the De-
partmental headgquarters to the ongoing task ¢f organizational
management and servicewide administrative policy.

The low percentage (2 percen:)} in SECNAV for research
and development can be explained by the fact that the Office
of Naval Research is not included. Although this Office
performs varinus activities for SECNAV, it is a separate man-
agement headquarters and, therefore, was not included in our
data.

Internal staff administration is relatively large for
SECNAV and OSAF--around 10 percent of the total for each.
(In the case of OSAF, this is probably due to the consolida-
tion of mailroom and message center functions for bcocth OSAF
and the Air Staff in a single unit within OSAF.) OPNAV also
devotes a relatively large proportion (9 percent) of their
effort to internal staff administration.

Although the most dominant activities of each bead-
quarters are somewhat similar, there are notable differences
not depicted in table 8, which are listed below. 1In 0SD,
OSA, and OSAF, congressional liaison and the eight most
dominant activities depicted in table 8 constitu:e over
two-thirds of the total effort. The concentration of this
activity in OSD and the secretariats reflects its central-
ization at the highest levels of the Department of Defense.
Interestingly, however, we also found this activity conducted
to a lesser degree in various components 1 each of the serv-
ice staffs. Notable differences in each of these organiza-
tions are:
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Headquarters activity Percentage of
(note a) total effort

OSD:

Cougressional liaison 6

Command, control, and communications 6

Security and counterintelligence 6
OSA:

Congressional liaison 29

Security and counterintelligence 7
SECNAV:

Legal services 13
OSAF:

Public information 21

Congressional liaison 14
Army Staff:

Manpower 6

Facilities and construction 12
OPNAV:

Command, control, and communications 10
Air Staff:

Command, control, and communications 6

Manpower 6

a/Rank in at least the top 66 percent.

The combined percentages for public information and
congressional liaison indicate the high dearee of centraliza-
tion of these activities in OSA ard OSAF. This portrays the
involvement of the secretariats in|projecting service image
and proqgrams with “he public and tbe Congress.

!u

Primary activities

Respondents were asked to list their primary area ac-
tivity, either because of staff-years invested or 1wportcnce
to the mission of their organizational element. F~rimary ac-
tivities account for 64 precent of the overall effcrt throuah-
out the hecadquarters staffs. The remaining 36 percent 1s a
measure of their involvement in activitics other than their
primary area. No significant variations in the data between
0SD, the secretariats and the staffcs were revealed. The
percentaaer of offort devoted tn privary area activities
varied between 60 and 67 percent.
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An indication of the relative importance of activities
is to rank them by the number of times they were listed as
primary. Table 9 lists the seven activities which were most
frequently listed as primary and compares them to their rank-
ing in total staff-years of effort, shown in tablie 7. Rank-
ing for the primary area activities are gquite similar to
those found in table 7; however, there are a couple of ex-
ceptions. Research and development is listed first as a
primary activity instead of sixth as a percentage of total
effort. This is because organizational elements reporting
research and development as their primary activity usually
have less staff than those engaged in the other major pri-
mary activities. Internal staff administration and automatic
data processing atre not included in the primary area listing,
and command, control, and communications is added.

~

TABLE 9

DOD Top Management Headgquarters

Most Fregquently iisted Primary Area Activities
and Proportion of Total Effort
Devoted to These Primary Activities

Percentage of

total reporting Total effort
elements listing (staff-years)

Activity activity as primary Percentage Rank
Research and

development 11.8 6.8 6
Fiscal and

budgetary 10.6 13.5 1
Personnel 10.2 9.2 3
Logistics 10.1 9.3 2
Force and con-

tingency

planning 10.G 6.9 5
Administraticn and

management 8.3 8.7 4
Command, control,

and communica-

tions _5.6 _4.8 11

TOTAL 66.6 59.2

Source: DOD Headquarters Activity Survey, June 1975.
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Significant staff activities

The respondents were asked to choose their most sig-
nificant staff activities from “he subject area list in the
questionnaire. The criteria for selection was their primary
area of responsibility, staff-years invested, or importance
to the mission of the organizational element. Table 10
depicts the eight activities most freguently chosen (includ-
ing the primary activity), and thev represent about 68 per-
cent of the 2,597 choices (excluding other) selected from
our list. The top six activities are the same as the top
six primary area activities shown in table 9, but the rank-
ings differ. The differences between tables 9 and 19 are
the cdeletion of command, control, and communication and the
addition of congressional liaison and internal staff adminis-
tration,

The most freguently cited activity is fiscal and budget-
ary, which was reported 314 times for 12 percent of the 2,597
listed activities. Another notable activity is congressional
liaison. This activity, which was mentioned 169 times for
6 percent of the 2,597 listed activities, is not included in
the prior rankings. 1Its inclusion suggests that a large
number of organizational elements have some involvement in
the area.

The top two-thirds, or most frequently mentioned, of
the activities of each headquarters organization are shown
in tables 11 through 18. Again, the fiscal and budgetary
activity stands out as dominant in nearly all these organiza-
tions.

There are, however, notable differences in activities
from one organization to another and from the aggregate data
displayed in table 10. For example, congressional liaison,
in OSD and the service secretariats, is the top activity and
represents at least 10 percent of effort. Notwithstanding
the consolidation of this activity in the secretariats, it is
listed in the top two-thirds of total reported Air Staff
activities,

Facilities and construction in OSA rankings is explained
by the organizational placement of the civil works function,
which exists in OSA and not in OSAF and SECNAV.

The manpower ranking in SECNAV is probably due in large
part to the Office of Civilian Manpower Management. It cen-
tralizes civilian manpower management for Navy and Marine
Corps civilian personnel. This activity is decentralized
in the Departments of the Army and Air @orce.
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Other notable differences in the listings are public
information, wnich makes its only appearance in OSAF rankings,
and force and contingency planning, which only shows up in
OSD and the service statfs. The service secretariats, according
to the survey data, are not involved in this activity to any
great extent. For the most part, administration and manage-
ment is ranked very high in each of the organizations. The
exception is dQMC.

TABLE 10

Total DOD Top Management Headguarters

Most Frequently Listed of
2,597 Reported Activities (note a)

Percentage of

Times total reported
Activity listed staff activities
Fiscal and budgetary 314 12
Logistics 234 9
Research and development 233 9
Administration and management 231 9
Personnel 205 8
Force and contingency
planning 201 8
Congressicnal liaison 169 6
Internal staff administra-
tion 148 _6
Total 1,735 67

a/Excludes "other."

Source: DOD Headquarters Activity Sfrvey, June 1975,
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TABLE 11

DOD Top Management Headquarters
Office of the Secretary of Defense

Most Frequently Listed of

428 Reported Activities (note a)
{

Percentage of

Times total reported
Activity listed staff activities
Fiscal and budgetary 46 11
Congressional liaison 44 10
Research and development 38 9
Administration and management 37 9
Personnel 37 9 ’
Logistics 36 8
Force and contingency planning 25 6
Internal staff administration 21 _S
Total 284 617

|

a/Excludes "nther."
Source: DOD Headguarters Activity Survey, June 1975.
TABLE 12

DOD Top Management Headguarters
Office of the Secretary of the Army

Most Frequently Listed of
56 Reported Activities (note a)

Percentage of

Times total reported
Activity listed staff activities

Congressional liaison 8 14
Research and development 6 11
Administration and management 5 9
Fiscal and budgetary 4 7
Internal audit and inspection 4 ?
Facilities and construction 4 7
Personnel 4 7
Automatic data processing _3 _5

Total 38 67
a/Excludes "other.”
Source: OCD Headaguarters Activity Survey, June 1975.
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TABLE 13

DOD Tup Management Headguarters
Office of the Secretary of the Navy

Most Fremenrtly Listed of

297 Repc::zoe .~ jvities (note a)

Percentage of

Times total reported

Activity listed staff activities
Fiscal and budgetary 27 14
Administration and management 22 11
Congressional liaison 20 10
Logistics 16 8
Research and development 14 7
Manpower 14 7
Internal staff administration 14 _7
Total 127 64

a/Excludes "other.”
Source: DOD Headquarters Activity Survey, June 1975.
TABLE 14

DOD Top Management Headguarters
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force

Most Frequently Listed of
54 Reported Activities (note a)

Percentage of

Times total reported
Activity listed staff activities
Adninistration and management. 8 15
Conuressional liaison 6 11
Internal staff administration 6 11
Personnel 6 11
Fiscal and budgetary 5 9
Public information _5 9
Total 36 66

I
I

a/Excludes "other."

Source: DOD Headquarters Activity Siygvey, June 1975.
®
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TABLE 15

DOD Top Management Headguarters
Office of the Chief of staff, Army

Most Fregquently Listed of
542 Reported Activities (note a)

Percentage of

Times total reported
Activity listed staff activities

' . Fiscal and budgetary 62 11
. : Personnel 58 11
; Administration and management 58 11
; . Logistics 48 9
' Force and contingency planning 37 7
- Research and develooment 35 6
. Automatic data processing 33 6
. Manpower 32 _6
Total 363 67

a/Excludes "other." |
Source: DOD Headguarters Activity Survey, June 1975.

f | TABLE 16

DOD_Top Management Headguarters
Office of the Chief of Naval Oterations

Most Freaquently Listed of

630 Reportea TActivities (note a)

Percentage of

Times total reported
Activity listed staff activities
! Fisca! and budgetary 87 14
’ Research ard develocrent 78 12
Farce and contingency planning 64 10
Letirtics 56 9
Com~ana, ~ontrol, and com-
mary ottt o 44 7
Admanc tratien and management 44 7
MInrmCar 39 6
i =2 -2
Toval 412 65
3 « . o
! rter IR S ey June 1975,
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DCD Toop Manzz=Tent =
Headcuar=t:z ;

Most Frecuentlv Listed of
! 238 Repcrted Activitles (note a)

Percentags of

T B oY g

Times total rerorted
Activity listed staff{ activities

Fiscal and budgetarv 34 14
Logistics 34 14
Force and contingency planning 21 9
Perscnnel 20 8
Automatic data processing 19 8

I Research ancé develocrent 18 8
Internal staff adrministration _15 _6
Total 161 67

. a/Excludes "other.”
Source: DOLC Beadquarters Activity Survey, June 1975.
TASLE 18

OCC_Ton Mznagement Headauarters
Cffice of the C.iel of Staff, air Force

{ ' Most Freauently Listed of
: 452 Reported Actlvitles (note a)

! Percentage of

Times total reported
' ' Activity listed staff activities

Fiscal and budgetary 19 11
Administration and management 43 10
Force and contingency planning 42 9
Research and develocment 42 9
Logistics 38 8
Personne’ 30 7
Automatic data processzing 3v 7
Congressicnal liaison _29 _6 ' 3

Total 307 68

|
n

a/Exciudes "other."

Source: DCD tieaacuarters Activity Survey, June 1975,
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Fragmentation and cdunlication of activities
One task in our inc:iry was to id Smentation
and czossibtla <Zuzliczsicn ¢f 2ffcre. ° cn i3 tne
division of activiti=2z; while duclicas v otne Am2rican
! Ccllege Dicticnarv cefinition, is "any g correszending
in all resperts to screthinc 21se." In ou ini the
more fracgmentad an activity is, the greate cilice
for unnecesszzy duvlica<ion of effort. Wwr nt
activisty cannc: e zinznaointed without an 2 A4
audit, the data we gathered can be used to gmenta-

tion and the n»otential Zor duplication.

To estimate tals potential, we looked at pbrimarv area
activity distribution across the organizational structure
- of the <ight tov management headcuarters. This methoed loc<s
at fraatentation and duplicaticn ir a limited wav, WwWe fzl:z
tnis was necessary in view of the scope of tnes data.

DAL

W. 2d the follewing criteria as rcugh indicators of
potentia duplicaticn,

--If an a-tivity is dispersed among several organiza-
tioral conponents with no component having a high
concentration of organizations engag2d in that ac-

4 tivity, that activity is considered potentially

redundant.

——

] --1f an activity 13 concentrated within a sinagle

; crganizzticnal component and a aigh number of
organizations within the component are encaged in
that activity, that activity 1s prokbably not
redundant.

3 --If an activity avpears to be a logical extension of

{ a particular organizational componen%, then that
activity 1s also czrocably nct redundant; e.g., the
fiscal budgetarv activity as part of the comotroller
organization.

We used above criteria in evaluating the charts on
pages 40 through 43. Charts 1 through 4 shuw the primary
activities in which thne various organizational elemants
within CSD, the service secr=tariates, and the szervice stz
are liaveclved. The charts deoict the organizational nlace-
ment of functions and/o:r activities within the 2ight =C
top management neadcltarters. The colored Lliocks renrasent
the primary activities of orzanizational =2l2ments (e.a.,
Comcensaticn Directorate of Aig (M & RA)) reported for eac-

.




headquarters. The zo0lid cclor biocks de

activities, in that garricular headguars Soy,
which are iIn the top 60 percent of %“ne - iec
regorted. The stric:d 2locks recra2szent nant
orimaryv activity for that cvzrticul=z or: olobrah)
ponent (e.g., ASD Intelligence). These 13

not rank, however, within the topo 60 rper

headguartars as a wnole, The values in édenote
thie number O srganizational elements re

One of the first impreccsions conveyed by %he ziarts
is that there is a great de-l >f fragmentation and hence
possible redundancy within the headquarters portrayed.
However, redundancy do2s not necessarily follow. Cn the
basis of our criteria, when you take the number of organiza-
tional elements engaged in the activity (in parenthese) and
the nature of the activity intc account, a much clearer under-
standing of potentially redundant activities is obtained.
Additionally, these criteria shculd be used with the know-
ledge that some activities b their very nature cross both
organizational and functional lines. For example, the
fiscal and budgetary activity is a logical extension and
primary activity of the comrtroller function; but it is
also a logical subactivity of manpcwer, research and de-~
velopment, installations, and logistics functicns, etc,

Using the previously stated criteria, the charts identify
the placement of activities in organizational components and
could serve as the basis for cons.ide: ing consolidatinns or
eliminatioas.

Our method for identifving fragmentation which is
potentially duplicative is .aédmittedly very rough. To add
more objectivity, we decided to examine certain major
activities to determine thd cxtent to which thev were per-
formed by oraganizations specifically chartered to manage
those activities. This involved grouring organizational
elements according to their main activity. Wwe refer to
these groupings as functional organizations since their
missions are oriented toward a particular type of activity.
For example, the research and development (R&D) grouping
consists of the following offices.

~~Director of Defense Research and Engineering, CSD.

--Assistant 3ecretary of the Aramy for R&C, Army
Secretariat.

~~-Assistant Secretary c¢f the Navy for R&D, Navy
Secretariat.




r

APPENCIX V APPENDCTIX 7

--Assistant Secre
i

ary of the Air Force for R&D, Air
Force Secratariat

t

at.,

--Deputy Chief of Staff for Research, Cevaloprment, 2nd
Acguisition, Army Staff.

--Director, Research and Developnment Test and Evalua-
tion, Mavy Staff.

-=-Deputy Chief of Staff for Research and Develnpment
and Studies, Marine Cocps Staff.

(40

--Deputy Chief of Staff fcr R&D, the Air Stafl,

Five such groupings--cperations, research and develop-
ment, financial management, installations and logistics, and
manpower and reserve affairs--included about half of the
total number of organizations in our sample.

The most prevalent activities shown in chart 2 wer=z
selected for analysis. Some are quite general in character,
and thus we expected they would be performed in many organiza-
tions. 9Jthers are more specialized in nature. Since, in
practice, it is sometimes difficult to distinguish between
closely related activities, we have combined personnel with
manpower and logistics with facilities and construction.

We reasoned that most of the specialized activities in DOD
would be performed within the corresvonding functionzl com-
ponents. Looking at the data groured in this way cives us
an additional measure of fragmentation. To the extent that
the functional comzonents represent onlv a fraction of the
organizational elements performing corresvonding specialized
activities (table 19) oc they perform only a simall cortion
of the total effort devoted to those activities (tadble 20),
we could infer that those activities are relatively
fragrented.

In table 19 we used the total number of activity areas
cited by the organizations as being significant because of
primary area of responsibility, staff-yearc invested, or
importance to their mission. Thus, a single organizational
unit may be performing work in more than one activity. Ac-
cordingly, the data should ba looked at horizontally. The
tabies refer to the way effort in pvartisular activities is
dispersed across organizations not to the way an orcaniza-
tion's 2ffort is spread across various activities.

Analysis of the data in thecsa *tanles reveals two main
points. First, even within relat (vely well-dz2fined spe-
cializad areas, fragmenta-ion is considerable. Second, gen-
eral activities transcend both functional and organization
lines.
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Concerning fragmuentation, we found that:

--0Organizational compcnents in tha operations aresc
comprise about one-fifth nf the organizations doing
force anq contingency planning and command, control,
and communications activities. These components
perform a little over one-third of the total staff-
years devoted to these activities,

--0Organizaticnal components in the research and develop-
ment area comprise 38 percent of the organizations
involved in R&D activities, and they perform 55 percent
of the total effort devoted to R&D.

--Organizational components irn the installations and
logistics area comprise 43 percent of the organizations
involved in logistics, facilities, and construction
activities, and they contrikbute 52 percent of the
staff-years devoted to these activities,

--0Organizational components in the manpower and reserve
affairs area comprise 30 percent of the organizations
involved in personnel and manpower, and they contribute
48 percent of the stoff-years devoted to these activi-
ties.

In summary, we found that functional comporents represent 43
to 61 percert of the organizations involved in the correspond-
ing specialized activities. But 54 to 71 percent of the total
staff-years devoted to the major scecialized activities were
performed by the functional ccmponents specifically organized
to manage those activities. This indicateé a substantial
amount of fragmentation and, hence potential for redundant
activity.

We also found that some activities were general in
nature and consequently crcssed both functional and organiza-
tional boundaries. That is, such areas as fiscal and budget-
ary, administrazion and management, internal staff adminis-
tration, and congressional liaison activities were performed
in a large number of organizations concerned with a wide
variety of activities, This indicates that effort devoted
to general organizational managemen: is conducted in nearly
all parts of DOD.
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APPENDIX 7 APPENDIX Y

Crganiza=ional chanae ,

he dvnamic natur2 ¢f CCC headauarters organizations
i3 shewn 1n tazls 2i. I% shows the parcentage ofi or- 1z3-
tional =l2ment chengs2s 1ia CCC Ior fiscai sears 1359~
Changes are the product of extsrnal and internal infl:ences,
which cuzace new crganizational elements %o be forxmed cr old
organizazions tc be restructured., As the data indica=es,
ascprox:ic 7 30 garcent of tha organizational =2l23nm2ncts
currentl s ia DOC 2ither did nc: 2xist in 1370 or wer2 in

different form. This data suggests that COD is in a
continual state of organizational change. 1In this organ-
izational mode, DOD decisionmaking is formulated.

-

TABLE 21

Annuat Percent-.:2 of Orcan:zational! Etlement Chances
in CCD Top Management Headquarters 1963-75

Army Air
PY 0osD 0sA SECNAV OSAF Staff CPNAV HQMC Staff Total
75 11.7 - 10.5 4.8 13.3 7.5 - 2.7 7.8
74 3.5 4.0 1.3 3.5 6.2 5.9 21.9 1.6 6.0
73 2.9 4.0 1.3 - 3.3 3.9 2.1 .5 3.1
72 7.0 - 2.6 - 2.8 1.0 2.1 1.6 6.1
n 2.9 - 1.3 - 2.4 4.3 3.1 2.2 2.8
70 4.7 4.0C 2.6 - 0.9 2.4 2.1 2.7 2.5

69 and
eariier 67.3 88.0 80.2 85.7 71.1 58.9 63.8 88.6 71.7

Source: CZOD Headquarters Activity Survey, June 197%.

Decisiornrakina

One of the main objectives of our activity survey was
to estaclish the degree of participation in decisionmaking
at each neadquarters organizational level. To that end,
we asked guestions aimed at determining

--+he relative decree of 2a2uthority exercised by =ach
CZD heacduzarters organization,

-~-the degrz=e of influence that organizations, whic!
are external to the resconding 2rganizations, have
on overall PDefense posi+<ion or uolicy,

. I3 . . . *
oordipration :r‘.at taxes place internally
ly in DOD rhealdQuarters,
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~-the extent to which DOD headauarters organizations
carry out high-, middle-, and working-level management
actions, :

--the excernal origin of higk-level management actions,
such as policy, directives, and guidance and approvals,
concurrences, and decisions, and

~-the extent to which the products of middle~level man-
agement actior.s, such as plans, procrams, recommenda-
tions, and issue papers and data, studies, analysis,
etc., are prepared for external corganizations.

Degaree of authority

Before decisionmaking can take place, individuals must
have the authority to make decisions for their organization.
Graph 1 depicts the perceived degree of authority exercised
in DOD headquarters organizations. As indicated, 0OSD and the
service secretariats, generally, perceive themselves as hav-
ing more authority than the service staffs, The Departmeat
of the Navy perceptions of authority are somewhat differe-t
from those of the other Departments., They reflect the cen-
tralization of some functional activities in SECNAV (i.e.,
fiscal and budgetary, manpower). The degree of perceived
authority exercised in SECNAV is probably lower because of
the data basis exerted by these centralized eactivities.

Although the overall trend indicates that OSD and the
service secretariats perceive that they exercise more
authority than the staffs, graph 2 indicates there are some
instcnces of a secretariat perceiving less authority than
its staff--indicating a possiqle conduit reiationship.

This appeared to be the case hetween (1) the OSAF (Assistant
Secretary of the Air Force tor Financial Management) and

the Air Staff ,Comptroller of the Air Force) fiscal and
budgetary function, (2) *he 0USD (Assistant Secretary of the
Army for Installation) and the Army Staff (Deputy Chief of
Staff for Logistics) instailation and logistics functicn,
(3) the SECNAV (Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Research
and Development) and OPNAV, (Navy Director of Research and
Development Test and Evaluations) and the HQMC (Marine Corps
Deputy Chief of Staff for Research and Development and
Studies) R&D function. Further, similar perceptions exist
in relation to OSD, with at least one secretariat in three
functional areas (R&D, installations and logistics, and
fiscal and budgetary) perceiving significantly less authority
than O3C.
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APPENDIX V APPENDIX V

Also affecting decisionmaking is the perceived degree
of influence that orcanizations external to the respondents
organizational element have on Defense policy. =Z“xamination
of the influence of these organizations provides insight
into their impact on the decisionmaking process. This is
illustrated in graph 3.

Collectively, the service staffs and 0SD/Office of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff (0OJCS) are perceived by the
respondents tu have about equal influence (about 30 percent
eacn) on Defense policy. The Congress, OMB, and the White
House, with approximately 23 percent, ranks relatively high.
The service secretariats are perceived as being the least
influential overall. The overall data is, however, strongly
biased b_- the large number of staff organizations. The
overall 30 percent influence of the service staffs is
largely perceived by the Staffs themselves (self-perceptions
ranging from 35 percent tc 38 percent).

Each organization perceives itself to be highly in-
fluential. OSD attributes the least influence to the
secretariats (8 percent). The secretariats perceive the
staff having the least (11 to 16 percent) influence. In
contrast, the staffs see the secretariats as being least
influential. O©SD/0JCS and the Congress, OMB, and the White
House are, however, perceived by all respondents to have a
substantial arount of influence. Most significantly, OSD
sees the military department headquarters (secretariats
and staffs) providing relatively little contribution to the
determination of overall Defense position or policy. The
data also indicates that although OSD and the staffs perceive
the influence of the secretaridts to be the lowest, the
secretariats feel they are very influential (either the most
influential or second only to the (ongress, OMB, and the
White Hnuse) ard perceive the staffs to be least influential.
This suqggests there is no clearly accepted focus of authority
in the headquarters organizations concerning Defense policy.

Formal cosrdination

internal--Decisionmaking in a large organization
reguircs tormal coordination., This is especially true in
DOD wh=re so rmany decisions affect 31 great many difterent
orqanizations. The extent of internal ccordination in each
headquarters organization is illustrated in gragh 4. (See
chart 1 for orsanizational ievels.)
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GRAPH 3

DOD TOP MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS
EXTERNAL INFLUENCE ON DEFENSE POLICY WITHIN PRIMARY AREA ACTIVITIES
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APPENDIX V APPENDIX V

In OSD apprcximately 70 percent of all formal
coordinetion is internal. The highest degree of ccordina-
tion is the Assistant Secretaries of Defense-level 2.

0SA and SECNAV ccnduct more formal internal coordina-
tion (60 cercent) than does OSAF (40 nercent). In C3AF
and SECNAV, mcst coordiration is at the Assistant Secretarv-
level 2; while in 0SA, most coordiration takes place at
the Secretary-level 1.

In the service staffs, 70 to 80 percent of the formal
coordination is inte.nal. 1In these staffs, the highest
amount of coordination is at the Deputy Chiefs of Staff-
level 2, except for the Army and Air staff{s, where most
coordination (particularly Air Staff) is at the Directorate
and equivalent level-level 3. Notable is the high amocunt
of coordination (approximately 50 percent or greater) at all
lcvels of the service staffs.,

Overall, with a few exceptions, the respondents coordi-
nate most with the organizational level just above them,
and generally the lowest organizational levels received the
least amouat of formal internal coordination. Plainly, most
formal cocrdirations is internal and is oriented upward.

External--Graph 5 illustrates the extent of formal
coordinaticn conduct by each headquarters with external ocga-
nizations. usSD external coordinat:-on is largely with the
staffs; but the scrvice secretariats run a close second. The
service secretariats conduct the greatest amount of external
formal cccrdination. Most secretariat coordination is with
their staffs and C3D. Most coordinaticn of the stafifs is with
their Secret riats. OPNAV and HQMC coordinate with 05D/0JCS
slightly more than Army and Air Force staffs.

Most external formal coordination is within the military
departments (*hat is, secretariats coordinating orizarily
within their service and vice versa)., In addition, all
respondents frequently coordinated with 0SD/0JCS.

Involvement in managem2nt actions

Directly related to decisionmaking is the manacexe
the 31
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n
role plaved by the headquarters organizations at £

DOD levels.
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APPENDIX V APPENDIX V

To facilitate the anlaysis of the data and to measure
the headquarters organizations iavolvement ia the decision-
making process, SAO developed sets of managernent actions
which we categorized as high-, middle-, and working-level
(table 22). We also developed groups of activities—-
direct mission, direct support, indirect suppcrt, and
external. These are listed in table 23. Direct missior
activities are those which more directly affect operational
readiness. Direct support activities support the direct
mission and are generally large in scope. Indirect support
activities also support direct missions but not directly,
and are normally more iimited in scope. Externai activities
are those which relate to outside organizations.

The respondents were asked to determine the extent of
their primary activity involvement in the management actions.
Six choices were given--ranging from "not involved in this
area at all" to "involved to a very great extent."

TABLE_ 22

Set of Management Actions

High Level

—— o

Setting of goals or constraints such as policy, guidance, priorities, requirements,
objectives, directives, etc.

Making decisions, sanctioning, or noncurrance to plans, programs, etc., prepared
by others.

Pormulation, justification, and execution of budgets or other £iscal matters. a/
Middle Level
Establishing authorizations, alloqations, force levels, force structure, etc.
Reviewing, evaluating, commentingé or advising on plans, programs, etc.
Pormulation, justification, and ekecuticn of budgets or other fiscal matters, a/
Working Level

Preparation of Plans, programs, projections, estimates, recomzendations, issues,
reclamas, etc.

Conducting studies or anlayses, gathering data, developing findings, coucludsions,
or altecnatives.

Collecting, assenbling, echeduling, coordinating, integrating, distriSuting, for-
warding, or filing of information.

Implementing, administering, monitoring, ot managing progranms.
Formulation, justification, and execution of budgats or other fiscal matters. a/
a/Conducted at all levels.

Source: DCD Headguarters Activity Survey, June 1975,
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-TABLE 23

Activity Groups

Direct Mission Croup

Command, control, and communications
Intelligence

Force and contingency planning
Logistics

Facilities and construction

Manpower

Direct Support GiLoup

Research and development

Personnel

Fiscal and budgetary

Security and counter-
inrelligence

Administration and management

Indirect Support Group

Automatic data processing

Internal staff administration

Internal auditing and
inspection

Contracts

External Group

Public information
Congressional liaison
Legal services

Source: DOD Headquarters Activity Survey, June 1975.

To facilitate data display, the secretariats and service
staffs are displayed collectively. We limited our analysis
to those respondentz who answered "moderate" or "great ex-
tent" of involvement. The data is displayed in graphs 6 and
6A .

In dire mission activities, OSD shows a relatively high
degree of involvement 1n the high~, middle-, and working-level
management actions, with the staffs a close second. The
secretarlats show a relatively low degree of involvement in
each of the management actions, except for high level.
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In direct supgort activities, the high-,
working-lavel management acticng are dore at about =he
degre= in each of the neadausrters,
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In indire the 3taifz ars zor2
involved in 2l ménageament actizns Than
the secretari ats and OSD. O0SD lﬂvo’:e?ent 1n working-Iavel
manacement actions is significantly nigh--3alncst as aigh
35 the szali-.

In the last activity group--external, CSD is zredominant
in the high-level actions, while the secretariats and staffs
are relatively ecqual. Middle-level actions show a low dec'ee
of involveament by all involved; out CSC and the staifs
volverent is somawhat higher than the secretariats. The
staffs have the highest involvement in the working-lev
actions, but the sacravariats and CSD are ralativelw ¢
to them.

A generallv consistent pattern observable in thece two
graphs is that OSD involvement in management actions is more
prevalent trhian the cecretariats' invclvement. Another od-
servation is the very high involvement of 0OSD in working-
level actions. WwWith the exception of the extenal group of
activities, CSD involvenment in working-level manacersent
actions 1s greater than the military derartments (secretariats
and staffs).

This section examired the involvement of CSD, & at-
ariats, and the staffs in high-, micddle-, and workin
management actions by groupings of activities. In :
section we examine what influence incternal and extern
izations (primarilyv external) have con certain of the
and working-level management actions.
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Oriagins and influence of
external management actions

To further ascertain where decisions are made, we asked
the respondents to identify for certain specific nigh-laveil
management actions the portions originating internal or ex-
ternal to their headguarters. We also asked the respondents
to idertify management actions originating in external oraa-
nizations and the zxtent %hev directly affected their orga-
nizational elements’ primary activitv., We limited =nis
inquiry to two sets of high-leve! management acticns (1)
policy, directives, and cuidancs ané (2) acecrovals, concur-
rences, and decisions. The sourcez of these cets ¢f nanacgz-
ment actions aind their extent are cdonicted in grachz 7 and 2.
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APPENDIX V APPENDIX v

2 Most management actions, particularly approvals,

‘ concurrences, and decisions, originate within the headaouarters
of the respondents. 1In 0SD, the major external sources of
this set of managenent actions are the Congress, CMB, and

the White #douse. In the secretariats, however, the dual
impact of thecse management actions originating in 0SD and

*he Congress, OMB, and the White House is especially evident.
Also notable is that OSAF respondents see the Air Staff
affecting their activities in these high-level management
actions to a significantly greater extent than the cther
secretariats see their service staffs doing so.

Respvondents in the service staffs, with the exception
of the Army, concurred in the extent these management actions
originate in external organizations, with OSD originating
Y them to a significantly greater extent than the secretariats.
In the Army Staff, the extent of the influence of these
actions by external organizations is, generally, equally dis-
tributed.

The data suggests, for the most part, that these man-
as2ment actions originate within the headquarters of the
re2spondent. For those that originate externally, 0OSD
responderits do not see the military departments as very
influential in the high-level management action areas of
policy, ZJdirectives, guidance, and approvals, concurrences,
and decisions. The Air Staff is, in these management actions,
significantly more influential in its secretariats than the
other stafifs. The service staffs, except for the Army, cen
OSD overshadowing their respective secretariats in these
management actions,

Management actions for external organizations

, We also asked the resrondents to identify for certain
specific working-level management actions the portions for
organizations internal or external to their headguarters.
We asked them to further identify the organizations and to
indicate the extent these management actions were for ex-
ternal organizaitons. We limited this inguiry to two sets
of working-level management actions {l) develop, prepare,
or formulate plans, programs, recommendations, issue papers
and (2) provide data, studies, and analysis.

Grachs 9 and 10 show that, with the exception of OSAF,
the respgondents generally gerform 2apout 70 percent of these
managerent actions for their own hesadguarters. About half
of these managcment actions that CSAF performs is for ex-
ternal organizations.
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APDENDIY V

GRAPH ¢
DOD TOP MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS
EXTENT OF PREPARATION OF PLANS, PROGRAMS,
RECOMMENDATIONS, ISSUE PAPERS FOR EXTERNAL ORGANIZATIONS
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GRAPH 10
pop TOP MANAGEMENT ﬂEADQUARTERS
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APPENDIX V APPENDIX V

In OSD, data, studies, and analyses are prepared
largely for the Congress, OMB, and the White Hov Plans,
programs, recommendations and issue papers, howe., , are
also prepared to a considerable extent for the military
departments. 1In general, the secretariats and service
staffs do most of these management actions for 0OSD; how-
ever, many are also done for other components of their
departments. This is particularly notable in the Army
Staff, which prepares these management actions mostly for
osa.

The data suggests that integration of working-level
management actions is greater in tne Department of the
Air Force than the other Departments.

Generation of workload

In our questionnaire, we asked several questions to
determine the workload origins for each headquarters orga-
nization. One of these guestions dealt with the origins
of workload in the primary activity of the respondents
organizational element. Graph 11 depicts, for each head-
quarters, the percentage of workload generated externally
and internally. As indicated, the origin of workload in
the secretariats is largely external. This reflects the
intermediary role ~f buffer and interpreter performed by
the service secretariats for their staffs with OSD and the
Congress, the White House, OMB, and other Goverrment agen-
cies. In contrast, in 0OSD and the service staffs, work-
load originates more from internal organizations.

Of that workload which originates internally, slightly
more than 50 percent comes from the two highest levels of
management in each headquarters organization: in 0OSD and
the secretariats, the Offices of the Secretaries and the
Assistant Secretaries; in the staffs, the Offices of the
Chiefs of Staff and the Deputy Chiefs of Staff.

Overall, the external workload is dominated by agen-
cies outside the Department of Defense--the Congrecs, OMB,
the White House, and other governmental agencies. This is
particularly evident in OSD.

Special workload areas

We examined two special areas of workload in our
questionnaire, Graphs 12 through 18 represent the amount of
efffot expended on (1) congressional ~—atters, non-DOD agen-
cies (White House, OMB, etc.), directed studies, ad hoc
committees external to the respondents headgquarters, and
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response to the press and general public under the Freedom
of Information Act; and (2) headquarters involvement in the
budget process.

Graph 12 :llustrates that 24 percent of the *otal
effort of top management headquarters in fiscal year 1975
was devotiod to -ongressional inquiry, non-DOD liaison,
committee assiqgnments, and public response. These activi-~
ties reguired 3,237 staff-years at a cost of about $76.3
milliucn., The Army Staff, Air Staff, and OSD reported
the most staff-years and greatest expenditures to these
activities. The breakdown of the staff-years by organiza-
tion is depicted in graph 13.

The congrcssional inquiry category in our guestionnaire
consists of activities, such as review of committee hearings,
data to be submitted for the record, written and telephonic
requests for information or data on service programs, and
response to constituent mai'. These required 1,393 staff-
years at a cost of $32.6 million. The Army Staff, with
350 staff-years and $8.1 million in expenditures, had the
highest amount of effort devoted to congressional inaquiries,
with the Air Staff a close second and 0SD third (graph 14).

Under the non-DOD liaison activity (graph 15), OSD
expended the highest number of staff years, 206, and the
highest cost, $5.4 million. Another observation in this
category was the greater involvement of the Navy secretariat
in non-DOD liaison as compared to the other secretariats,
almost tive times oreater This difference suggests that
the Navy secretariat spen?s a greater amount of time
coordinating with external organizations.

/

Graph 16 shows the péoportion of staff-years and
associated cost each top management headquarters spent on
directed ctudies and ad hoc committee assignments external
to the respondents headaguarters. As indicated, the Air
Staff contributed approximately 36 percent of the total
776 staff-vears devoted to studies and committees. This
is twice the amount of effort by the Army, about 1§ per-
cent. The Air Force secretariat had the lowest expendi-
tures in this area.

Finally, in araph 17, we depict the staff-years spent
on reqgquests for inforration from the press and aeneral
prublic. The Army Staff with 25 percent, the Alr Staff
with 18 percent, -nd OSD with 18 percent. ~of the 255 total
staff-years, represent the largest contributors to informa-
tion requests from the press and general public.
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APPENDIX V APPENDIX V

GRAPH 12

DOD TOP MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS
EFFORT DEVOTED TO CONGRESSIONAL INQUIRY, NON-DOD LJAISON,
COMMITTEES, AND PUBLIC RESPONSE

FISCAL YEAR 1975

CONGRESSIONAL
INQUIRY
0%

NON.DOD
LIAISON

6%

24%

6%
COMMITTEES

\PUBLIC RESPCNSE

REGULAR EFFORT

CosY

% TOTAL EFFORT  STAFF YEARS  (MILLIONS)
CONGRESSIONAL INQUIRY 10 1,393 $32.6
NON-DOD LtAISON 6 813 19.2
COMMITTEES é 776 8.7
PUBLIC RESPONSE 2 255 5.8

TOTAL ?_4 3l377 $76.3
r Source: DOD Headquarte:s Activity Survey,
' June 1975
®
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GRAPH 13

DOD TOP MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTYTERS
BREAKDOWN OF 3237 STAFF YEARS DEVOTED TO
CONGRESSIONAL INQUIRY, NON.DOD LIAISON,
COMMITTEES, AND PUBLIC RESPONSE

FISCAL YEAR 1978

ARMY STAFF
228%

AIR STAFF
26.1%

—

cosT
HIADQUARTERS % DF TOTAL EFFCRY  STASE.VEARS  (MILLIONS)
0sD » 634 $16.6
0sA a 126 2.7
SECNAV 1 214 <.8
OSAF 4 19 .7
ARMY STAFT i9 738 a0
oPrAY 2 395 9.3
AamMe v 165 3.4
AIR STAF = /) 848 9.7
TOTAL 3237 $76.3

Sourcs: DOD Hecdquarters Activity Survey,

June 1975
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APPENDIX V APPENDIX V

| GRAPH 14

DOD TOP MANAGEMENT (EADQUARTERS
INVOLVEMENT IN 1,393 STAFF-YEARS
SFENT ON CONGRESSIONAL INQUIRY

FISCAL YEAR 1975

0sD
OSA 17.7%
6.5%
OPNAY
11.5%
HQMC
4.7%
ARMY STAFF
25.1% SECNAV
6.5%
AIR STAFF
24.7%
OSAF ~¥
COSY
HREADNUIARTERS % OF TOTAL cFFORT STAFF.YEARS {MILLIONS)
0sD 13 24, $ 6.4
0SA 33 LAl 1.9
SECNAY 7 9N 2.1
OSAF 18 49 "W
ARMY STAFF 9 350 8.1
OPNAV 9 157 3.7
HAOMC 7 65 1.3
AIR STAFF 10 344 8.0
TOTAL 1,393 £32.6

Source DOD Heudquurters Activity Survey,
June 1975
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GRAPH 15

DOD YOP MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS
INVOLVEMENT IN 813 STAFF-YEARS
SPENT ON NON-DOD LIAISON

FISCAL YEAR 197§

0sA
1.6%

3.2%

APPENDIX V

HQMC

ARMY STAFF
22.9%

AIR STAFF
2).6%

2.2%

HEADQUARTERS . OF TOTAL EFFORT STAFF.YEARS

SECNAV
10.1%

COsST
(MILLIONS)

oso 11 206
0SA 1) 13
SECNAY s 82
OSAF ? 18
ARMY STAFF [y 186
OPNAV e 106
HQMC 3 26
AIR STAFF 5 176

TOTAL ® gl

Source DOD Headquarters Activity Surve .,
June 1975

$ 5.4

I
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GRAPH 16

< DOD TOP MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS
& INVOLVEMENT IN 776 STAFF.YEARS
' SPENT ON DIRECTED STUDIES ANC ADHOC COMMITTEES
EXTERNAL TO RESPONDENTS’ HEADQUARTERS

FISCAL YEAR 1975

OSA ——
2.4%

AIR STAFF
35.8%

ARMY STAFF
17.9%

1.2% I

I
COsST

HEADQUAR" ERS % OF TGrAL EFFORT STAFF.YEARS  (MILLIONS)

osp 7 136 $ 3.6
OS%A 7 19 .5
SECNAV 2 27 7
OSAF 3 9 ™
ARMY STAFF 3 139 2.3
OPNAV 7 1" 2.7
HAMC K 57 V.2
AIR STAFF S ol 6.5
TOTAL 77 $13.7

n
|

Soutz: DOD Head uarters &ctivity Survey,
June 1978
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GRAPH 17

DOD TOP MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS
INVOLVEMENT N 255 STAFF.YEARS
SPENT ON PUBLIC RESPONSE

FISCAL YEAR 197§

ARMY STAFF
25,17 SECNAV

50 5’0

AIR STAFF
18.4%

APPENDIX V

cost
HEADQUARTERS % OF TOTAL EFFORT STAFF.YEARS (MILLIONS)

osD 2 46 $1.2
OSA 1 4 .1
SECNAYV \ 14 3
OSAF 6 42 .9
ARMY STAFF 2 64 1.5
OPNAY 1 21 5
HWMC 2 ik 3
AIR STAFF Al 41 2.0
TOTAL 258 $5.8

Source: DOD Heodquarters Activity Survey,
June 1975
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Graph 1% +hows the averade involvement of the top
managexent headatarters in the three budget activities:
formulation, justification, and erecution, The respondents
were asxed to rate, 2n a scale of 1 to 5 (very little te
very areat), their involvement in the budget process. The
overall low levzl of involverent in ewach part of the budget
process suqggests that budgering is decentralized. Geonerally,
the cervice statfs are the wost involved in each of the
thiee sudget activities, The service staffs are relatively
lower in the Ludiet cxecution activity than in budget
formuelation and iustification. This further suggests that
mest <1 the ~“xoc.tion of the budget is done at a lower
lavel than rthe elght icadgquarters organizations.

tne of the rost interesting points established by
the data is that fcr those ¢.ganizations, which are involved
in the budaget process and have a fiscal and budgetary primary
activity, virtually no organtzation does bhudget forrulation
exclu=ively. Again, this indicates that the process is
decentralized,
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APPENDIX V APPENDIX

DOD HEADQUARTERS ACTIVITY SURVEY

Fhe Goiomal A wounting Otfice (GAO) wishes 10 obtain basie  infor-
mation  about the oporabion and  organization ot certaim DOD  headquarters
activities.

The purpose of this questionnaire is to help us understand the opera-
tions and interrelationships of some of DOD's organizational elements. This
questionnaire s not a comprehensive job analvsis or desk audit--its content
does not permit such a4 use. We do not intend to base our understanding on
this information alone. Followup interviews will be conducted with selected
respondents to confirm results of the questionnaire and to complete our in-
formanion gathering. K

This questionnaire is being administered within the following organiza-
tions:

Otfice of the Secretary of Defense
Office of the Secretary of the Army
Office of the Secretary of tiie Navy
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force
Army Staff

Of'ice of the Chiet of Naval Operations
Headquarters Marine Cotps

Air Staff

Respondents to this questionnaire should be the heads of organizational
elements at the action office level of these org: nizations. Siace the nomen-
clature of these elements vanes widely (a “division™ n one organization is
comparable to a “branch™ in another), ve have, throughout this question-
naire, referred 1o the elements in cornection with five organ:zational levels.
The Orgamizational blements Chart on page 3 shows the relationship bouween
organizational  fevers and  the organizational elements. This illustration repre-
senly our view ot the orgamzational structure ot DOD headquartens and s
provided to help veu complete the questionnaire. The usetuiness of question-
natre  1esponses  depends  on your understanding where  your orgamizational
element tits in the structural allustration provided. Please take time to study
the llestration ynd rarticularly  note ot what organizational level yeu find
your organrzational clement and  the dentitication fe ., major orgarization,
immediate organization, ete) used to ditterentiste between levels 1 through S.
We epooutage vou 1o tear out the chart to help ycu answer questions 22
taoueh 27

1
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR RETURNING QUESTIONNAIRE

| When you have completed your responses please seal the questionnaire
in the envelope provided and mail it for our receipt on or before June 27,
197s.

We recognize that the effort required to complete this questionnaire is
! no small task. Your consideration is greatly appreciated. If any problems arise
in completing the form, please call John Gentry, Bill Beusse, or Vince
DiCarlo, telephone 386-3417 (area code 202) and we will be happy to help
you.

General Asv.counting Office, Washington, D.C.
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APPENDIX V APPENDIX V

10.

Date: f

Name of respondent:

Title of respondent:

Phone number:

Length of time in present position: _
Name of your major organization (e.g., ASD (M&RA), DCNO
{Manpower), DCSP7R)

Name of your organizational element (e.g., DASD (Mili-
tary Personnel Policy) Compensation Studies)

Check the number which incdicates the level of your
orgariizational element. (See organizational elements
HI

chart on page 3.) E E]

Number of years your act’vity has existed:
Unknown[]

Indicate the number of personnel in your organizational
element _n each of the following cAategories:

Military Civilian

S:z¢rvisors

Acu. on officers

Support

183
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APPENDIX V

21. 1Indicate the number of personnel in each grade that are
assigned to your organizational element:

Military Civilian )

Officer Enlisted Professional C.erical
Grade No. Grade  do. Srade No.  Grade  No.
0-?7 &up _  E-7T &up ____ GS-16 & up — . GS-8 & up
3-6 - E-6 — GS-15 — GS-=7 -
0-5 — E=5 - GS-14 ___  GS-6 -
G-4 ___  E-4 . GS-13 ___  Gs-5 .
0-3 __  B-3 . GS-12 ___ Gs-4 .
0-2 - E-2, E-1 __ GS-11 ___  Gs-3 .
G- 1 . GS-9, 10 — Gs-1, 2 .

WO . Gs-7, 8 —_
Total Total Total Total

12. what is the arade of
or civilian) in your

the highest ranking individual (military
organizational element?

|
|
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14,

15.

Estimate to the nearest tenth the pei ~entage ot youl
organizational element's total effort n the iunt
12 months expended on each of the followiny uctrvitic. ¢

(1) Response to congressional inguiry (inclag:ing re iow
of committee hearings, data to be submitied tor .
record, written and telephonic reguests ror ind
mation or data on Service prograins, and respon:
to constituent mail).

(2) Liaison and correspondence with ron-DOD ujencies
(including White House & OMB).

(3) Providing members to directed studiec and ad hoe
committees. (Do not include effuit. orijinatin,
within your major organization.) -

(4) Response to inquiry from the pres: and ge.eial ot
lic under the Freedom of Intormation Ac.,

List the directed studies and ad hoc coimittes-s i ;e
in (3) above.

List the boards and standing committees oalei je v
major organization to which you provide meid ogs
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16. To what extent do the activities of your organizational element involve you in
the following subject areas? (Place an "X" in the appropriate column for gach
subject arca.)

Not
involved To a To a
in this very To a To a To a very
area at little little moderate great great
atl extent extent extent £xtent extent

A. R & D (requirements, program-
ing, implementation, test
and evaluation, etc.)

B. 1Intelligence lrequirements,
collection, processing,
production support, etc.) —_—

C. Secu.itv aird Counter-
intelliyence

D. Command, Control, and
communication

E. Automatic Data Fro.ressing
(requirements, nmanagjement
information systems, o era-
tions, etc.)

F. Force and Contingercy Plan-
ning (strategic and tacti-
cal planning and develop-
ment, force structure,
operational readiness and
requirements, etc.)

G. Personnel {accessions,
tretining, promot.ons,
utilization, assignrents,
compensation, incentives,

rencfits, etc.)

:ower (suthorications,
1itions, val:dation,
¢ ° .'wntation, etc,)

H. Man;

I. Facil:ties and Construction
{er.jineezing, real estate,
public works, repair proi-
ects, etrr.) ————
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Logistics (supply and ser-
vices, maintenance, trans-
portation, material re-
quirements, procurement,
production and distribu-
tion, etc.)

Public Information

Internal Auditing and Inspec-
tion

Contracts (audit, administra-
tion, monitoring, etc.)

Fiscal and Budgetary (finan-
cial management, account-
ing and funding, etc.)

Internal staff Administra-
tion (staff organization,
mail service, reports
and correspondence control,
forms and space management,
support services etc.)

Legal Services

Congressional Liaison

Administration and Management
{organizational policy and
management, records and ad-
ministration, awards and
decorations, etc.)

Other (specify):

APPENDIX V

Not
involved To a To a
in this very To a To a To a very
area at little 1little moderate great great
all extent extent extent extent extert
Jf
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17. Whaich ot the areas listed in guestion lo do you consider
your pritary area of responsibility? List additional
areas you consider significant because of either man-
years invested or importance to the mission of your
organizational element. Also, show the percentage of
your total workload devoted to each of these areas and
all other areas. The-total should sum to 100 percent.
(Please spell out choice. Do not use acronyms.)

Percent of
Subject Area total workload

Primary

211 other areas

10C%
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APPENDIX V APPENDIX V

is.

This question is aimea at determining the reiative de-
gree of decentralization of authority withain thre Depart-
ment of Defense. Assuming that one end of the conrtinuum
(left) describes an crganization whose activities ¢re
completely determined by higher authority ané the other
end of the continuum (right) describes an organization
which is completely free of higher authority. place an
“X" in the position which you feel would best descrite
the dearee of authority exercised by your organizational
element within its primary area of responsibility.

Completely Completely
Dependent (__t | | Lt 1} bt 1 b L1 1 }Independent

19.

What degree of influence would you estimate eaclh of the
following has in determining the cverall defense position
or policy within your primary ‘area of responsibility?

The total should sum to 100 percent.

Congréss, OMB, White House _ %
0SD/0JCS Y
Service Secretariats A
Service Staffs %

Other (Civil Service Commis-
sion, General Services
Administration, etc.) .

Total 10¢ %
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G.

APPENDIX V

APPENDIX V

To what extent do the activities of your organizational element within it. pramary
areis of responsibility comprise the following? Place an “X" 1in the appro-riate

column for each category of activity.

To a
very
jreat
extent

Not
involved To a
in this very To a To a To a
area at little 1little moderate great
all extent extent extent ex'ent
Making decisions, sanctioning,
or giving concurrence ar
ronconcurrence to plans,
programs, eic., prep=red
by olhers. -

Setting of goals or con-
straints such as policy,
guidance, priorities, re-
quirements, objectives,
directives, etc.

Establishing avthorizations,
allocations, force levels,

forc2 structure, etc.

Prepacation of plans, programs,
prolections, estimates, rec-
ommendations, 1scues, recla-
mas, etc.

Conducting studies or analy-~

veloping fandings, conclu-
si10ons, or alternatives.

f
ses, gathering data, de- )
!

Coilecting, assembling, sched-
uling, coordinating, inte~ R
gxstina, distributing, for- '
wardiny, ot filing of
information, —_— —_—

Reviewing, evaluat:ng, com-
menting, or advising on
plans, programs, etc.

Formulation, justification,
and execution of budgets
or other fiscal matters,
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APPENDIX V

Implementing, administering,
monitoring, or managing
programs.

Procuring, evaluating, or
monitoring contracts or
grants.

APPENDIX V
Not
involved To a To a
in this very To a To a To a very
area at little little moderate great jreat
Lall extent extent extent extent extent

If none of the above categories adequately cover the activities 3f your organiza-
tional element in your primary area, describe vour primary activitiee.

~

To wvhat extent are the activities of your crganizat onal element directly related

to the following?

Budget Formulation
{planning and developing
the budget for the fiscal
year).

Budget Justifi-ation
{presenting and justifying
to higher authority the
budget which begins on the
next 1 July).

Budget Execution (managing
the current budget and
obligating/appropriating
fuads) .

Not
involved To a To a
in this very To 2 To a To a very
area at little little moderate great great
all extent extent extent extent extent

191
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APPENDIX V APPENDIX V

NOTE :

Questions 22 through 27 are thrze-part questions.
Fcrt A is designed to determine the split between EXTERNAL
and INTERNAL actions and/or influences on the activities of
your organizational element,

e.g. Outside your parent organization.
Within your parent organization.

Part B is designed to determine what the distribution of
INTERNAL actions and/or influences 1s within the organiza-
tional levels of your parent organization.

e.g. Your parent organization but outside your major

organization.

Your major organization but outside your immediate
organization.

Your immediate organization but outside your com-
ponent organization.

Your component organization but outside your sub-
component organization.

Your organizational element.

Part C is designed to determine what the distribution of
EXTERNAL actions and/or influences is from organizations
outside your parent organization.

e.g. Congress, OMB, White House
0S8D/0JCS
Service Secretariat
Service Staff
Other (CSC, GSA, etc.)

(Please recall that Part C answers refer to organizations
outside your parent organization. Therefore, do not answer

for your parent organization. You may, however, use the
answer choice which relates to your parent organization to
reflect intra-service actions and/or influences if applicable.)
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22A.

22B.

22C.

APPENDIX V

Approximately what proportic: of your workload is
originally generated by each of the following? Com-
plete this qrestion for the praimsry area you listed in
question 17,

Primary area

Outside your parent organization %
Within your parent organization %
100%

For that portion ol our workload you indicated in
question 22A above 1s generated within your parent
organization, what proportion is originally generated
by each of the followingy?

Pramary area
Within:
Your parent organization
but outside your major
organization %

Your major organizat:ion
but outside your imrediate
organization %

Your immediate organization
but outside your component
organization %

Your component organization
but outside your sukcomponent

organization %
Your organizational element %
Total 100%

For that portion aof your workload you indicated in
question 22A above as generated outside your parent
organization, what proportion is originally generated
by each of the following?

Primary area

Congreas, OMB, Whate House %
0SD/OJCS %
Service Secretariat %
Service Staff %
Other (CSC, GSA, etc.) x
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APPENDIX V APPENDIX V

23A. What proportion of the total amount of policy, directives, and guidance
you receive originates: [

1 Outside your parent organization

Within your parent organization %
Total 100%
1
: 23B. For policy, directives, or quidance that originate within your parent
organization, to what extent do each of the following ordinarily directly
£ . affect the activities cf your organizational element within its primary .
area of responsibility? Place an (X) in the appropriate column.
. TO & To a
- [ very To a To a To a very
little little moderaste great great
L‘ ' None _extent extent extent extent extent
Withain:
Your parent organization but .
- outside your major
organization.
p i
! Your major organization but
cutside your 1mnediate
organizataion. -
3 —_ —_—
Your 1mmediate organization
but outside your component
organization.
l . Your component organization
but nutside your subcompo-
nent orqganization. .
23C. I'or policy, directives, or gquidance that originate outside your parent

organization, to what extent do each of the following ordinarily directly
affect the activities of your organizational clement within its pramary
area of responsibility? Place an (X) 1n the appropriate column.

To a To a

very To a To a To a very

. little little moderate great great
None extent extent extent extent extent

Congress, (MB, White House

0SD/QJCS

Service Secretariat

Service Staff

Other (CSC, GSA, etc.)
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24A. what proportion of the total amount of approvals, concurrences, and
decisions you obtain from higrer autrority eranates:
Outside your parent organizatior — %
Within your parent orgen:zation %
Total 100
24B. For approvals. concurrences, anc de.isions which origirate wrhin ~.r
parent organization, to what extent du eacn of the toilowing srdivar: iy
directly affect the activities of yosur organizaticnal eleme:t witri: .ts
primary area of responsibility? Place an (X) in the appropriare i ~:..
To a Tooa
very TO a To a To a ez
little little moderate jreat G.eat
None extent extent extent extent exrternt
Within:
Your parent organization but
outside your ma;i~r
organizataion.
You, frajor organization but
outside your imrediate
organization. e L
Your 1mmediite orgarnization
but cutside your component
organization. e e
Your component organization
but outside your Subcorpo-
nent orgaunivation, —_— [,
24¢C For approvale, concurrences, and de~:s19ns «hich originate

parent organization, to what extent !5 each of the following ~r:h
directly affect the activities of vs.r nrganizational elerernt wi
primary area of responsibility? Place an (X} 1n *he appropriate ool .an.,

To a Troa
very To a Ty a T~ a ery
little lattle nmoderate great ireat
None ex:ert ex‘*ernt extert extent  exte,,
Congress., TMB, White House — et e L - -

0osb/ouCs

Service Secretariat

Service staff

Other (CSC, GSA,

ete.)
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25A. what proportion of the total amount of formal coordination you conduct 1i8:

Outeide your parent orqanization %
wW.thin yo' r parent organization %
Total 100%

25B. For coorairation that you conduct within your parent organization to what
extent do ysu formally coordinate activities or 2ctions of your orgarizatioral
element within its primary area of resporsibility with each cr tne forlowingz/
Place an (X) 1in the appropriate column.

Never Rarely Somet:mes Usually Alwa s
coordirate coord:nate coord:rate coordirate coorZ.rate
with with with wit:: witn

Within:
Your parent organization
but outside your major
organization. — -

Your major vrganization
but outside your immedi-
ate organication, PR,

Your immediate ¢rganiza-
tion but outsid=s your
component organization. —

Your componer.t Organiza-

tion but outside your

subcomponent organiza-

tion. ——

25C. For coordination that you conduct outside your parent organizatior, to what
extent do you formally coordinate activities or actions of vour 2rganizat.:ral
element within 1ts primary area ot responsibility with each of thrhe followi:a’
Place an (X) 1n the appropriate column.

Never Rarely Sometimes Usually fleas
coordinate ! coordinate coordinate coordinate oord:iate
with with with with Wit
i
Congress, OMB, White House ) - - . -
OSLC/0JCS —

Service Secretariat

Service Staff - -

Other (CSC, GSA, etc.) —— P,
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26A.
Jss3ue papers, etc., which you prepare
elerents: .
Outside your parent orq?nxzatxun A

within jyour parent organization

Total 100

26B. To what extent do you develop, prepare. or formulate plars, progrars,
recommendations, issue _papers, etc., tor eac: of the followira organi-
zational *lements within your parent organization:

To a - To a
very ~ To a To a To a very
little little moderate gyreat grea®
None extent <oxtent _extent  extent exter.:
Within:

Your parent organization but

outside your major

organization. - e _

Your major orqanization but
outside your immediate
organization.

Your immediate organization
but outside your component
organizataion. _

Your component organization
but outside your subcompo-
nent organization.

26C. To what extent do you develop, prepare, or torrulate it a's, itHgrams,

recomrendati1ons, 1Ssue€ papers, €tc., (or eacn ot the tollowing organi-
zations outs.de your parent organization:

To To a

very To a To a To a8 ver

lattle little roderate grea“ great
None extent extent extent exient extert
Congress, OMB, White House — - ————

OSD/0JCS —_— .

Serv.ce Secretaraat

Service Staff ——

Other (CSC, GSA, etc.) —_—
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APPENDIX V

26A. What proportion of the total amount of plans, programs, recommendations.
yssue papers, etc., which you prepare 1s done for organizational
elements:
Outside your parert organization %
Within your parent organization %
Total 100%
26B. To what extent do you develnp, prepare ot formulate plans.  programs,
recommendations, issue papers, etc., for each of the following organi-
zational 2lements within you: parent organization:
To a To a
very To a To a To a very
little ittle moderate great great
None extent extent extent extent extent
Within:

Your parent organization but
outside your major

organization.

Your major organization but
outside your imrediate

organization.

Your immediate organization
but outside your corponent

organization.

Your component organization

but outside your sukcompo-
nent organization. /

26C.

Congress, OMB, White House
0SD/0JCS —
Service Secretariat

Service Statf

Other

—

To what extent do you develop, prepare, Or formulate r.ars. programs,
recormencations, 1S8ue papers, etc.. for each of the :.llowing orgam~
zations outsiie . our parent organization:

To a To a
very To a Tc a To a very
little little mocderate great great
None extent eoxtent extert extent exten:

(CSC, GSA, etc.!
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTERING

ACTIVITIES DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

Tenure of office

From To

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE:

Donald H. Rumsfeld N Nov., 1975 Present
James R. Schlesinger July 1973 Nov, 1975
William P. Clements (acting) May 1973 July 1973

DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE:
William P. Clements Jan. 1973 Present

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(MANPOWER AND RESERVE AFFAIRS):

wWelliam K. Brehm Sept. 1973 Present
Carl W. Clewlow (acting) Junz 1972 Aug. 1973
ASSISTANT SECRETARY Or' DEFENSE
(COMPTROLLER) :
Terence E. McClary June 1973 Present

DEPARTMENT QOF THE ARMY

SECRETARY OF THE ARMY:

Martin R. Hceffman aug. 1975 Present
Norman R. Augustine (acting) July 1975 Aug., 1975
Howard H. Callaway May 1973 July 1975

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY
(MANPOWEP. AND RESERVE AFFAIRS):

Donald G. Brotzman Mar. 1975 Present

M. David Lowe Feb. 1974 Jan. 1975

carl S. Wallace Mar. 1973 Jar. 1974
CHIEF CQF STAFF:

Gen. Fred C. Weyand Sept. 1974 Presen*

Gen. Creighton W. Abrams Oct. 1972 Sepot. 1974
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Tenure of office
From To

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

SECRETARY OF THE NAVY:
J. William Middendorf (I Apr. 1974 Present
John W. Warner May 1972 Apr. 1974

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY
(MANPOWER AND RESERVE AFFAIRS):

Josept. T. McCullen, Jr. Sept. 1973 Present

James E. Johnson June 1971 Sept. 1973
CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS:

Adm. James L. Holloway III July 1974 Present

Adm. Elmo R. Zumwalt, Jr. July 1970 July 1974
COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS:

Gen. Louis H. Wilson July 1975 Present

Gen. Robert E. Cushman, Jr. July 1972 June 1975

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

e T e —

SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE:
Thomas C. Reed Dec. 1975 Present
Jonhn L. McLucas May 1973 Dec. 1975

ASSISTANT SECRETARY CF THE
AIR FORCE (MANPOWER AND
RESERVE AFFAIRS):

David P. Taylor June 1974 Present

James P. Goods (acting) June 1973 June 1974
CHIEF OF STAFF:

Gen., Cavid Jones Aug. 1974 Present

Gen. George S. Brown Aug. 1973 July 1974

Gen. John D. Ryan Aug. 1969 Aug. 1973




