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MILITARY MANPOWER REQUIREMENTS

19 October 1954

GENERAL NIBLO: Admiral Hague, General Anderson, ladies, and
gentlemen: Today we return to the subject of manpower. Approximate-
ly three weeks ago we were fortunate in having Dr. Levine discuss the
subject of "Manpower Requirements of the Civilian Economy." Since
then we have discussed many other problems pertaining to manpower.
This morning we are fortunate in having General Anderson to discuss
the subject of manpower requirements in support of our Armed Forces.

General Anderson has spent approximately five years in the Penta-
gon, which shows some degree of stamina. During 15 months of that
time he has worked on the manpower requirements. In the past year
‘he has been forced to orient two new Assistant Secretaries of Defense.
I assure you he is well qualified to discuss the subject assigned to him
this morning. '

General Anderson, it is a pleasure to welcome you back to the
Industrial College for the second consecutive year to address this year's
class. General Anderson.

GENERAL ANDERSON: Admiral Hague, General Niblo, members
of the faculty, ladies, and gentlemen: The subject of my discussion is
"Military Manpower Requirements.' Much confusion has been caused
by this high-sounding term "military manpower requirements.” I know
that the problem of determining and reviewing manpower requirements
for our Armed Forces was a matter of mystery to me when I was as-
signed to my present job about 15 months ago; I hasten to add that it is
still not too clear to me.

Some of the confusion stems from the different interpretations that
people put on the term and I think it is a somewhat misleading term.
So, in order to avoid starting our discussion this morning in a seman-
tic fog, I want to take a few minutes to try to clarify the meaning of
this term--at least for the purposes of this discussion.

As you are all aware, t_here;.are;many factors operating in the de-
termination of the availability of resources and the allocation of those
resources to the services., In addition to the military considerations,
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there are the political, social, and budgetary or fiscal considerations
which affect decisions as to the size of our Armed Forces and as to
the amounts of other resources which can be made available to them.

These various factors are given greater or lesser weight as the
situation changes. At times the fiscal or budgetary considerations may
be predominant, and the amount of money made available for the pur-
poses of defense will largely dictate the size and strength of our Armed
Forces. In such instances, we are, in effect, faced with the problem
of allocating shortages and our '"requirements" for military manpower

~are a function of such shortages. Therefore, it seems to me that we
probably should be speaking about ''the determination of m111tary force
levels" or determination of military strengths rather than the "military
manpower requirements.' I think the expression is a little more de-
scriptive of the processes of decision which result in fixing the military
strengths from time to time.

Maybe we can make this bugaboo a little less foreboding by describ-
ing the development cycle for a fiscal year's military manpower pro-
gram and then discussing briefly the determination of military force
levels under the three following situations:

First, the present situation--or what might be called the 'cold
war,. 1t

Second, under a partial mobilization, such as another Korea--re-
quiring a modest increase in the number of people in uniform.

Third, general war.

Now to trace for you the development cycle for a fiscal year's
military manpower program: But first, let me caution you that each
year's program is developed differently, depending upon the circum-
stances at the time.

As you know, the National Security Council (NSC), with the assist-
ance of the principal Federal agencies, periodically revises our broad
national objectives. In establishing these top-level policies, the NSC
considers economic, political;, social, and psychological factors as well
as military factors. These important NSC documents serve as overall
guidance for the development of all our military programs, including
manpower. So I think all of us will agree that the NSC decisions, as
published in NSC documents, constitute the starting point for the de-
velopment of military manpower requirements.

2
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In January or February of each year the Office of Manpower Re-
quirements commences work on the "Guidelines' which are to be used
by the services in building their manpower programs for the fiscal
year which starts some 18 months later. There are several principal
sources of guidance, in addition to the NSC.

First, the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) prepares military plans de-
signed to carry out the national objectives included in the NSC docu-
ments. An example of the type of guidance we get from the JCS is its
annual recommendations to the Secretary of Defense on the major com-
bat forces and their manning levels. :

Second, the Secretary of Defense, both in writing and by verbal
decisions, announces policies which have a major impact on the man-
power programs.

Third, the other Assistant Secretaries of Defense contribute to
the manpower guidance. In order to insure that the plans for things,
people, and money are coordinated, we work with the other offices in
the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and get help on guidance
from them.

Fourth, the services themselves provide us material for inclusion
in our guidance by giving us comments and recommendations on our |
draft memoranda and directives. Incidentally, we send our guidance
to the services for unofficial comments, and, finally, for official com-
ments.

Fifth, Administration policies affect our guidance. For example,
at the present time it is the policy of the Administration to use as many
indigenous personnel as possible in foreign countries.

Sixth, the Bureau of the Budget is another source of guidance on
manpower matters, An illustration is the Bureau's arbitrary unwrit-
ten policy that no more than 50 percent of all enlisted personnel should
be in the upper four pay grades.

Last but not least, the Congress has an effect on manpower guid-
ance. The reports of the various committees, in addition to the laws
enacted by the Congress, must be considered when we develop our
guidance. As an example, reports of congressional committees have
criticized the number of military personnel assigned to military bands,
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to military police work, and to training activities. We in OSD are in-
terested in seeing the operating forces increase percentagewise,.

It might be of interest to you to know that we publish our manpower
guidance to the services in two forms--by Department of Defense (DOD)
directive and by memorandum. This year we incorporated in a DOD
directive, signed by the Secretary of Defense, all our manpower guid-
ance of a more or less permanent nature. We supplement this by pub-
lishing annually a memorandum signed by the Assistant Secretary which
includes material of a temporary nature, things that are specifically
applicable to that particular year's program, such as planning ceilings
on military strengths.

Our annual guidelines are usually published in the late summer or
early fall. The exact date is determined to a large degree by the iéime
the JCS makes its force recommendations to the Secretary of Defense.
Obviously, we have to wait for its recommendations because the serv-
ices cannot develop their manpower programs until they know what
forces they must build and maintain. ;

As you probably know, the JCS makes recommendations for each
service regarding the number of major combat units and their manning
levels. This means divisions, regiments, and AAA battalions for the
Army; ships and air groups for the Navy; divisions and air wings for
the Marine Corps; and wings for the Air Force. The manning levels
for all these major forces are shown as percentages of war strength.

Probably you are aware that the JCS does not submit recommenda-
tions on many combat units. For example, the Army has well over 100
separate battalions which are not covered by JCS recommendations.
The number, type, and manning of these separate organizations are
determined unilaterally by the Army. Similarly, the other services
independently deterinine their supporting and other combat forces. We
who work in the Secretary's office do not feel that we are qualified to
review the need for and the manning level of such units. We are hope-
ful that the principal military advisory group to the Secretary--the
JCS--will in the future give him the benefit of its recommendations as
to the number and manning of all combat forces rather than limit its
recommendations to the major units.

After the services prepare their manpower programs, they are
submitted to the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Man-
power and Fersonnel)--OASD (M and P) for review in the fall, We
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review these overall programs and submit recommendations to the Sec-
retary of Defense. Our recommendations include, among other things,
the beginning, end, and man-year strengths for each of the services,
for both officers and enlisted personnel. After the Secretary makes hig
final decisions on strengths, these decisiong serve as the basis for the
service budget estimates. o

Although I have traced this cycle in a step-by-step fashion, I can
assure you that it does not happen exactly that way. Each year there
are situations or conditions which cause the steps to overlap or to be
telescoped--we find concurrent planning by different levels and simul-
taneous. reviews by separate agencies. In other words there is no such
thing as a "normal" year's cycle that we can see. o

The process might bé'likened to a man climbinga ladder--the rungs
of the ladder representing the various steps mentioned. He climbs up
two rungs and falls back one; up three or four and back to the bottom;
finally reaching the top only to be told to go back and try it again. A
concrete example was the program for fiscal year 1955--thig current
fiscal year's program.

In October of 1953 the JCS submitted recommendations on forces
for fiscalyear 1955 to the Secretary of Defense. These called for about
the same major forces as approved for fiscal 1954, but for a rather -
substantial increase in strength. These went to NSC and a top-level
Administration decision was made, after consideration of all factors,
that some reduction in personnel could be made with no loss in overall
combat strength. Consequently, the services were given planning ceil-
ings on military personnel. At the same time, the JCS was working on
the so-called "new look. "

In November the services submitted their programs on those plan-
ning ceilings to us for review, and all save one asked for personnel
above the planning ceilings, After review, the OASD (M and P) recom-
mended to the Secretary of Defense that some of the service reclamas
be approved., At about the time we completed our manpower reviews,
the JCS submitted the "new look" recommendations to the Secretary.
You are probably aware that the "new look" extended into and through
1957 and gave some force levels, At a series of top-level conferences,
our findings and the JCS recommendations were discussed, and finally
in mid-December the NSC approved the forces and strengths for fiscal
1955, '




67ve

So much for the mechanics of determining strengths. Now 1 want
to discuss briefly the determination of force levels under the ''cold war
situation."

In a cold war situation, ‘all factors--military, political, economic,
and psychological--are considered in the determination of strengths,
but the economic factor is generally given relatively greater weight than
the military factor in the equation. But, even here, the weight given
the economic and military factors varies considerably, according to
how hot or how cold that cold war happens to be, and is dependent upon
the political and international environment.

For example, in the period 1947-48 we found ourselves in a situa-
tion where actual war seemed remote. We had sole possessibn of the
A-bomb and a predominance of sea power. The USSR was in the process
of rebuilding its forces and reevaluating the world situation. Guerrilla
warfare in Greece was a problem, and possible civil war in Italy and
France a factor to be considered. The United States at that time was
making increasingly larger expenditures to aid in the economic recov-
ery of Europe, yet it was the policy of the Administration to try to bal-
ance income with expenditures. In this climate the decision was made
to allocate 11 billion dollars for defense and the resultant force levels
were determined to be approximately 1.4 million.

The next spring, Czechoslovakia was lost behind the Iron Curtain
and the military factor in our equation began to take on greater propor-
tions. The military budget was increased slightly, by about 1.5 billion
dollars, and the Congress passed the Selective Service Act because we
could not achieve the desired military strengths on a voluntary basis.
At this time our force levels were set at some under 1.6 million

(1,539, 000).

In the fall of 1948 the individual service estimates for fiscal 1950
tetaled in the neighborhood of 40 pillion dollars. Reviewing authorities
in the OSD reduced this to about 23 billion dollars, which in turn was
further reduced by the Administration to approximately 14 billion dol-
lars, with Armed Force strengths of slightly over 1.6 million
(1,617, 000). In January of 1949, after reprogramming, the fiscal 1950
military manpower strengths were again reduced and fixed at 1.46 mil-
lion.

Let's skip the period of the Korean War for a moment while we take
a quick look at the present "cold war'' situation.
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The USSR has the A-bomb and the H-bomb, plus the capability of
delivering them, and We, as a nation, are well aware of the true aims
of the men in the Kremlin. Thus, the weight assigned the military fac-
tor has changed as compared to the pre-Korean situation, but at the
same time the Administration realizes that this will probably be a long
pull and that the fight against communism can be lost on the economic
homefront as well as on the battlefield. Hence, the maintenance of a
sound, healthy, and growing economy is essential. These and other
factors have led to a reevaluation of our strategy and have resulted in
a change in our overall strategic concepts. We no longer have war plans
with an assumed D-day, but rather we are planning for forces which we
hope will deter war but be capable of withstanding the initial onslaught
should war come--next year or 10 years from now,

This new strategy reflects the effect of all the factors in the "cold
war situation' in which we find ourselves today and, as a result, it has
been determined that our armed force strengths for the present and the
foreseeable future should remain slightly over 3 million.

Now, let us turn to a partial mobilization, such as Korea. In 1950,
when war broke out in Korea, our Armed Forces were composed of
some 1.46 million military personnel. But where budgetary and eco-
nomic considerations had been the dominant factor ever since World
War II, now the military factor took precedence. The Department of
Defense went to the Congress with three supplemental appropriations
between January and April of 1951. The decision had been made by the
NSC, after General Marshall's advice, to build rapidly, but in an or-
derly manner, in possible Preparation for a general war. Force levels
were set at 2. 8 million in the fall of 1950 and were revised upward to
over 3.5 million after the Chinese entered the war. The peak strength
of 3,685,000 was reached in April 1952,

As the Korean War developed and it became evident that we would
probably not proceed to full mobilization, it appeared as though the
manpower pool would be exhausted around fiscal 1958 if we were to
maintain a force of 3.5 million or higher. This gave us some concern.
Here the political and social aspects of our equation began to have a
greater bearing on military strengths. If we were to maintain our
forces at 3.5 million or higher, the term of service required by the
Selective Service Act would have to be lengthened and other actions
would have been necessary. However, Congress was loathe to take
such actions. In order to stretch our manpower, we strongly empha-

sized the need to use more civilians in training and supporting forces,
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thus permitting a larger percentage of our military manpower to be
allocated to the operating forces. The need to recruit more women and
the more effective use of the lower mental groups was stressed. That
was the situation as the Korean War developed.

Now let us turn briefly to the problem of military manpower require-
ments in the event of another partial mobilization, such as another Korea.
In looking at the problem of another "small war," we must keep in'mind
that we have a radically different starting point today than we had in
June 1950. This statement applies to our production base and our re-
serve stocks as well as the personnel strength and combat readiness
of our forces in being. I think we all will agree that we are much better
prepared for another Korea now than we were four years ago. This is
vividly shown when we compare the active establishment in 1950 with
what we have today:

On 30 June 1950 the Army had less than 600, 000 men organized in-
to 10 divisions, all below strength. By the end of this fiscal year, the
Army will have 18 or more divisions, much better manned, trained,
and equipped with a total strength of 1,173, 000.

The Navy in June 1950 had less than 400, 000 officers and men man-
ning less than 600 active ships. By 30 June 1955 we will have a fleet
of over 1,100 ships, with a greatly enlarged and improved air arm.
The strength of the Navy will be 689, 000, officers and men.

The Marines in mid-1950 had a strength of only 74, 000, organized
into two skeleton divisions and two air wings. At the end of the year,
there will be 215, 000 Marines with three full-strength divisions and
air wings.

In mid-19§0 the strength of the Air Force was about 400, 000, and
we had only 48 wings. By the end of June 1955, we expect to have an
Air Force of 970, 000 men with 120 or more wings of modern aircraft.

Comparing our present military posture with that of fiscal 1950,
both cold war situations, we can readily see the different values applied
to the various factors in our equation, The interaction of the same fac-
tors is present, but the results are considerably different.

I want to talk briefly about what we would have to do to again reach
a strength of 3.6 or 3.7 which we had for the Korean War. Depending
upon our general starting point, we would be able to reachthat strength
a greatdeal quicker with much less disruption to our economy.

8
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Let us assume that we would have to expand the strength of the

Armed Forces by 600, 000 or 700, 000 men in case of another
war."  And I think that any expansion to a size much larger than 3.6
would probably mean that we would start toward full or all-out mobilj-
zation. With the forces in being that we have today--trained, equipped,
and ready for deployment--our problem in terms of manpower is sim-
pler than it was in 1950. We have forces available which could be sent
into combat., We would not have to man and train the forces first, We
could take care of an expansion of 600, 000 to 700, 000 by increasing

without changing any laws or regulations, and probably without involun-
tarily calling Reseérves or National Guardsmen to active duty.

This is one solution to the problem. There are other means of
meeting the requirements of another Korea--extension of enlistments,
callup of reservists, extension of the two-year draft period, and so on,
The means and methods of procurement used to meet the requirements
would depend upon the size of our forces, as well as the speed with
which the buildup would be accomplished., The steps involved in the
determination and review of the military manpower requirements would
be essentially the same ag I outlined pPreviously for the pbresent situation,
However, the process would be speeded up greatly, I visualize, rather
than taking almost a year to complete the work, it would probably be
done in something like a month,

Now, in regard to mobilization for general war--after the JCS pre-
pares a "joint mobilization. plan," based on a strategic concept, the
services prepare their detailed plans, These plans are then submitted
to.our office for review. OASD (MandP), assisted by the Office of De-
fense Mobilization (ODM), the Bureauy of Labor Statistics, and other

Here are some of the questions we asked when we reviewed the
plans:

In the light of World War II eXperience, as tempered by present
conditions, does it appear that the services can increase their strength

9
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after M-day at the rates shown in the plans? OCbviously, we would be
able today to assimilate effectively into the active forces much larger
numbers of people and at a much more rapid rate than we did in World
War II, but the plans submitted called for accessions of 45, 000 persons
per day. The equipment, the uniforms, the housing were not available,
to say nothing of the hardware that would be required. They also as-
sumed in that plan that they would have in uniform 1.5 million women.
In World War II we had a top strength in all services of about 277, 000,
and our experience in the Korean situation when we made every effort
to increase the number of women in the Armed Forces indicated that
we would never be able to get any such number without some law for
drafting women, which did not appear to be in the books.

Recently, the procedure for development and review of manpower
requirements for mobilization has been revised. Rather than waiting
until a mobilization plan has been prepared in detail and then testing it
for feasibility--which is the method I just touched on--we now prepare
estimates of manpower availability before detailed planning starts.

Early this year, the JCS requested us to provide phased estimates
of that portion of the national manpower pool which would be available
1o the military forces in case of full mobilization. We furnished the
JCS our estimates, based on a given set of assumptions. This informa-
tion is being used by the JCS in preparing its latest mobilization plans.
When that plan is completed we will review it for feasibility, both as to
whether the people will actually be available numberwise and, in addi-
tion, from the standpoint of whether the service buildup plans seem to
be capable of beéing carried out. When that general feasibility test is
completed, we will be ready to work with ODM and other Federal agen-
cies, and finally, the NSC, to look at the phased military requirements
in relation to the manpower requirements of the supporting civilian
economy. These requirements will be compared with the total man-
power resources and decisions may be needed in order to bring de-
mands into balance with supply. When demands materially exceed sup-
ply, it means a major readjustment in the programs unless we follow
some such system as this.

Requirements for general war inevitably leads to a discussion of
our reserve forces. I know that you all have read articles in the news-
papers or heard the President's speech lately about the "new reserve
plan' being developed by the Department of Defense. I think it worth
while to spend a few minutes on the reserve problem.

10
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We are still working on the matter in the Department of Defense
and it will be some time before we have the program complete. How-
ever, I will outline to you and comment on several proposed plans, As
you know, almost everyone has a plan to solve our reserve problem.
Every organization, whether it be an educational organization, a Re-
serve officers organization, or even individuals who have a son about
to be drafted, can give you a plan for reserves, depending on the point
of view. I would like to review briefly just some of the highlights of
one or two of these plans.

But before going into thege plans, I might talk for a moment about
the manpower pool since its size has a considerable influence -on our
reserve forces planning, as well as on any active, or regular, program
we might undertake.

There is adequate manpower to carry out the currently approved
security programs which, translated to manpower requirements, means
the maintenance of an active Armed Force strength of slightly over 3
million. However, a change as small ag 10 percent in our total mili-
tary strength alters our demands on the manpower pool to the extent
of developing a shortage of military eligible men if the change is an
increase in strength; or, on the other hand, if the change is a decrease
in strength, we would have an excess in the pool. As the manpower
pool is extremely sensitive to such small changes in the Armed Forces
strength, the formulation of manpower policies requires a continuing
reappraisal of our procurement factors, such as rejection rates, en-
listments, reenlistment rates, and deferment policies, Recently we
‘took a look at the manpower pool in the light of our declining reenligt-
ment rates., When we thought we would have slightly over 1 million
men in the manpower pool by 1957, the drop in reenlistment rates in-
dicated we will have only 890, 000. I will mention that. point of a mil-
lion in the manpower pool again in relation to our reserves program.,

Now, back to reserve force requirements--our reserve forces to-
day are not adequately organized and trained to meet the needs of a
national emergency. The services have indicated a total service-call-
able reserve force mobilization requirement of about 3 million men,
yet we have less than 700, 000 participating in drilling programs. Fur-
ther, our forces and units are not in balance officer-enlistedwise or
skillwise.

For example, in the Air Force Ready Reserve, there are bver
140, 000 officers, but only 80, 000 airmen, and of thege only approxi-
mately 25, 000 officers and 10, 000 enlisted are participating in reserve

11
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training programs. The Army has a service-callable reserve mobiliza-
tion requirement, including the National Guard, of approximately 1.7
million officers and enlisted men, yet less than one-third of those men
are participating in training programs. In the Army Reserve itself--
exclusive of the National Guard--there are 900, 000 enlisted in the so-
called Ready Reserve, with less than 10 percent taking training. Of the
almost 300, 000 enlisted personnel in the National Guard, more than half
have not even had basic training. Many of the enlisted personnel in the
Naval Reserve are young men who enlisted before draft age and they
likewise have had no recruit training. The Navy has only about 130, 000
participating enlisted reservists to meet a total reserve requirement of
about 700, 000, The Senate Preparedness Subcommittee took cognizance
of this and wrote a report on the status of the reserve force. This, as
much as anything, caused the President to start action to improve the
Reserve.

What can we do to improve our reserve forces, to get the partici-
pation in those programs that is so essential?

The Department of Defense is still working on the reserve problem;
hence, there are no details available now. However, I can give you the
objectives of the uncompleted, overall manpower plan for the active and
reserve programs as expressed in NSC 5420/2~--they are:

1. 'To provide personnel to man the active forces at planned numer-
ical strengths and at a high state of combat readiness for immediate em-
ployment,

2. To provide prior-service personnel other than nonvolunteer
combat veterans to build up the Reserve to the required strength called
for in Department of Defense recommendations.

3. To maintain a pool of at least 750, 000 militarily classified and
available men to meet the first impact of increased manpower require-
“ments of the military gervices under an all-out war situation.

4. To maintain the age of induction into the Armed Forces at a
level that will supply men best fitted for active military service and
assure a reserve of men of sufficient youth and immediate readiness
to be effective.

12
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5. To remove as expeditiously as practicable from reserve status
combat veterans who do not choose to serve voluntarily in the Reserve.

6. To provide for equity of service for all qualified militarily eli-
gible young men in both the active and reserve forces..

I would like to stop on that one a moment because there have been
mmany proposals to achieve thig objective of equity. In discussions with
the ODM and others interested in this, it has been determined that equity
can be achieved if we can say that all young men coming of military age
are going into the military services for at least two Years and none of
them will escape this obligation. We feel that can be done if the man
power pool is not permitted to grow beyond 1 million men. '

7. To maintain the age of induction into the Armed Forces at a
level which will have the least serious impact on the lives of the men
imducted and on the civilian economy,

8. To provide a ready reserve force of men of sufficient youth
and to the greatest extent possible without critical occupation status
so that their mobilization will have the least serious impact on defense
supporting activities and on the civilian economy,

9. To provide a reserve category into which men vitally neces~
sary to civilian activities in support of the military effort may be placed
and selectively allocated at the time of and during mobilization to mili-
tary service or essential civilian activities on the basis of needed skills,

As stated previously, almost everyone has a plan to solve the re-
serve problem and I would like to mention the high points of several
of these and comment on them briefly.

Plan A

Our reserve forces should be composed of volunteer veterans and
individuals receiving six months' basic training, This plan would per-
mit anyone having two or more years of active duty to go directly to a
so-called "selectively callable reserve' where he would not be required
to train, not even the annual summer training, and would be available
in the event of war, or an emergency declared by Congress, through a
selective process. The main source for the reserve forces under this
Plan would be from individuals having only six months' basic training;
such individuals would go to a "service-callable reserve" where they
would be required to participate in the reserve training programs.

13
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This plan fails to meet the NSC objective- of building a prior-serv-
ice reserve. The result of this plan would be a reserve composed pri-
marily of men with six months' training and would not have sufficient
technicians and leaders to make it a readily available force.

Plan B

Procurement for and participation in the service-callable reserve
should be on a voluntary basis to the maximum extent possible. If vol-
untary methods fail to produce adequate numbers, ‘men without prior
military service should be inducted for initial active duty training, and
such personnel would be required to participate in annual training only;
participation in periodic drills throughotut the year should be on a vol-
unteer basis.

This plan completely ignores the requirement for highly trained
personnel in the Reserve and, in addition, fails to take into considera-
tion the fact that experience teaches us that voluntary participation in
the Reserve will not produce. results.

Plan C

This plan provides that every fit male between 18 and 19 who will
not be needed for active service when he reaches the age of induction
should be given six months" military training. Keep in mind, however,
that the age of induction is now over age 20. This plan recommends
that permissive deferments now authorized by regulation for men liable
for induction for service be disallowed. This means there will be no
deferments from induction for training because of student status, occu-
pational pursuits, or dependents. The trainee, in this plan, the man
with six months' training, would become the basis of our reserve forces--
this plan would provide for a nonveteran reserve.

This plan would quickly reduce the manpower pool that we want to
maintain and would have adverse effect on our long-term enlistments.
It would not furnish us a combat capable reserve and would not take in-
to account the need for certain types of deferments. ‘

All three of these plans have one thing in common: They overlook
the first objective I mentioned, that is, to provide personnel to man the
active forces at planned numerical strength and at a high state of com-~
bat readiness for immediate deployment. :

In the development of a reserve program, we have the same set of
factors operating that we have in the determination of force levels for
the active establishment; political, social, economic, and military fac-
tors interact and often appear to be incompatible.

14
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Note, for example, the first requirement was to maintain our "active
forces at planned numerical strengths and at a high State of combat readi<
ness ; and at the same time remember that the sixth objective called for

"equity of service for all qualified militarily eligible young men." Both
~of these objectives could be accomplished if we were permitted to in-
crease our active forces to take care of the added training load, but if
we are to provide for equity of service for all qualified young men and
keep our force levels at their present strengths, it means cutting terms
of service and taking other actions which will prevent the manpower
pool from getting larger and larger--which is the crux of the equity prob-
lem. If we have to take on this added training burden with no increase
in strength, then our training base is increased, our operating forces
are reduced, and combat effectiveness is sacrificed. It is evident that
some of these objectives are incompatible and compromises must be
made,

In summary, I have touched upon the process of determining mili-
tary force levels and I have discussed the interaction of the factors af-
fecting decisions on force levels. - I have tried to show historlcally how
the importance attached to these various factors change from time to
time with resultant changes in the military strengths of the services.

I have touched very briefly on our reserve programs and outlined the
broad objectives which an acceptable reserve program must achieve.
If, in your discussion and work here at the Industrial College, you can
come up with a reserve program which meets all of the stated objectives,
I can assure you that you will find many ready listeners in the Pentagon,
including the Secretary of Defense himself who is taking a great interest
in this program.

Thank you.

CAPTAIN REEVES: General Anderson will now answer your ques-
tions,

QUESTION: Would you expand a little bit on the 1 million manpower
pool and why that figure is critical, plus and minus?

- GENERAL ANDERSON: Well, it was decided that 750, 000 should
be the minimum in the pool in order to take care of the large initial
requirements in all-out mobilization. General Hershey has indicated
that he needs an operating pool of about four times any monthly call
that we may make on him. So that sets the lower limit. The higher
limit was merely an arbitrary figure established which said that if we
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don't go above this figure, we will say that any plan you come up with
in the utilization of manpower will satisfy this objective of equity. In
other words if your pool doesn't continue to get bigger and bigger and
you don't permit some people to escape service, there are those who
will accept that as satisfying the equity objective. Does that answer
your question?

QUESTION: I think it does, sir. But this is not clear--is this a
changing group of personnel, the 1 million, people come in and people .
go out? :

GENERAL ANDERSON: Yes, because the Selective Service law
requires that we call the older men in the pool first, therefore we have
the 18-1/2-year-olds coming in at the bottom of the pool and the calls
being made from the older men at the top of the pool.

QUESTION: I know this is outside the scope of your discussion this
morning, but have you any information on what is to be done to make
the service attractive in both officer and enlisted grades?

GENERAL ANDERSON: There has been a lot written about it.
Perhaps you have heard of the Womble report, It started when General
Bradley wrote a letter to the Secretary of Defense a few years ago,
pointing out his alarm at what was happening in the services. There
" have been some things done; some things Congress has done; some more
legislative bills are in the mill now.

One of the most enlightening things has been discovered by General
Carmichael in the Air Force in a study that he has been making. Secre-
tary Talbott has taken a personal interest in this thing to the point of
practically taking personal charge of the problem, and General Carmichael
is spending most of his time on it. Any of you who know him know that
he is a ball of fire and is going to get everything he can out of this prob-
lem, get to the root of it.

There were so many things that they found causing this drop in
reenlistment rate, which is the thing they are concerned about now.
But I think there are many things that we in the services can do, and
I have felt so for some time. Just pointing the finger at Congress and
saying, "It's all your fault" isn't going to lick this problem.

Probably the underlying cause of most of this can be found in the
general public's attitude towards the military and all military things
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at this time. We were just talking to Admiral Hague and he mentioned
this very thing. It is clartified pretty well by a story in the paper re-
cently where a Congressman said he couldn't get anybody to go to the
military academy from his district. He finally found one guy he was
going to appoint, but he said he wasn't any good and couldn't pass the
examinations anyhow. I think that. is probably one of the underlying
things.

The man in uniform going home isn't particularly proud of his uni- -
form because he is not accepted. - People frown on that sort of thing,

‘ QUESTION: General, you have given us three different plans, pro-
posals, or methods of solving this reserve problem, none of them very
satisfactory. Is there an official design or plan worked up or in the
process of being made that would fulfill the requirements better than -
any of these that you have outlined? ' o

GENERAL ANDERSON: As I pointed out, it is still under study.
There are several proposals within the Department of Defense. These
proposals I mentioned came from outside the Department of Defense,
some pushed rather strongly by .influential groups.

I think anything I would say so far as the solution of this problem
by the Department of Defense is concerned would be premature because
I don't know what they are going to come up with, However, Mr. Wilson
has said, '"We do have one idea. We are going to use that until some-
thing better comes along.” As the Secretary says, he throws balls up
in the air, sees where they fall, and sees how he can make the pattern
fall into place. I can't give you an answer to the problem. We don't
have one as yet.

QUESTION: One of our previous speakers said that in an all-out
attack we couldn't muster any more than 10 or 12 million men in the
Armed Forces. Would the Department of Defense go along with that
or 'would your outfit care to comment on that?

GENERAL ANDERSON: That is a problem that is constantly under
study with the ODM. When you start talking about how many men we
can have at peak mobilization--and that is what we are talking about--
we have to establish certain assumptions and certain ground rules:
When are we going to reach that peak after M-day is one item, and it
ig difficult to say you can have 10 million or 15 million unless we do
settle those basic assumptions.
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A recent study which I saw--it was only in its formative stage--
indicated that, if I recall correctly, it was in the neighborhood of 14
million, but the peak wouldn't be reached for four years after M-day.
That is under one given set of assumptions.

The Department of Defense, of course, doesn't make these deter-
minations alone. That is something that has to come out of cooperative
effort on the part of the State Department, the ODM, the Bureau of
Labor Statistics, Selective Service--practically everybody gets in that
act.

QUESTION: My question concerns the civilian manpower required
to support the industrial effort that goes with full mobilization. It is
my understanding that the ODM has not yet completed the inventory of
industrial skills. Therefore, I am curious as to what is the base for
determining whether we can or cannot support any given materiel pro-
gram and hence can or cannot release a given number of men for mili-
tary service?

GENERAL ANDERSON: I think you are right on your first state-
ment that ODM has not completed the study which it is currently work-
ing on. It does have estimates. And when we say we can release X
number of people to the military, we have the experience of World
War II and that can be our point of departure and has been, I think, for
the ODM and those who have made studies in that area.

‘ They review the population by age groups and they estimate what
proportion of that age group can be made available to the military serv-
ices, based on the assumption that our economy is perhaps going to be
the same as in World War II. In the age group of 17-19 and 25-34 in
World War II, we had approximately 43 percent of that group in mili-
tary service. For planning purposes we have estimated that as many
as 50 percent might be taken, if niecessary, although that would require
the application of stricter deferment and exemption criteria and a re-
duction in physical and mental standards. From the military age group
between those two, that is, 20-24, they had about 70 percent in World
War II. They have assumed that about 75 percent might be available
under the provisions of similar exemptions, deferment policy, and so
on.

I know this doesn't completely answer your question, but that is
the basis that they have used for their overall calculations. When we
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get into specific skills, we are getting into another problem for which
they do not have the answer--so far as I know,

QUESTION: In your point 6, you talked about equity and how it
would be achieved. I wish you would explain that and explain how it
could be achieved under any circumstances.

GENERAL ANDERSON: I know what you are getting at. We don't
have equity at any time and never have had equity of service even among
men who are actually in uniform. There is little equity between the man
shot at and the man that stayed at home. There is little equity between
the man that spends a year in the military service and gets out and the
man that spends four years.. Certainly, we know we are not going to
have any military service--you can't maintain men in the Armed Forces-~ °
without the draft. We probably can't maintain more than 1. 4 million,
judging from past experience, by purely voluntary means.

Your question, as I see it, is: How do we get equity between the
man drafted to spend two years in uniform against his will as opposed
to the man dragged in for six months and sent home to be in the Re-
serves for 7 or 7-1/2 years?

It seems to be the thinking of some people dealing with this prob-
lem that equity is achieved as long as an individual spends some time
on active duty and acquires a reserve obligation.

I didn't define equity for you; I can't. I know what you are thinking
of and I know what some people who are advocating equity want. I agree
with you--I think I do--when I say we don't achieve equity that way.

QUESTION: General,b from my reading I get the impression that
we should be pretty well convinced by now that we need a reserve force
approximately equivalent to our Armed Forces. Is that correct?

GENERAL ANDERSON: As of right now that is just exactly what
the requirement calls for.

QUESTION: If so, it would seem to me that, ‘with our experience
in the past two or three wars where we have been caught each time with-
out any reserve force, the members of Congress--and it seems to be
a political situation--could be shown the picture so they would realize
that some action is necessary. Could you discuss that a little bit?
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GENERAL ANDERSON: I think that Congress has shown a very
definite interest in this reserve matter. When the Armed Forces Re-
serve Act was passed a few years back, they hoped it was going to
solve a good many of our problems so far as the Reserve was concerned.
That act established ready and standby reserves, butl believe most of
the thinking of the people at that time was pretty well conditioned by the
Korean situation which we had just gone through.

What they were trying to get at was the establishment of a varying
degree of liability for service, and this resulted in the creation of the
standby and ready reserve, They adopted a number of other things
which they thought would make the Reserve-a little more attractive to
the people in it, but it still left active participation in the Reserve on
a voluntary basis and this hasn't produced desirable results.

We then come around to the question: Why don't we get a law that
requires these people who are in the Reserve and who have a reserve
obligation to actually take part and maintain their competence. Maybe
we ¢can, but with some of the groups on the Hill with whom that has been
discussed they throw up their hands in horror. They want the Reserve
but politically it is a hot potato and they are not very anxious about
forcing obligated reservists to participate, Maybe we will get some
kind of forced participation. I know that certainly is oné thing that the
people working on this problem are anxious to get.

QUESTION: It seems to be just a matter of the education of the
American people, particularly the Members of Congress, to forget
their local constituents and face reality.

GENERAL ANDERSON: If we could do that, maybe we could ignore
a lot of those things and really set up the type of reserve that the mili-
tary would like to have,

QUESTION: General, it has been said that if we increase our
Armed Forces any more, we will have to go into general mobilization,
Would you.like to discuss that?

GENERAL ANDERSON: I don't think I said that, If I did, I apolo-
gize for giving a wrong impression. What I did say was that I felt we
could go to something in the neighborhood of 3.6 or 3.7 under the pres-
ent regulations of the Selective Service law, and so forth. I also said
I felt that if we went much beyond that we would be going, in all prob-
ability, into general mobilization.
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QUESTION: General, I would consider that the civilians working
for the military, plus the military, as the total military requirements.
Have we exploited in the United States the subterfuge of getting more
civilians working for us in the military and continuing to reduce our
military level, and if we do, who determines or originates those re-
quirements for the civilian force ?

GENERAL ANDERSON: That is done in the OSD. You are right.
The military and civilian make up the manpower package. The deter-
mination of civilian requirements is somewhat different from the mili-
tary. As far as employing the subterfuge of hiring more civilians in
place of military, thereby increasing our armed force capability, we
have limitations. One, of course, is the budget, and when you go to
Congress, they say, "How many are you hiring?" For graded civilians,
for example, there is a congressional limit of 475, 000 for all of the
Department of Defense. That must be apportioned among all Services
and OSD.

We did go to considerable length to hire civilians to replace mili-
tary personnel a few years back and get the military out of the support-
ing echelon and into the operating force. But as our forces go down,
as our procurement is reduced and other activities of the military are
reduced, the need for those civilians is reduced.. The Administration
is well aware of that and it aims to reduce civilian employees.

But there is one other factor that you can't overlook when we are
talking about replacing military with civilians. This gets back to a
question that was asked about making the services more attractive.
We have X number of people overseas. They have to come home, and
they must have jobs when they come home. So you must have a mili-
tary base here sufficiently large to take care of the rotation problem.

CAPTAIN REEVES: General, since you are battling a slight case
of flu, I think we should not keep you any longer. On behalf of the col-
lege, I want to thank Yyou for a most realistic picture of manpower re-
quirements,

(10 Jan 1955--250)S/gw
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