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2tNA's Total Force Utilization
Study was chartered to support devel-
opment of a Total Force Master Plan for
the Navy. This research memorandum
provides essential historical background
for such a plan by examining how the
Total Force policy, particularly as it

-relates to active and reserve Naval

forces, has evolved since its inception
nearly two decades ago.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Since the advent of the All-Volunteer Force in 1973, defense
policymakers have embraced a Total Force policy chiefly designed to
shift missions and hardware from the active forces to reserve compo-
nents. Rooted more in domestic considerations than in strategic
concepts, the principal impetus of this policy has been to maintain
affordable armed forces based on inducement rather than induction. 1In
the early 1970’s, the twin effects of decreasing military budgets and
increasing manpower costs focused attention on the problem of how to
fulfill America’s worldwide military commitments with fewer soldiers and
sailors. The solution, called the Total Force policy, envisioned
placing increasing reliance upon reserve forces relative to active
forces.

While the rhetoric of the Total Force policy has often outstripped
its implementation, the military’s growing dependence upon reserves is
readily documented. Indeed, in 1984, Congress passed legislation
requiring the three military services to produce an annual report
"outlining in detail” conc{ete steps being taken to further integrate
active and reserve forces.™ Moreover, under the ’‘Total Force'’ rubric,
the standard formula for determining the optimum balance between active
and inactive forces has been to place units in the Selected Reserve
whenever feasible "to maintain as small an active component peacetime
force as national security policy and military strategy permit." Even
the Navy, with its unique requirement of maintaining perpetual and
global forward deployments, has over the past fifteen years significant-
ly increased its reliance upon part-time and inactive personnel. This
trend shows no sign of abating.

The notion of relying upon a relatively small active force during
peacetime dates back to the earliest days of the Republic. Echoing this
idea, General George C. Marshall remarked at the close of World War II:

What then must we do to remain strong and still
not bankrupt ourselves on Military expenditures to
maintain a prohibitively expensive professional Army

1. See the "Department of Defense Authorization Act, 1984, Conference
Report,"” in An Overview of U.S. Commitments and the Forces Available to
Meet Them. Hearings before the Military Personnel and Compensation
Subcommittee of the Committee on Armed Services, House of
Representatives, p. 320.

2. Statement by Lawrence J. Korb, Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics, 10 March 1983, Hearings before
the Subcommittee on Manpower and Personnel, Senate Armed Services
Committee, p. 1226.
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even if one could be recruited? President Washington

answered that question in recommendations to the first

Congress to convens under the United States

Constitution. He proposed t program for the peacetime ¢
training of a citizen Army.

In 1912, the War Department’s statement of its organizing
principle struck a similar theme:

It is the traditional policy of the United
States that the military establishment in time of
peace is to be a small, regular Army and that the
ultimate war force of the Nation is to be a great Army
of citizen-soldiers. This fundamental theory of
military orggnizacion is sound economically and
politically.

Hence, the United States historically has relied on part-time
militia or reserve forces that could be called up for full-time duty
during wartime. The Total Force policy, which also assumes a large
mobilization force in time of war, does not differ radically from this
tradition. But if the Total Force policy of the past two decades has
its roots in U.S. history, it also represents a unique departure from
post-World War II practice. The Total Force policy has marked a funda-
mental shift in the composition of the armed forces because of the
degree to which the reserves have been emphasized. In short, it is
increasingly evident that there is a correlation between force manning
and readiness. The balance between active and reserve forces cannot
indefinitely continue to shift toward the reserves without affecting the
ability of the United States to respond swiftly and with sufficient
military force to crises and wars. Furthermore, it is not clear that
Congressional and Defense Department leaders have fully considered the
political and psychological implications of having to mobilize the
reserves for any large-scale contingency, or whether the United States

can goun: on having sufficient time to mobilize its reserves for general
war.

1. As quoted in the statement by Edward Philbin, Acting Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs, 20 March 1984, Department of
Defense Authorization for Appropriations for FY 1985, Senate Armed
Services Committee, Part 5, Manpower and Personnel, p. 2468.

2. U.S. War Department, General Staff, Report on the Organization of the
Land Forces of the United States, Appendix III 12 (1912).

3. The idea that placing more missions into the reserves poses a danger j
to the readiness of U.S. military forces is argued persuasively by James
L. Lacy, 'Whither the All-Volunteer Force?’ Yale Law and Policy Review
(Fall 1986). Unfortunately, there is no agreement on a method of )
measuring what mix of active and inactive forces constitutes an
acceptable national risk.




This research memorandum traces the evolution of the Total Force
policy from its inception almost two decades ago. The specific purpose
is to provide essential historical background for analysts and officials
who may be charged with devising a Total Force Master Plan for the
Navy. It is hoped that by delving into the historical record of the
debate, a broader understanding may be achieved in order to capitalize
upon the good, or at least avoid the bad, ideas in the U.S. experi-
ence. Because such an undertaking is not without risks, certain caveats
should be borne in mind by the reader.

First, by emphasizing the evolution of the Total Force concept,
this paper connects unique and diverse issues related to manpower into a
single framework that may obscure salient aspects of those issues were
they studied independently and in greater depth. In short, the broad
focus of this paper, coupled with time and space limitations, requires
conciseness in order to draw meaningful conclusions from the historical
record. The questions implicitly underlying this study are broad and
center upon the character of the Total Force; specifically (1) What is
the Total Force concept and why did it emerge when it did?; (2) Where
has it been, in terms of issues debated and initiatives attempted?; and
(3) Where is it going and how chould it get there? While these ques-
tions help to exhume critical themes cf the past so that they may be
applied to the future, they cannot in and of themselves provide finely
detailed solutions.

A second limitation of this study concerns the often incomplete or
nebulous character of the historical record. For this paper, that
record largely comprises unclassified manpower reports, as well as un-
classified Congressional testimony by a variety of Defense Department
and Navy officials since the current Total Force debate began in 1970
Documents such as Congressional hearings are accessible and finite. thev
also have a tendency, however, to obfuscate or mislead the researcher
because officials speaking for the public record sometime resort to
euphemism, or, occasionally, to outright omission. Thus, even though
the purpose of this study is to present the true ’'historical record’ in
order to assist better long-range planning, it is prudent to remember
that the record itself is not without uncertainty.

Third, because this study attempts to separate the events related
to the Naval Reserve from the other components of the Navy, while
separating the Navy from the other military services, it produces
unavoidable artificialities. It is beyond the scope of this study to
settle the methodological problem of determining cause from effect.
This study has a built-in bias because it is principally concerned with
the better integration of active, reserve, and civilian forces of the
Navy. As such, it does not address the integration of the Navy with
other military services, the Coast Guard, and allied forces. While
these are important aspects of any true total force, they must await
another study.




CHAPTER 2
THE ORIGIN OF THE TOTAL FORCE POLICY

This chapter traces the development of the Total Force concept
from its origin in 1970, when then Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird
first broached the notion in a memorandum, through 1973, when Secretary
of Defense James Schlesinger codified the concept into policy.

Vietnam as a Manpower Quandary

Many authors have examined the Vietnam war as a ptecipicttor of
political, social, and economic problems in the United States. Less
obvious, however, are the ramifications of the Vietnam war for military
manpower issues. The quandary caused by Vietnam led directly to the
decision to terminate the draft and to initiate the All-Volunteer Force.
Faced with waning political support for the war, as well as economic and
civil unrest at home, the Nixon administration was confronted in 1970
with three distinct problems: first, the need to demobilize, to wind
down the war in Vietnam and ’‘bring the boys back home’; second, the need
to end the burdensome political liability of conscription; and third,
the need for greater economy, especially with regard to the military.

It is difficult to pinpoint the precise relationship between the
peculiar economic and political pressures of the late 1960s and early
1970s and the advent of the Total Force concept. It is clear, however,
that the original Total Force concept was much broader in scope than the
subsequent Total Force policy of the 1980s. Thus, it is worth recalling
that Total Force issues originally were symptomatic of a larger phenome-
non involving the demobilization of America’s military might and,
ultimately, the loss of a President’s political power. It is no coinci-
dence, for example, that almost simultaneously with the announcement of
a Total Force concept, President Nixon unveiled his strategic doctrine
of ‘sufficiency,’ which dovetailed with the 1972 Strategic Arms
Limitation Treaty and placed costly offensive and defensive systems in
abeyance. The Total Force concept, in essence, meant that the fiscal
stringency being applied to strategic systems was also to be applied to
the fastest growing portion of the defense budget: manpower. These
were the prevailing conditions in which the Total Force concept
originated.

1. See, inter alia, Steven Kelman, Push Comes to Shove: The Escalation
of Student Protest (Houghton, 1970); John E. Mueller, War, Presidents,
and Public Opinion (Wiley, 1973); Thomas Powers, The War at Home:
Vietnam and the American People, 1964-1968 (New York: Grossman, 1973);
Herbert Y. Schandler, The Unmaking of a President: Lyndon Johnson and
Vietnam (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1977); James
Webb, A Sense of Honor; and Tom Wolfe, Mauve Gloves and Madmen, Clutter
and Vine (New York: Farrar, Straus, and Giroux, 1976).

-5.



Iha laixd Memorandus

President Nixon entered office committed to ending the draft, and
in March 1969 he created a commission to examine the prospects for a .
voluntary military system. Chaired by former Secretary of Defense
Thomas Gates, the ‘Gates Commission’ issued its findings in a !‘cbtutry
1970 report that confirmed the viability of an All-Volunteer Force.
Shortly thereafter, on 21 August 1970, Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird
dispatched a memorandum in which he first applied the phrase ‘Total
Force.’ This memorandum, which inaugurated a new concern for the
reserves, stressed the need to capitalize om all available forces:

Within the Department of Defense, these econo-
nies will require reductions in overall strengths and
capabilities of the active forces, and increased
reliance on the combat and combat support units of the
Guard and Reserves... LEmphasis will be given to
concurrent considerations of the total forces, active
and reserve, to determine the most advantageous mix to
support nationsl strategy and meet the threat. A
total force comcept will be applied in all aspects of
planning, prograsming, umin!. equipping and employ-
ing Guard and Reserve forces.

In testimony before the Senate Armed Services Committee in March
1971, Laird explained the Nixon administration’s new guiding concept:

In defense planning, the Strategy of Realistic
Deterrence emphasizes our need to plan for optimum use
of all military and related resources available to
meet the requirements of Free World security. These
Free World military and related resocurces--which we
call ’'Total Porce’--include both active and reserve
components of the U.S., those of our allies, and the
additional military capabilities of our allies and
friends that will be mede available through local
efforts, or through provision of apprgpruto security
assistance programs [emphasis added].

1. Elliot A. Cohen, Citizens and Soldiers: The Dilemmas of Military

Service (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 1985), pp.

106-107. .
2. Secretary of Defense Melvin O. Laird, Memorandum, "Readiness of the
Selected Reserve,” True Copy, 21 August 1970, pp. 1-2, quoted in Steve
Lampo, "A Long-Term National Strategy for the Employment of the Guard
and Reserve in the Total Force."” Naval War College, 30 May 1986.

3. NHearings before the Senate Armed Services Committee, Department of
Defense Authorization, FY 1972, Part 1, p. 24,

-6-
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The origin of this ’‘Total Force’ policy was thus rooted in the
political and economic realities of the time. As conceived by Laird, it
applied equally to U.S. forces, active and reserve, and NATO and other
allied forces, as well as to South Vietnamese forces that were to assume
greater responsibility for the defense of their country under the Nixon
policy of ’'Vietnamization.’ Because resources--and the political will
to spend those resources--were scarce, U.S. defense planners attempted a
greater sconomy of Western defense assets than had been achieved during
the height of the Vietnam war. According to the tenets of the Total
Force concept, America’s NATO allies would be required to share a larger
portion of the burden of defending the European continent; South
Vietnamese soldiers would be forced to fight the war in Southeast Asia
without the assistance of U.S. ground troops; and less expensive U.S.
resexve forces would be expected to assume more missions previously
assigned to America’s active forces. In addition, the Laird Memorandum
emphasized that the reserves were to be the "initial and primary source
of augmentation of the active forces in any future enefgency requiring a
rapid and substantial expansion of the active forces."" More recently,
the Total Force policy has come to be associated almost exclusively with
the integration of the reserve components into the active military
services. But the original intent of the Total Force concept was much
more sweeping. At the same time, the reserves gradually have been
transformed from a primary augmentation force to a ‘force-in-being,’ a
development quite beyond the intentions of the original Laird
Memorandum.

The prevailing conditions of the early 1970s not only affected the
adainistration’s division of scarce defense resources, they also altered
the way in which administration officials needed to approach the
Legislative branch of government. The Total Force policy was created
vith both of these concerns in mind. Defense Department officials
attempted to demonstrate to Congress that they were sincere about trim-
ming the Pentagon’s budget, while avoiding the dismantlement of the
politically popular Guard and Reserve forces. Accordingly, defense
officials used the Total Force policy to forestall additional
Congressional cuts in defense spending. A persistent pattern of
Congressional concern can be traced back to the inception of the Total
Force concept, when the number of military personnel and Naval ships
began a steady decline from their 1968 peak. But abstract concepts
lacking tangible support--in terms of allocating defense
resources--could buy only so much time from Congress; eventually House
and Senate leaders demanded concrete deeds and not mere words.

Among Congressional concerns of the time, the notion of preventing
future ‘Vietnams’ may have been preeminent. One means of effecting that
kind of constraint was to harness the President’s ability to mobilize

1. Secretary of Defense Melvin O. Laird, Memorandum, "Readiness of the
Selected Reserve,” 21 August 1970, ibid.

-7-




forces for war. It followed that if enough hardware and missions could

be transferred into the reserves, any President contemplating U.S. mili-

tary intervention without Congressional support would have to think

twice, becaust large-scale conflict would probably require mobilizing .
the reserves.” Thus, while military officials might invoke the Total
Force concept essentially as a means of offsetting a drastic reduction
in military capability, key Congressional leaders would use the Total
Force concept to compel the Navy and other services to alter the balance
of active and reserve forces. Congress could thereby make it almost
structurally impossible for the military services to engage in a con-
flict on the scale of the Vietnam war without a lengthy and perhaps
politically arducus mobilization process approved by both the President
and the Congress. Such contentious policies go to the heart of the
American Constitution and the balance os povers between the Executive
and Legislative branches of govermnment.

But the Defense Department, and consequently the Navy, was much
less interested in shifting the balance of active and reserve military
forces in favor of the reserves than was Congress, a point that proved
to be an enduring source of temsion. Throughout the early 1970s, at the
time of the introduction of the All-Volunteer Force, the Defense
Department consistently sought to reduce reserve-manpower requirements,
particularly those of the Navy. There seemed to be an inverse relation-
ship between the Defense Department’s willingness to promote a Total
Force concept and its desire to bolster the end strength of the re-
serves. Senator John C. Stennis, Chairman of the Senate Armed Services
committee, commented on this contradiction during hearings in March
1972: "1 am concerned with the mission of the Reserves. After all,
just how willing are we to use the Reserves? I think one of the most
effective things you can do is call out the Reserves, but I don’'t know
how we are coming out on it."” One explanation for this variance was
that Defense Department officials, while possibly hoping to shore up the
reserves, were forced to contend with post-Vietnam demobilization and

1. Apart from the early months of the Korean War, U.S. reservists have

been called into action on only five occasions: the Berlin crisis

(1961); the Cuban missile crisis (1962); the Pueblo affair (1968); the

limited Vietnam build-up (1968); and the New York City area postal

strike (1970). Each of these met with very limited success, and it is

significant that there has not been a single involuntary activation of

reserve forces since the Total Force policy was set in motion. See James

Lacy, "Naval Reserve Forces: The Historical Experience with Involuntary

Recalls,” CNA Research Memorandum 86-76, April 1986. .
2. Readers who desire further insight into the balance of powers should
refer to The Federalist, reprinted in Great Books of the Western World,
vol. 43, ed. by Robert Maynard Hutchins (Chicago: Encyclopedia
Britannica, 1952), pp. 210-212 and 224.

3. Hearings before the Senate Armed Services Committee, Department of
Defense Authorization, FY 1973, Part 3, p. 1611,
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declining defense budgets. In such a hostile funding environment,
active-force programs--representing stronger institutional
interests--were given a higher priority than the reserves. Hence,
partly in order to head off serious Congressional opposition, Defense
Department officials chose to embrace, in theory, the notion of
upgrading reserve missions and forces. But as Congressional support of
the reserves became more intense, the Defense Department found it
increasingly necessary to make the Total Force concept first a full-
fledged policy and, ultimately, a reality.

Schlesinger and the Total Force Policy

The next significant change in the Defense Department’s adoption
of the Total Force concept occurred during James Schlesinger’s tenure as
Secretary of Defense. In a follow-on memorandum to that written by
Secretary Laird in 1970, Secretary Schlesinger on 23 August 1973 codi-
fied the Total Force concept into an official administration policy.
While the distinction remained more imaginary than real, the shift
solidified the concept of Total Force in such as way as to shape the
manpower debate for the next decade and a half. The Schlesinger
Memorandum stated emphatically that the the "Total Force is no longer a
‘concept.’ It is now the Total Force Policy which integrates the
Active, Guard and Reserve forces into a homogenous whole." Echoing the
Laird Memorandum, Secretary Schlesinger added: "It must be clearly
understood that implicit in the Total Force Policy, as emphasized by
Presidentfal and National Security Council documents, the Congress and
Secretary of Defense policy, is the fact that the Guard and Reserve
forces will be gsed as the initial and primary augmentation of the
active forces."" As before, however, the Nixon administration was
officially touting the reserves as a means of coping with a confluence
of pressures, such as soaring manpower costs (from 42 percent of total
defense outlays in fiscal year 1968 to 56 percent in fiscal year 1973),
largely due to the advent of the All-Volunteer Force, and declining
retention and quality. And yet, as before, the reserges were in prac-
tice on a consistent, seemingly irreversible decline.

1. Secretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger, Memorandum, "Readiness of
the Selected Reserve,” True Copy, 23 August 1973, pp. 1-2, quoted in
Steve Lampo, ibid.

2. For example, the selected reserve end strength for all services fell
from 925,000 in FY 1972 to 823,000 in FY 1976, an overall decline of

10 percent. Although active-force end strength all fell about

10 percent during the same period--from 2.3 million in FY 1972 to less
than 2.1 million in FY 1976--the Navy's selected reservists experienced
a reduction far worse than the reserves as a whole. Naval selected
reservists numbered only 97,000 in FY 1976, compared with 124,000 four
years earlier. See U.S. Department of Defense, Annual Report to the
Congress, Fiscal Year 1987, (February 5, 1987).
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Some officials charged with reserve affairs were not averse to
speaking out about this chasm between rhetoric and policy. 1In 1972,
during authorization hearings before the Senate Armed Services
Committee, Theodore C. Marrs, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Reserve Affairs, noted that there had been "strong efforts in the past
to eliminate the militia" and that only "Congress, in its wisdom" had
argued that the reserves be "prepared for usefulness." According to
Assistant Secretary Marrs, the Total Force concept was created by
Defense Secretary Laird to make the reserves a more credible part of the
deterrent force:

Over a five year period ending in Fiscal Year
1969, the net combat serviceable equipment assets of
the Army National Guard and Army Reserve were reduced
by $72 million. Deliberate strength reductions and
force structure reductions would without doubt have
followed the equipment starvation had not the Congress
enforced statutory floors under the personnel
strengths. The result was an Army National Guard and
Aray Reserve structure with a mass of members and a
minimum of equipment....

This ’'shell’ was s surprise and a challenge to
me. It was also a challenge to Secretary Laird and to
Assistant Secretary Roger Kelley who quickly saw the
trend of rising manpower costs of active duty manpower
and the need for a practicable and attainable
solution.

From this mutual recognition of the challenge,
the ’‘Laird Memorandum’ was signed in August 1970.
That document, which has been expanded and clarified
in the Defense Report recently presented to Congress
by the Secretary, was intended to be the basis for
providing bone and sinew to the mass of flesh that had
been the reserves of the Army and Navy. It was in-
tended to match equipment to people and make possible
the training required to produce timely responsiveness
in the Guard and Reserve--to make theT a visible and
credible part of the deterrent force.

Although the Total Force policy was designed to provide, as
Secretary Marrs put it, "bone and sinew to the mass of flesh that had
been the reserves,” a lengthy lag continued to exist between administra-
tions’ rhetorical commitment to strengthening the reserves and their
tangible monetary and policy commitment. It is surprising how far the

1. Hearings before the Senate Armed Services Committee, Department of
Defense Authorization, FY 1973, p. 1625.
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declaratory policy of Total Force was able to outstrip the action policy
of Total Force; despite the transformation of Total Force from a vague
concept to an officially embraced policy, the Guard and Reserve forces,
especially the Naval Reserve, remained on a steep decline. This degra-
dation of the reserves, like that of the active forces, involved both
numbers of personnel and materiel.

Indeed, the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Manpower and Reserve Affairs, Lt.Gen. Robert Taber, apparently confused
declaratory policy with fact when he told the Senate Armed Services
Committee in June 1973 that the Reserve role had evolved into a "full-
fledgef factor in structuring the Total Force®” over the last four
years.” The meaning of ‘full-fledged factor’ was left ambiguous. The
Selected Reserve (SELRES), he pointed out, now made up 30 percent of the
Total Force personnel, but this fraction actually represented little
change in the mix of active and reserve forces and remained insignifi-
cant in and of itself. Most importantly, General Taber glossed over the
fact that the Defense Department was simultaneously pressuring the Navy
to scale down dramatically its reserve requirements. Thus, Vice Admiral
David Bagley, Chief of Naval Personnel, told the same committee that his
staff had determined Naval reserve rcquircnonis to be well below the
129,000 figure posited in the preceding year.“ That hardly seemed the
best means of adding "bone and sinew to the mass of flesh."

One of the most striking elements of the Total Force debate is its
ambivalent relationship to U.S. military ana maritime strategy. As men-
tioned before, strategic problems did not figure prominently in the
debate over the Total Force policy. Nonetheless, strategic and manpower
decisions are interwoven. For example, if the United States were unable
to muster the political nerve to mobilize its reserves during a delicate
crisis, or if American leaders failed to see unambiguous signals of
hostility during such a crisis, the consequences of an inability to
mobilize the reserves could be disastrous for U.S. military strategy.
Those consequences are magnified when the ostensibly discrete ’'manpower’
decision is made to rely more upon reserve forces for front-line
missions in the early days of a general war. To the extent strategic
considerations were of importance in the Total Force policy debate,
moreover, they reflected a tendency to be driven by manpower decisions
rather than vice versa. The rationale for cutting Naval Reserve
manpowver mobilization requirements was linked to a new strategy based on
a quick, decisive military campaign--rather than a long, drawn-out war,

1. Statement of 11 June 1973 in Hearings before the Senate Armed
Services Committee, Department of Defense Authorization, FY 1974,
Part 8, p. 5194,

2. Ibid., p. 5269.
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like World War 1II, that would tolerate slow mobilization.1 In hind-

sight, it is ironic that military officials would be pushing a short,

intensive, and presumably nuclear war scenario, which precluded the need

for large reserves because of the lack of mobilization time, at the same v
time that the Soviet Union was achieving official nuclear parity with
the United States. But it took at least five more years before the U.S.
Navy began to discuss in public a new maritime strategy that pivoted
around the ability to fight a protracted conventional war. Such a
strategy required a substantial infrastructure, implicitly including
more, and more stalwart, reserves. In an era of retrenching defense
budgets--a ‘decade of neglect,’ as some have come to refer to the
1970s--1it may have been that strategy had to be crafted to fit avaiiable
resources; and resources did not then seem to allow a significant over-
haul of reserve forces without unleashing a commensurate decline in
active military might. That struggle for resources in turn ensured that
the Total Force policy remained ephemeral, more real in spirit than in
substance, for at least another five years.

In summary, the Total Force concept was conceived in the fall of
1970, at a time when the administration was hard-pressed politically and
economically to reduce its defense obligations. The relative scarcity
of resources, in turn, required a greater economy of effort with respect
to all U.S. and allied defense assets. Partly as a result of
Congressional agitation to do more to hasten the transfer of missions,
equipment, and personnel from active to reserve forces, the Defense
Department’s commitment to ’'Total Force' evolved from a concept to a
policy in 1973. The policy remained substantially hollow, however,
regardless of the desires of many to strengthen the reserves. This was
so not least because it was institutionally infeasible for the reserves
to gain ground while the active forces were faced with sharp budgetary
cutbacks in Congress.

1. For example, VAdm. David Bagley, Chief of Naval Personnel, employed ’
this 'come-as-you-are-war’ rationale for justifying reductions in the
number of Naval selected reservists. He said that the strategic
probability of a quick war made it essential for the reserves to be more
hardware- than labor-intensive. See his statement of 11 June 1973, in
Hearings before the Senate Armed Services Committee, FY 1974, Part 8,

p- 5269.
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CHAPTER 3
DISMANTLING THE TOTAL FORCE

This chapter examines the widening gap between the policy and
rhetoric of Total Force and the fact that the steady post-Vietnam de-
mobilization forced major reductions within the Naval Reserves. Those
reductions during the early- and mid-1970s created a legacy that would
inspire a decade of rancorous debate and lengthy study, especially re-
garding the wartime mobilization requirements of Selected Reservists.

Post-Vietnam Demobilization

The tension 