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%71ML: Impact of a 2,000 Space Ilanpoer Ceiling or, leHkuarirs,
DepaxMrt of the An'iy

FO.WAT: Essay

Ihis, paper analyzes the in~a&t of an aribitz'exy staff -ceiling
on the Deparztit of the Army's aproach to managemext. It traces
the evolution of the staff and the various roles assigned in the
past; it outlies -the basic considevations in determining t&e size
of the staff;- and it proposes four alternative means for cunplyirg
wilth a CeiJlirig limitation.



I
I.

IM1'PL OF A 2,000 SPC 1{A2TPOM =WII ON

1MADq_3ARE, DuptiffENT OF AE ARm

Every newxcr to the WasUington ecee is, exose to a series

of storns and jokes aboutthe size- and ccuplexity of the sprawling

nr.itaxLj headftmters krawn collectively as "3he P n"tagon. There

are frightening tales of orkers lost for days in the bowels of the

Pentagon building, ii--re me those ,.so claim personal komaledge of

two little old ladies in a cubby-hole office un4er a dark stairwell

dutifully filing fors for an office that disappeared long ago in a
remranization shuffle, forgotten by all but the paymaster. Before

longs each neophyte joins the chon-s of weary action officers who

mrtter that their wrld wxld be a far better place if half -he

Ieople i.7. Mhe Pentagon" were sent home.

"The Pentagon" comes under frequent attack from its own members,

Congress, the news media, and concerned citizens as being too cumber-

some and too costly.

In 1970, a Presidential Blue Ribbon Defense Panel noted:

All evidence Ldiicates that the sizes of Mead-
quartert' staffs in the Military Depaxrt~nts
are excessive to .what is required for efficient
perfbonanoe of assigned furctions. Furctional
analysis of these staffs reveals an astonishing
!Ack of organiational focus and a hi*hly
exessiva degree of "coordination," a sub-
stantial portion of which entails the writing
of mezmavxida back and forth between lower

1 4



echelons or pazellel organ-zationa elements
and which sawe.8 no appazent useful or
productive rArose.

The solution offered by the Panel was that:

T Secretariats and Service ilitar Staffs
should be integrated to the extent necessary
to eliminate duplicatin; the fw tions re-
lated .military operations and intelligerme
shW be eliminated; lit-- type functions,
e.g. pjesonel operations, should be trans-
fered to ccmand organizations; and the
remrainig elements should be reduced by at
leaset thirty pezmnt. (A study of the present
staffs indicates that the Secretariats and
Servica stafs ccibined struld total no MM
than 2,000 people for each Depart.).2

The Panel then went one step further and recwm id that Class

II activities of the staff be trawsferred to existing command-type

orgazAtions within each Service.

The 1973 Axwy reorganizat'on and staff reductions will ijle-

ment the Panel rec==ndation in part, by elimiating some spaces

from the Amy staff and transferring others to major commands or

field operatirg agencies, 1movers, the Department has, not yet come

to griDps with the idea of the massive reduction envisioned by the

Panel, Wr have the %, =tary of Defense or the President .nnounced

their desires conoaenag implermxntation of this reca=en:ion.

This paper analyzes 'the impact of an arbiUy staff ceiling,

as reca ded by the Blue Rjbbn Deferme Panels on the Dpartnt

of the Army's approach to management.

-- u btive Departent* Blue Ribbon Defense PaaV, $_Re
to the President ar1 tm S2 -et of Defen e on tw-bDor NDef=Cnse 1, =uy 1970), 9P9 _,738. -

-, p., 58.
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VOLMTON OF TME STAFF

I
IJ

The goth and der-lire of the Headquazt't--i-' fleparbmnt of the

Anqr staff drin,g recent years (1950 tbrough 1969) is sh-n at

Appendix 1, By the end of Fiscal Year 1972, 9,165 speces were

auth=ized to t au- obimd S etariet and Army Staff. Tuis fiure

epesented a 26% reduction siz e 1969, with only token tzensfers of

spaces to field elements of the Dsparbwt of the Army, he 1973

reorgnization of the Army calls for a furt1r, redwation of 813

spaces -and tra er of an addiltimil 1,986 spares to other ccmmands

or field operating agencies. .

The Army Staff has tw\ basic furtios: to suppmt the Secretary

of the Army in his role as reso,_ee manager, ard to supat the Chief

of Staff in his role as a mabe-r of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The

size and copposition of the-staff is det ined largely by the

Secretary of the ArM, Title 10, US Code states:

F-,,,pt as otherwise specifically prescribed by
IA, the Any Staff shall be oraniz&ed in such
maner, and ita mmbers shall perform such
duties and hav, such titles, as the Secretary
may prescribe."

Within this broad chaxtr, the Ax-r' headquarters element, to

include the Secretariat, constantly fluxuates in size.

Georgie Washington's staff was barely large enough to take care

of his =oeo spondence, let, alone p vfnM the tditiml funtions

Code Tite 1 Arm For ",(1964 ed) * Sec 3031(b).
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of a military staff 5  Later, th legislation of 1796 established

a hei1uarters staff of "l major geral, 1 brigadier geerals 1

inspector to do duty as adjutant generel, I quatermaster gmral,

and 1 paymaster general, " Te staff of the War Deparment stayed

in lav' profile for well over one hundred years with each new -staff

breau gwing quietly larger, stronger, and more pawhial in its

outlook. The Secretary exercised little control over these autono-

m=4s bureaus e~ept durng actual wartime. It w with this back-

ground that the 20th Century saw the beginning of a power strxugle

for exeutive control uhich led ultimately to the creation of a
7

large headcqiarters safr element um r the Secretary of the Anrmq

When ElMihu Root became Secretary of War in 1899, t time was

right to assert greater executive control over the Depvrbnwnt' a

operations. The Spanish-Americ War caught the Army urprepared

to mobilize and field a citizen Army. The lack of planning and

prepaation for combat, the lack of coordination and coopezation

between the bureaus during the war, and the costly delays caused

by red tape had beacme a rational sandal. 8

President .'inlqy appointed Major General Grenville H. Dodge

head of a commission to investigate the problen. The Dodge report

p. 49.
6 Jaws D. Hittle, Th-e HillI Staff its Histor and .v~

n(1961), p. 1830
7Fcr a well documnted discussion of this strtgle for cktro!,see James E* IW est Jr. ers OrganizatIon and Ain-

istra ton,19004963 (Jue-1971). .
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pointed out the gross inefficieies in the Department's operation

and laid par-t of the blame on Congress for its insatiable desire

for detailed informaton which required too mch staff time to pro-

duce and left too little time for subsantive matters. The Dodge

report became the fondation for Mr. Root's argumnts in favor of

major charges in the War Departent's organization, He asserted

that a mzdem Army required intelligent planning for future military

operations and effective executive control over curenrt onez by a

Gntal Staff headed by a general manager, The Chief of Staff,

He felt the need for a Genexel Staff so urgent that 1r. Rcot appointed

an adl hoc War College Board in 1901, officially to develop plans

for an Army War College, to actually swtve as his General Staff,

Finally, in the Act of 14 February 1903, Congress provided authority

for the Chief of Staff and the General Staff as requested by Mr,

Root,
9

SLueeding Secretaries sometimes used and scmeties abused the

central oontrol concept set forth by Mr. Root. William, Hmard Taft

too involved in detailed operations and forced him to constantly

madiate jurisdictional disputes with the bureausi Hr. Taft retali-

ated by supporting the bamaus. He ny L. Stimpson instituted re-

forms and applied pz iples of mnagement being populzrized by

idstry but soon ran into problems with CongressionalO loaders over

his proposals for reorganization. The bueau chiefs of that day

pp 1-7 - 1-15°
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I
wielded grS t influeze on the mbers of Congreis so wre depend-

ent on them for detailed information and wo felt a paternal inter-

est in Thir oranizations. Mie Secretaries skto foe lI.

Stiimson were torn between a desire to maintain control and a

desire to appease both the Congress and the bureau chiefs. By 1916,

the General Staff had ireased to 55 iw ezs but the National

Defense Act of 1916 so limited the nuJbers that could be assigned

in Washington that therm .re only 19 on duty when the United States
10-

entered World Wa 1

When the United States declared war on Germany, Secretary

Newton D. Balmr Ystuned to the policy of allowing the bureaus to

run themselves and the General Staff became sinply a ,w planning

agecy , as so critics indicated it should have been all along.

We War College Division became the General Staff both in fact and

in name. The staff planned, sclheduled; and oorawdinated progrems

for mbil.*zIng, training, and transporting the Army overseas. By

the ed of the war, the General Staff had grown to over 1,000 and

was organized along furrtional lines into a directing instead of

a planning staff. I

"Congress rejected the principle of tight executive control

or unity of ccmanr devwloped by General (Major General Peyton C)

March almost as soon as the war was over." 1 2 The National Defense

Act Amendwns of 4 June 1920 were based on the prawar traditional

101bid., pp. 1-15 - 1-29.

J=lb-- . pp. 1-30 - 1-56.
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pattern of fragment.W, diffused authority and responsibility with

effective control again at the bureau level, subject to detailed

Congressional supervision. 7he General Staff was merely one. bureau

cmng equals with the function of preparing plans for Mnbilization

anI war, investigating and reporting on the efficiency and prepared-

wess of the Army, and providing aid and assistane to tke Chief of

Staff and Secretary-of War. The staff was wct permitted to assume

or ergage in work of an administrative nature which was the juris-

dictional responsibility of an established bureau.

When General Pershing became Chief of Staff, he appointed

Major General James G, Harbord to develop a recommended organiza-

tion for the staff. The resulting functional G-staff system, in

one form or another, has remained in force to this day.

In 1939, General George C. Marshall inherited both the G-staff

concept of the Harbord Board and the Board's basic set of assunp-

tions regardirg how the next war would be managed. Basically it

Ws intended that the Chief of Staff take the field as Comnading

Genel in a single theater of operations, drawing the nucleus of

his GQ from the War Plans Division and leaving his Deputy as

Acting Chief of Staff. This concept w1as soon discarded wlhn the

United States entered Wrld War II.

Students of the War Deparent's Gr aztion
on the eve of World Var II have estimated that
at least sixtnne officers had the right of
acess to the Chief of Staff and that he had under
him thirty major and 350 smaller cmands., Over
a perdod of years a =6w of semi-irdependent
agencies and offices$ as jealous of their privi-
leges as a cliAch of feudal bams, had grown up.
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As a result the Chief of Staff and his t e 13
deputies were ccrnpJetely sumbxVegd in details.

The 89-man General Staff was limited at this point to prepara-

tion of plans and policies and supervision of the execution of those

approved by the Secretary of War in accordane with AR 10-15, dated

18 August 1936, The nising emergency proved quickly that the Chief

of Staff could not handle the volume of xvptin work generated by

the staff and the field and rmn the war as well. At this point,

the rost gigantic decentralization action in history ras initiated

with the creation of the A y Service Forces. Creation of this new

command reversed the flow of papexrnk so that it went from

Washington to the field.1l he old Var Plans Division was redesigna-

ted as the Operations Planning Division and in effect beca e a

super staff, by-passing the other General Staff activities, The

General Staff soon passed 600 and, despite General Warhall's

objections, became deeply involved in operations. Those involved

believed that-it ws necessary for the Staff to make swift and

binding decisions of a oomnand nature in that time of national crisis

and aoordingly such decisions w=re made, with or without clearly

stated authority. 1 '

After the ar, a Board of Officers on the ReorAnization of

the War De~partnnt ,us appointed, headed first by Lieutenant General

Alexander M. Patch and, after his death, by Lieutenant General

1 3Fo-Mrrst Pogue, Ordeal and Hope 1939-1942 (1965), p. 290.
14Jobn M. Pfiffnr' and Frank P. Sher%6od, Add~nismtive

&naion (1960), p. 191,
7 M Watson, Chief of Staff: Pr war Plans and Prepara-

tion (1960), p. 82.
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William H. Siqgson, Where Geral Marshall had insisted the Gereral

Staff must stay cut of operations (with the notable exception of

his Operations Planning Division), the Patch-Simpson Board caze

to the opposite com !usion, asserting that the limitatin of the

Staff to broad policy and planning was usound. The Eisexzvow

Reorinization ;tdch followed abolished the Arny Service Forces,

transferred the functions of the subordinate Service Camarus to six

Zone of the Interior Armies and returned the te bnival and adminis-

trative staffs and services to the dizecmt control of the chief of

Staff., "The War Departaent again becam a 'loose federation of

warrig tribes' with 'little armies within the Army' as ?r Lovett

said to the Patch Board." 16 The problems attributed z a1 ack of

strong central control by the proponents of the Genwt l Staff were

rit solved by the -xnrk, cooperation, and persuasion that General

Eisen&f-r viewed as a better mnagement philosophy than granting

additional axthrity to the Genel Staff.

The National Scumity Act of 1947 and its andment tw years

later led to the gredual transfer of effective executive control

to the Seretazy of Defense, reachAng a peak of centralization during

the tenure of Secretm-y of Defenze Robert S. Mac}mama. In odear tr

be r-esponsive to this new super-srcture, the AnrV staff found

itself embroiled in day-to-day operations, wit4h less and less tim

for the planning and policy duties assivW. As the ArAmy couglt

better -Vys to control intnel ope tions through w fuational

9



progrms and ccst=and mnagement systems, the staff grew larger.1

In 1957, the Teamnkal Services, which until then had been under a

sepanrte m anpm-r ceiling, were added to the Army Staff and the

staff attained its peak strength of 16,304a Efforts to develop a

mare effective means of cordinating the operations of the Technical

Services ultimately led to the creatici of the US rmy Materiel

Ccmand during the 1962 reorpnization and decentrelization of

saea funct,3ns and pmrsQnnel from the Staff to that organization.

The struggle for ccntrol from Mr. Root's day to the present

has been a seesaw battle between those who support the independent

hireau system and those who -seek to establish central control at

the staff level. As a result, the staff role swings fro that of

planner to that of opemtar and back again with almost predictable

regularity# "The War Department was drastically reorganized during

both World Wars by creatin3g r4n emergency functional agenciss wnich

wre layered over the permanent statutory cocdity-type or multi-

functional bureaus. ''18 As a result, both Congress and the public

reiX-ved !be Wrvssion t hat the Natmt of Army was and is a

huge., b eaiktic, red-tape-ridden behemoth that scmehow manages

to muddle thxough and field a winning team when it is needed.

=-- rorld War II period found umerus Boards and
Ccmissions ,studying organization, o include: the Johnston Plan
(48) ; the Fbover Commission Repowts (49 and 55); the Cresap,
McrcCmich, ax%3 Paget Survey (49); the Palmer Reorganization (54-56);
the Hoelscher Conittee Report (OW Project 80 AnV) and the follom-
on Project 39a (61 and 62); the Par er Panel Report (69); the Blue
Ribbon Defense Panel Report (70); anrd the recent svidies culmnan-
ting in the Reorganization of 1973 carrently being irnplemgnted.

1OUJS Departiant of the &-VI', Comptroller of the Army A S-;axt
stud Po0 I.xztion of the United States L (is Jul-/I 1T=0
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The Blue Ribbon Defense. Panel, headed by Vx. Gilbert H,

FitOTugh, tCaimisn of the Boaxd of the Metropolitan Life InLance

Camy, reiterated the stan complaints of reformers since the

tim of Hr. Root and recmr-ided the :r-je, staffs be lim5ted to

2,000 spacer each.

BASIC CONSIR.A.IONS IN DE M OMf UME SIZE OF TM STAFF

"For tm rnxt few years, the Departent of the Amy will be

faced with mar-Agment problems of 3reasingly serious prr.ortions

-how to Mintain a c=9bat-ready Arl] of awuate size, with

suitable equipent and qpality personnel in the face of declining

resour ces. " g It is essential that the Army review its organiza-

t:on and managaeent practices and determine those changes required

to ensure the most effective, effiJcient, a:4 econmiml Mrai7A

tion possible.

A nazber of factors impact on the size of the staff besides

availability of mrnpoKre, money, and rmateriel, i.e, -

1. T-h desires of Congress. Congress exezvises close

control over the budget appropriations ard it passes on any major

reorSsn tion of the Services. The budget strtre irposed by

Congress forces zuch of the workload associated with budget prep-

aration, rmview, and defense to be done by the Wshiton-based

staff, Since planning must be done at the hi& t orgnizationl

level to Wen full coordination and integration of all known

1VS Deprmntof the MrWj Chief of Staff, Ip E2 of the
iRview of the

-Bawl on 11



factors, it follows that translation of plans into budet proposals

within TI! hydra-headed ap proiaticn strcture imposed by Congess

also re gires prepartion and defense of the budget at the highest

organizational level,

2. The size ard responsibilities of the Offices of the

Secretary of Defense and t._ Joint Chiefs of Staff. As the number

of DOD emecutive level eloyees increases, there Js a correspond-

ing increase in the demand for detailed data from the Service staffs.

3. The degree of responsiveness demanded by external

sources. If higher levels are unable or ur*illing to wait for

collection of data frctm sbordinate levels of the Army, the staff

must maintain an ability to respond from in-house resom-ces.

4. Changing priorities. The tremndous rowth of the

staff during the Southeast Asia buildup vms keyed mainly to logistic

problems which rose to the highest level for intensive management

and resolution,

The Staff has two basic tasks: to support the Secretary of the

Army in his role as resource manager, and to support the Chief of

Staff in his role as a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. As

stated in the Project 80 report:

The key to whether an Army function mast be
actively managed frum the Headquarters is whet-er
the function is one which should normally demand
the personal attention of the Chief of Staff or
the Secretary. If it is not a task they would do
themselves if they had tim, then the function
can possibly best be handled by delegation to a
responsible camander.20

USD4knt of the Army, Chief of Staff, y the

12



Trus the desires of the principals =1s be tae}n into cmisideration.

Another equally important consideexxioni in detemining the optirum

size of the staff is the idenfication of those fuctions which

cannot by lawt or, for any otther cogent rzamr, be delegated to sub-

ordinate agencies.

In e~xamhug alternative means of reducing the size of the

headcuarter staff, it was assuwed that:

1, The mission of the Departzent of tbe Army will reaian

ur=chaged.

2. The size of the Army %ill ccntinue to decline under

resource constraints iosed by Congress and the Departwnt of

Defense.

3. Thee will be no reduction in the level of support

provided by externai organizations (eog. DSAj GSA$ DIA).

4* DOD and Congress will not overra, any Secetary of

the Army decision to t-resfer functions and pe'xonnel off the staff

and out of the Washington area.

THE ALTERMIVES

There are four basic alternatives available by which the staff

could be reductd to 2,000 as recom-nded by the Blue Ribbon Defense

1. Retain responsibility for all currently assiged

fumations identified iT) AR 10-5 but limit the staff to the tasks

of pc ins , proving policy directions renodiN pfigrm

objectives and allocating resour'ces, and lzmpecting to insure; field



eleuents adhwe to the dirtion of the Chief of Staff. This

altezmatve .%ld require a zassive staff redaction in all, func-

tioral areas of resonsibility and wuld force the staff to divest

itself of all cpertional tasks th roug transfers to apW=.-date

vubcrdixaU ccrmads, in effect, the staff would revert to its

origial vole. There wtould be n- need to drastically reoranize

during time of war s:5= the n=leus for each funtional require-

rent wvuld exist at the staff level and expansion could be

a-.-m-- d with relative ease. Dxdng peacetime the orgmiza-

tion would have sufficient flexibility to expand any given function-

al area to provide intensive management through the addition of ad

hoc or standing comnittees frn mesources availabe at the major

subordinate rcmwxA level. The US Air Force Board Stnxrture pro-

vides a hierarchy of staing comaittees which oould serve as a

model, The prizsz, r]iardvantage in retainn functional respon-

sibility at the staff level while mnving personnel and operational

tasks to the field ir the irevitable delay that will occur in

ronding to one-tim rquiremuts frcm hOWe ecoLos.

2. Focus on contribmtion as the key to what should be

retained at the staff level, Under this alternative it would be

neessary to place every funotion now perforced at the staff level

"on trial for its life", =taininvg only those which absolutely

could not be performed at a I=&-. level az4 those of per-onal inter-

est to the Chief of Staff and Semrtay. n this way the staff

would be con'ibtiLng %mething uniqe to the managwmt of the

14



Depart=t. Gne agan o pla ng and review of proposed

pz-ogm objectives and allomatin of reor-e wm"l recessari-.y

fall within the catepxy of furctions to be retained. Consider-

able cnsolidation of functional areas could 'e achieved (eg.

CRD, znd DCS C) The x'irar disava-ntages to this alternati-ve

cae thai it requires trwnsferring responsibility for some func-

tiona!l areas to field activities gecgraphical!y separated frco

the Chief of Staff andi-the organization i ald nt be oriented

tward the traditional wartim mission of the staff.

3. Ormnt the staff to the pogrv,m and budget fur lions

associated with reource management and delegate all othe fitions

to tip major, subordimte caam-rds. The staff wjuld then review,

p(oposed plans and policies in the context of resource zragwrent,

coordixate with other elements of the Executive Departmnt, defend

the budget before Congress, and reocamr=4 alocaticn of re.aces.

This alternative would orient the staff upard to respond to hi ,r

headquarters demn-ds, Iruiries frn that level that did wct fall

within the plans progrnms, and budget areas wowld be transnitted

directly to the responsible raajcr subordinate co raader for action.

A major reorganization wuld be required to perform tie traditiixal

b-tine mission of the staff or a separate wartime GiQ would be

required.

4, "Double-hat" certain major subcrdinate ,imnders as

is



mzemexs of the s.aff (e.g. Cccnaanerr CE/IDCSWG). Mva "double-

hatted" cmaners would maintain a =all liai on office mith t1r-

DA' staff to repeseat their interests. Te Whirrton-based staff

could than= corcentate on planning for -mbiliL-cri; padagig

ard ordiwng plans, prog-amn,, and Wbgets; and mnitoxing thre

mem~ntion of approved pxgr~va. 11is altexrnative w:*j3A prwcide

a rsponsi.e ard knowledgeazle staff ard yet beep the Washingto

contirgent s=all. A rajor %vrganization, or creation of a separate

w rt~i headquaterst wo.l& be required "n time of emew-ru:.y-

I t is riot realistic t.o assu that the Deatn of the Army

will be Zrlieved of any f its ftc0 tio Azes:s :7iliizes. M -

fore it =m--t be assumed that a reduction of the Departmenti staff

mist entail reduction of effort and/or trmnsfer of function and

pex-sprxnl t a la,;w emlon. Dcentralization is th e key .. it

has beame almzst a "j1pspel" of managemnt both in goven ent and

in private industry. As om writer put it -

Stuitifying inflexibiity, red tape, por and
costly swice, a "civil service"' zi=tity
and other uafestations of organizational dry
rot have a,1 forced ur- et attention to da-
centrali;Ation effortsa, 2

In addition to the j hilc.ol*y of decentralization, the Anny imst

also recognize that it programs and activiies rge and eventually

outlive their usith9,ess. For sme reason, Azny proprz are

H. PfiffJer and Frtnk P, Sharwood, Adtainistmtive

P. 4.6



usually co xaived as eternal a4d woalded into the strnu-re. Thd

process aust be rwvt-ed and each program fcroed to jusyify its

existee periodically to ensure the best use of scarce manpwer

X r rinally, te Departmnt of the Army == be orgnized

in stch F way tbatathere is a soth. txnsition f-ma peacetime to

-mrtime posture to preclude disr-.tion of serv,4e and expedit.e

z-ency actions. This can be aproglishad under each of the

alternatives shi with proper pliwring, but it is facilitated by

the structuring proposed under Alternative 1.

In sumary, it is feasible to orgardzi an effctive Deiarb'

staff under a 2,000 space manpmw ceiling. In order to do this,

however , it will be necessary to decentraliz,.furctions and

responsibilities to field activities. To date theare has been no

presswe applied frcv any quarter to inplement the Blue Ribbon

Defeise Panel recamendation. Nevertheless, in light of declining

resources, it is einmbent on the Departirent of the Amyg to re-

examinia' its management philosophy and ensure it is tailored to pro-

vide f'-r thq best possible use of scarce manpower resources.

1 7), " /
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