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About This Report

The research discussed in this report was conducted as part of an effort to provide analytic
assistance for the U.S. Space Force (USSF). The research considers how to structure the USSF with a
component composed of regular USSF personnel and Air Force Reserve (AFR) personnel currently
serving in space missions. The USSF’s vision is a single component with permeability across work
opportunities with variable schedules. This report contains the results of a RAND Project AIR
FORCE assessment of how AFR space units and personnel could be integrated with current USSF
units. Although the specific focus for the project was on integrating legacy AFR space units, how the
integration is accomplished sets the stage for workforce structures in the USSF writ large. In this
report, we describe four workforce integration models—position-level integration, team-level
integration, event-driven integration, and on-demand integration—and discuss how the USSF could
apply these models using notional vignettes.

This report was completed prior to passage of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2024, which included the Space Force Personnel Management Act, approving implementation of
a single service construct between the USSF and the AFR personnel serving in space missions.

The research reported here was commissioned by the USSF and conducted within
the Workforce, Development, and Health Program of RAND Project AIR FORCE as part of a fiscal
year 2020 project, “Analytic Assistance for U.S. Space Force.”

RAND Project AIR FORCE

RAND Project AIR FORCE (PAF), a division of the RAND Corporation, is the Department of
the Air Force’s (DAF’s) federally funded research and development center for studies and analyses,
supporting both the United States Air Force and the United States Space Force. PAF provides the
DAF with independent analyses of policy alternatives affecting the development, employment, combat
readiness, and support of current and future air, space, and cyber forces. Research is conducted in four
programs: Strategy and Doctrine; Force Modernization and Employment; Resource Management;
and Workforce, Development, and Health. The research reported here was prepared under contract
FA7014-16-D-1000.

Additional information about PAF is available on our website:

www.rand.org/paf/

This report documents work originally shared with the DAF in November 2020. The draft
report, dated September 16, 2021, was reviewed by formal peer reviewers and DAF subject-matter
experts.
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Summary

Issue

As the U.S. Space Force (USSF) integrates its reserve and regular units into a combined
component, it is seeking ways to do so that allow for seamless permeability between full- and part-time
service, in order to create flexible scheduling opportunities that will enhance the USSF’s ability to find,
develop, and retain individuals with a diverse set of skills.

Approach

We repeatedly interacted with military and civilian members of the Department of the Air Force
(DAF) involved in the development of policies and structures for the new USSF. These interactions
included extended discussions with individuals leading exploratory efforts for the department and the
service, as well as participation in a series of workshops, or “sprints,” focused on specific issues. For the
sprint focused specifically on integrating legacy Air Force Reserve (AFR) space units, we acted as
facilitators, prepared and presented background information, and gathered ideas and obtained
information from participants.

In between the sprints, we reviewed relevant literature, particularly studies of diverse approaches
that other organizations used to integrate full- and part-time workforces.

Key Findings

e USSF organizations at all levels can employ staffing models that reflect a workforce with
varying types of schedules to improve workforce management and accomplish mission
requirements.

e Models to integrate personnel working full-time and part-time at various rates of employment
have successful analogs in industry and other military organizations.

e There are at least four integration models that could be appropriate for USSF organizations:
position-level integration, team-level integration, event-driven integration, and on-demand
integration.

e No single model is appropriate for all organizations, but most USSF organizations should be
able to identify at least one model that best fits their mission, function, pace of work, and
available personnel.



Recommendations

Implement the menu of integration options described in this report, and continue to refine the
provided vignettes to illustrate the range of options available to decisionmakers.

As part of the implementation process, refine the menu of integration models, and add models
as needed.

Identify the appropriate level for making structure and integration decisions, and define
associated constraints on end strength and funding.

Conduct additional analyses to support the decisionmaking process, verify the best overall
approach for each unit, and evaluate the success of early adopters of new organizational
models.
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Integrating Variable-Time Work Within
a U.S. Space Force Component

The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2020 (Pub. L. 116-92, 2019) called for
the formation of a space force, separate from the U.S. Air Force (USAF), which had focused on the
use of space to provide secure communication; weather; missile warning; and precision, timing, and
navigation services for the terrestrial fight. The U.S. Space Force (USSF) was stood up as a separate
service on December 20, 2019 (USSF, undated).

In January 2020, the Chief of Space Operations recommended to the Deputy Secretary of Defense
establishment of a Space National Guard and Space Force Reserve and the commissioning of a study
to investigate ways to combine the USSF’s reserve and regular components. The Deputy Secretary of
Defense tasked the Department of the Air Force (DAF) to also consider options to combine the
USSF's federal reserve and regular components with Space National Guard, establishing a true single-
component service.

The primary motivation for this combined component was to develop an innovative staffing
approach based on seamless permeability between full- and part-time service to create flexible
scheduling opportunities that would enhance the USSF's ability to find, develop, and retain
individuals with a diverse set of skills. The combined component expands members’ opportunity for
flexible work with easy transition between full-time and less-than-full-time schedules, promoting
talent retention and more flexible force management.

Because of the complexity of including the Guard in a combined component, including legislative
and policy barriers associated with reconciling Title 32 and Title 10 of the U.S. Code (which outline
the roles of the National Guard and the Armed Forces, respectively), and the fact that Air National
Guard space units are manned and equipped solely by Air National Guard members, it was
determined that the Space National Guard would not be included in the USSF’s combined
component.

The Secretary of the Air Force received approval in December 2020 from the Deputy Secretary of
Defense to develop a legislation proposal for a two-component service consisting of the Space
National Guard as one component and a new space component combining legacy regular and reserve
space forces. The new space component consists of personnel serving with permeability across work
opportunities with variable schedules. This construct provides significant opportunities:

e DPersonnel are available to work variable schedules with job- and mission-sharing, and full-time
manpower can still be directed where needed.



o Available talent can be retained in a less-than-full-time status when those personnel are no
longer able to serve full-time (temporarily or permanently), because of the permeability
provided by the construct.

e The construct allows participation of individuals who bring unique skills and abilities not
organic to the USSF.

e The construct provides supplemental and complementary talent and manpower to fill gaps or
surge requirements.

The overall goal is to “allow for maximum flexibility to meet mission requirements while attracting,
recruiting, and retaining the talent the USSF needs” (DAF, 2021). The USSF also sees this
component as a way to “effectively compete, or work in tandem with, industry to maximize access to a
finite pool of talent” (DAF, 2021). There will likely be challenges for the USSF as it integrates the
manpower for a combined component, such as increased management oversight for scheduling,
obtaining sufficient or dependable commitments from personnel working part-time, and successfully
creating a culture where the workforces can be integrated.

The USSF commissioned several study groups while developing its recommendation for a two-
component space service, including the “Single Component Service Study Team” and the “Two
Component Assessment Team,” which together consisted of more than 100 subject-matter experts
from across the USAF and the USSF, including RAND researchers. In October 2020, the staff of the
Deputy Chief of Space Operations for Human Capital (USSF/S1], the reserve advisor to the Chief of
Space Operations, and the Air Force Reserve, Directorate of Personnel (AF/REP), started to address
the question of how Air Force Reserve (AFR) space units and personnel will be integrated within
existing USSF units. They asked the RAND Project AIR FORCE research team to assist with this
effort, including developing options and facilitating a sprint.

Research Objective and Approach

In this report, we describe our effort to identify workforce structures that can assist the USSF in
effectively organizing its workforce—that is, the organizational and positional framework for training
and operations in the USSF. We describe (1) the organizational arrangement and (2) characteristics
of positions and workforce schedules, but not personnel management aspects associated with
individual guardians. In conducting this research, we assumed that positions can be filled with trained,
ready, and appropriately developed personnel when needed.!

We specifically focus on integrating legacy AFR space units, but this integration sets the stage for
the workforce structure in the USSF writ large. Although we narrowed our focus to the workforce
structure, we considered, where possible, the efforts of other USSF-sponsored groups addressing
promotion, assignment, talent management, end strength, and legislative changes for the new
component.

In consultation with the sponsor, we identified the following overarching research questions:

! The USSF plans on exploring this assumption through future working groups aimed at developing effective policies for human
capital management.



e  What options does the USSF have for integrating single positions, groups of positions, and
organizations from AFR legacy space units?

e  What are the characteristics for each option? What types of units or missions might best
implement each option?

e Because USSF leadership preference is for illustrative descriptions, are there vignettes that
help describe the potential implementation of the integration options?

Our approach to developing these options was iterative and cyclical, rather than linear. We
repeatedly interacted with military and civilian members of the DAF involved in the development of
policies and structures for the new USSF. These interactions included extended discussions with
individuals leading exploratory efforts for the department and the service, as well as participation in a
series of workshops, or “sprints,” focused on specific issues.” These sprints were planned and led by
DAF personnel, although we frequently had an opportunity to review their plans and make
suggestions. Within a sprint, we often presented materials from our research, asked clarifying
questions or commented on points made by the participants, kept notes for refining our ideas, and
occasionally facilitated discussions within breakout groups. For the sprint focused specifically on
integrating legacy AFR space units, we acted as facilitators, prepared and presented background
information, and gathered ideas and obtained information from participants.

In between the sprints, we reviewed relevant literature, particularly studies of diverse approaches
that other organizations used to integrate full- and part-time workforces. We combined findings from
the literature, insights from the sprints, and our own experience with military personnel management
to develop various integration models that the USSF could use to implement its own personnel
policies and force-structure decisions, which we discuss in this report. We describe each model and its
characteristics, and we give examples of how each might be used in vignettes depicting various
situations faced by commanders and human resource managers.

Concepts for Structuring an Integrated Full- and Part-Time
Workforce

USSF decisionmakers can benefit from other organizations’ experiences in modifying human
resource management systems when faced with challenges similar to those of the USSF. Select
examples from industry and other military organizations, both within and outside the U.S.
Department of Defense, are particularly relevant.

From Industry

There is growing empirical literature on the various employment arrangements in the United
States today, where the unit of analysis is generally the individual worker and their labor arrangement,
not the organization. For example, one of the most influential works in the field, Cappelli and Keller’s

% The USSF borrowed terminology used mainly for software and product development. The “scrum” framework consists of
development iterations called “sprints.” A sprint is a period of approximately one month during which a potentially releasable
product is created (Goncalves, 2018).



“Classifying Work in the New Economy,” recognizes that how organizations decide which
arrangements to use and in which combinations is “[p]erhaps the most obvious of the macroquestions
this classification system [of individual work types] helps to address” but does not itself offer a
classification system for the organizational level (Cappelli and Keller, 2013). Others, such as Katz and
Krueger (2019), focus only on collecting and analyzing data at the individual level.

A notable exception is the work of Weil, which discusses the patterns and consequences of
“fissured” workplaces, in which contract workers employed by staffing agencies work alongside those
employed by the main firm (Weil, 2014). This distribution of activities through contracting,
outsourcing, and franchises, motivated by keeping costs down, fractures the basic employer-employee
relationship, often at the expense of the employee. Some estimates suggest that as many as half of U.S.
establishments have adopted a “core-periphery” approach to workforce management (Kalleberg,
2003).3

One way to shift the view to an organizational level is found in Huselid’s distinction between
assessing the complementarity of such work practices as hiring policy and pay scales, which he calls
their “internal fit,” and the degree to which these practices align with a firm’s competitive strategy, or
“external fit” (Huselid, 1995). This emphasis on organizational structures is in keeping with the scope
of this project, in which we set aside issues of how best to train, pay, and promote individuals in part-
time status and focus on determining how the holistic model for their integration can be responsive to
a given unit’s workforce management needs while accomplishing the unit’s required mission demands.

Finally, there is qualitative and strategy-focused literature characterizing workplace restructuring
within firms. Writing about manufacturing, Matos and Tahmincioglu (2015) draw a useful
distinction between “deadline” jobs (in which work can be completed at any pace and anywhere, so
long as a deadline is met) and “coverage” jobs (in which workers need to interact with people and/or
things in a specific place and time). The ratio of roles in each of these categories affects the possible
workforce structures and flexible arrangements.

During the sprint focused on integrating legacy AFR space units that we facilitated, USSF
participants found examples and case studies useful for developing ideas about potential workforce
organizational structures. The five case examples below explore workplace flexibility constructs for the
USSEF to consider as it develops courses of action.

As an employer of many workers in “coverage” jobs, Kraft Foods relied heavily on hourly workers
at its manufacturing and processing plants (McGuire and Brashler, 2006). Kraft introduced a program
that permitted job-sharing, shift-swapping, and more flexible leaves, and the company offered shifts to
retirees in the local community (Litchfield, Swanberg, and Sigworth, 2004). Plant managers and plant
human resource managers were given the autonomy to establish the flexible work arrangements that
worked best for the circumstances at their individual plants.

Texas Instruments (TT) wanted to increase flexible options for accomplishing work but struggled
with a diverse set of job types and roles, which spanned “deadline” workers who could easily work
remotely and manufacturing and assembly workers who were in “coverage” roles and needed to be on

> Atkinson (1984) explains that the core-periphery model breaks up the labor force into “increasingly peripheral, and therefore
numerically flexible groups of workers, clustered about a numerically stable core group which will conduct the organisation’s key,
firm-specific activities.” The core provides functional flexibility, and the periphery provides numerical flexibility. The periphery
can expand or contract in response to growth and contraction.



location simultaneously to work in teams. TT adopted an ad hoc model, allowing flexible hours and
telecommuting for deadline workers and offering compressed workweek schedules to plant workers
(e.g., 9/80 plans, in which workers average 40 hours per week over each two-week period by working
four days per week for nine hours and one day per week alternating between eight hours and zero
hours). This approach ensures consistent overlap among team members and continuous staffing when
required—potentially at added cost, and provided that the compressed workweek is proactively
scheduled. This approach also allows for better coordination with operating locations and business
partners located overseas (McGuire and Brashler, 2006).

Broken Hill Proprietary (BHP), an Australia-based mining company, piloted a similar approach
to introduce flexibility “for anyone, for any reason” to meet diversity goals and improve employee
retention through changes in BHP’s geographic footprint. However, BHP needed to overcome the
sector-specific challenges imposed by distributed worksites and specific skill sets. Most of its workers
did not live near BHP’s mines and would fly in and out for their shifts. BHP launched a series of
flexible rostering options, allowing workers to spend one week on site followed by two weeks off, or
three weeks on followed by two weeks off. This approach naturally created job-shares for some
employees and accommodated part-time employment at a scaled salary (BHP, undated). BHP then
expanded the pilot, and implementation has included data-based monitoring of managers, who may be
more reluctant to permit flex arrangements. In 2019, 8 percent of BHP employees described
themselves as having a formal flex work arrangement in place, and another 35 percent described an
informal equivalent (BHP, 2019).

Another approach to navigating team interdependencies in coverage roles is the model employed
by BMW. According to a staffing agency contracted by BMW, when BMW is finishing production
on a model that is being phased out, the company hires contingent workers to close down the line
while the core employees learn the new model and ramp up production on that line (Hansen, 2007).
Although there may be a temporary increase in workforce costs, this approach allows lessons learned
from the staffing agency to be passed on to BMW and allows BMW to focus on training its core
employees.

For coverage roles that are not interdependent but for which workflow is dynamic, we can look to
such employers as Amazon and H&R Block, who face acute surges in labor needs in particular parts
of the year. These employers also lean on contingent workers, some of whom return every year for the
surge season (H&R Block, 2021). H&R Block hires tens of thousands of workers to supplement its
core staff during tax season, and Amazon hires hundreds of thousands of temporary workers to staff
warehouses in preparation for the holiday season (Hartmans, 2020). This approach can engage
workers who prefer contingent and freelance employment, and it also flexibly accommodates
education, sabbatical, and caregiving leaves.

In each of the examples above, the use of flexible work arrangements provides benefits for the
company as it attempts to meet customer demands. How the work is accomplished can be adjusted to
suit the operations at a particular location or in dispersed locations, to meet increases or decreases in
the demand for workers, or to account for the introduction of new types of work or new products.
These examples provided fodder for the brainstorming done by the USSF in the early stages of
considering the structures for integrating full- and part-time workers. However, the literature may
underreport the potential costs in implementing these arrangements, such as the additional



management required, negotiations with unions, and temporary monetary cost increases. The USSF
will need to ensure that these costs are considered.

From Within the Military

There are also useful military examples for the USSF to consider where active component and
reserve component positions and organizations have been integrated to meet mission requirements
with full- and part-time work duties.

Rohn and colleagues explored the factors that could increase or decrease the likelihood of success
in integrating active (full-time) and reserve component (a mix of full- and part-time) staff
organizations. They allow that there is no one form or goal for total force integration but suggest the
following statement as an ideal:

Total force integration would be achieved if military units, staffs, and other
supporting organizations were designed from the start with a mix of full-time and
part-time personnel, military and nonmilitary, that yields the maximum effective
capacity at a given cost with planning, command, and resourcing decisions made to
benefit the total force rather than individual components of it. (Rohn et al., 2019)

Rohn et al. (2019) also discuss various ways that the services have approached this kind of
situation in the past, including the benefits and challenges they have faced. The USAF, to resolve
training constraints, created a unit association system between the components that allowed junior
active component pilots to be trained by geographically adjacent reserve or guard units that had
available less-than-full-time experienced pilots and capacity in their flight schedules.

In another example, Rohn et al. (2019) investigated for the Army a pilot study aimed at making
corps and division headquarters staffs a mix of active and reserve component (i.e., multicomponent).
The pilot was undertaken to mitigate the impacts of a reduction in active component manpower.
Rohn et al. reported that the Army concluded the pilot was successful as an “AC [active component]
shortfall mitigation strategy” but that additional analysis was required to determine the viability of an
Army-wide implementation.

For the Navy, Rohn et al. reported three distinct models for integrating active and reserve
components:

® Augmentation: reserve component units whose purpose is to provide ready reserve
component members for additional capacity in support of active component units

e Special capability: niche capabilities (such as submarine rescue and the Explosive Ordnance
Disposal Technology Division) that reside only in the Navy Reserve

e Blended: reserve component units with core active component personnel, whose reserve
component members bring them to full capacity when mobilized or on other active-duty
statuses, such as active duty for training.

Finally, Rohn et al. provided the useful observation that the appropriate type of integration may be
related to the size and design of the organization, noting, for example, that “airmen operating different
platforms do so on more of an individual basis than in large, collective formations [as in the Army]”

(Rohn et al., 2019).



Dalzell et al. (2019) explored new models for reserve component participation that account for
changing socioeconomic trends, such as employment stability, family structure, and economic
pressures, to create opportunities for reserve component service. These new participation models
suggest ways that part-time manpower could be integrated into space units. Table 1 shows several of
the participation models developed by Dalzell et al. For each, a title and description of the model is
provided. The rightmost column in Table 1 provides some (but likely not all) of the characteristics of
the type of part-time work that can be envisioned under these participation models. We covered this
material in the USSF sprint to help participants explore the characteristics of the part-time work that
could be available to USSF units.

During the sprint that we facilitated, which focused on integrating legacy AFR space units, we
presented literature covering integration and examples from industry and other services to the
attendees. This information was a backdrop for establishing the types of integration models required
for the AFR space missions being transferred to the USSF. Participants in the sprint described the
need for guardians to serve in types of positions requiring full- or part-time work, and we noted the
need. Then, during the process of refining the integration models, we ensured that there was an option
among the integration models that would support the mission requirements. The set of integration
models developed is discussed in the next section.



Table 1. Participation Models and Associated Part-Time Constructs

Participation
Model General Description

Suggests Part-Time Work with These

Characteristics

Tele-reserves Allows members to perform a broad set of tasks
remotely (geographically separated from their
assigned unit)

Reserves on  Provides schedule flexibility to accommodate

demand reserve component members with highly variable
availability (e.g., business owners and single
parents)

Seasonal Allows members to commit to full-time or part-

worker, time for a portion of a year (e.g., schoolteachers

seasonal with summers off)

reserve

Job-sharing Multiple part-time workers are allowed to share a
position—performing either the same tasks or
discrete tasks that are part of the same job

Part-time plus Part-time members contract for some minimum
number of days, but agreements are established
for increasing their work as needed (e.g.,
entrepreneurs, flexible part-time civilian positions)

Sponsored Contract employees simultaneously work for their
reserve employers and serve as reservists

Non-collocated

Working individually or as a team
member

Full-time or part-time
Asynchronous or synchronous

Individual tasks
Able to be completed at irregular
intervals

Full-time or part-time work

Fixed length

Must allow for a period when no work
is accomplished

Working individually or as a team
member for the portion of the year they
are participating

Separable tasks or methods for
continuity
Shared responsibility for tasks

Stand-by or on-call work
Full-time or part-time work

Part-time work
Working individually or as a team
member

SOURCE: Adapted from Dalzell et al., 2019, pp. xxii—xxv.

NOTE: The final column is illustrative and not meant to be comprehensive, because the implementation of the

participation model might suggest different part-time work characteristics.

Four Integration Models for the U.S. Space Force

This [reading] argues that . .. spans of control, types of formalization and

decentralization, planning systems, and matrix structures should not be picked and

chosen independently, the way a shopper picks vegetables at the market or a diner a

meal at a buffet table. Rather, these and other parameters of organizational design

should logically configure into internally consistent groupings. Like most

phenomena—atoms, ants, and stars—characteristics of organizations appear to fall

into natural clusters, or configurations. (Mintzburg, 1989)

We developed four models that the USSF could use to integrate personnel serving in full- and

variable time positions, shown in Figure 1. We developed these models iteratively, building partly



from our earlier review of alternative and innovative forms for part-time service and partly from our
discussions with DAF personnel in the different working groups and sprints. As stated eatlier, these
models do not focus on the management of personnel who would fill these full- or part-time positions
or on the specific constraints for various units. Rather, the models are a construct for considering how
to characterize the ways full- and part-time work can be integrated.

Figure 1. Integration Models

Position level Team level

* Steady operations, a “typical” duty day * Work is generally team-based, both

* Periodic workload fluctuations ongoing and with fluctuations

* Work is largely individual- and specialty-
based

Event focused On-demand

* Workload is cyclical and culminates in * Episodic “pop-up” requirements (not
executing a planned activity permanent positions)

* Workload demand changes based on ¢ Assignments vary in duration

event phase

These models have four key characteristics:

e Mission-dependent: The integration models should be applied after examining the mission,
roles, and existing workforces for whatever organizational structure is being addressed.

e Flexible: The degree to which part- and full-time positions are integrated provides choices for
structuring organizations and positions and does not require the USSF to decide on a one-
size-fits-all approach to integration.

e Scalable: These models can be applied to any organizational level and to organizations of
varying size throughout the USSF, from its headquarters and Deltas down through
squadrons, flights, and other types of teams, or the models can be mixed within an
organization.

e Notional: All illustrations of the integration models in this chapter are abstract or ideal types,
shown to give a flavor for the characteristics of each integration level. Further analysis is
required to decide which model is appropriate for specific positions and organizations.

Position-Level Integration

The position-level integration model is designed to suit a unit that has a definable steady-state
workload but can experience increased demand within any or all of its positions or functions. Work is
largely individual- and specialty-based. Individuals serving in part-time positions contribute to the
unit by being available to rapidly increase the organization’s capacity and then return to their typical
less-than-full-time work schedule.

Among the features of this model are that all positions would be found on a single unit manning
document, but the unit would have the flexibility to adjust the work schedule of each position. The



unit leader would tailor the positions and the team’s schedule to meet mission requirements. In this
model, we include a workforce manager, who is responsible for scheduling personnel to fill positions.
The management workload increases with the variability in schedules, position types, and fluctuations
in workload. This model mirrors the position-level approach taken by Texas Instruments, discussed
previously, in which not all functions could be conducted with equal flexibility. To meet Texas
Instruments’ mission, different approaches to flexibility were offered for workers in different
functions.

The organization chart in Figure 2 is notional and represents only one example point in time; at
another point in time, each position could be designated differently to match later needs. Figure 2
aims to convey that there are different types of part-time duty that can be integrated in the overall unit
structure: low intensity, high intensity, and job share. We use “low intensity” to represent part-time
duty similar to today’s traditional reserve duty. “High intensity” might involve work every week, or a
week or two every month. “Job share” positions are positions that must be filled every day, but not
necessarily by a single person.

Figure 2. Position-Level Integration, General Model

1

Function 1

Function 2 Eonction:3

- Full-time

. Job share
Part-time

. high intensity

. Part-time
low intensity

NOTE: Designations of full- and part-time are examples only. Each block can be designated for any of the workforce
types.

Position-Level Integration Vignette 1

This type of integration model could be applied to AFR organizations currently supporting a
USSEF unit (Figure 3, top panel) by assigning the AFR billets specifically to the areas of the

organization where they perform duties (Figure 3, bottom panel). Even within this relatively fixed



structure, we emphasize that there are still flexible options for individual positions. Individuals serving
in part-time positions can still hold leadership responsibilities, either on their own or in a shared
position, and full-time positions are not necessarily limited to personnel or work previously performed
by active component full-time personnel.

To demonstrate a specific example, Delta 5 has a Reserve Associate Unit, the 9th Combat
Operations Squadron, that provides personnel to augment intelligence, planning, and operations in
the Combined Space Operations Center (CSpOC).* These reservists currently provide CSpOC
divisions (formerly the functional divisions of the 614th Air Operations Center) with operations
continuity, corporate knowledge, and additional capacity by serving in day-to-day operations, surge
and contingency operations, and system and training upgrade events. Under position-level integration,
part-time positions formerly in the 9th Combat Operations Squadron would be directly under the
control of the four divisions and two remaining squadrons of Delta 5. Assigned personnel would be
organic members of those elements. Each function would have full- and part-time structures suited to
the nature of their tasks.

Many changes in practice and activity could result. For example, if certain intelligence products are
developed on particular days of the week or month, personnel could be scheduled on a part-time basis
to come in every week to review relevant inputs and produce the report. In operations functions, an
individual might be needed “at the desk” during duty hours, but the position need not be staffed by the
same person. Two or more personnel on variable schedules could share the duty in a way that lets
them each balance the duty with their civilian job or other personal responsibilities. If a planning
requirement emerged that needed full-time effort for a defined period of time, an experienced
individual assigned to that section with available time might move from part-time to full-time and lead
the planning effort, benefiting both the individual and the team.

* We originally provided vignettes to the USSF in early 2020. Since then, the 614th Combat Training Squadron was
redesignated as the 55th Combat Training Squadron, and the 614th Air & Space Communications Squadron was redesignated
as the 65th Cyber Squadron.
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Figure 3. Position-Level Integration, Vignette 1
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NOTE: This is a notional example; analysis to determine the best integration model has not been done.
Designations of full- and part-time are examples only. Each block can be designated for any of the workforce types and
could be changed to reflect evolving mission requirements. Comms = communications; ISR = intelligence, surveillance,

and reconnaissance; ops = operation; SATCOM = satellite communications.
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These changes in practice and activity have implications for leadership and management. In this
example, core functions have not changed; however, the number of personnel performing these
functions has increased. This, in turn, increases the oversight and scheduling responsibilities
throughout the unit.

Position-Level Integration Vignette 2

This vignette describes position-level integration at a more detailed level to demonstrate how it
can provide additional opportunities for flexibility to accomplish required work. Figure 4 (top panel)
shows an office with steady workflow. Some individuals work most days and have designated
substitutes when they are off. For example, the leader in the figure, Guardian A, works Monday
through Thursday; on Friday, Guardian C substitutes in for this position. Some positions can be filled
by two part-time individuals, alternating days, half-days, or some other increment (the deputy,
Position 1, and Position 2). And some positions might only be filled for part of a day (Position 3).
The result is a group of eight guardians consistently working a collective 38 hours per day for a total of
190 hours per week to accomplish the work requirements for the office, but with varying schedules.

The bottom panel of Figure 4 illustrates how position-level integration might work with a more
variable workflow, where individuals assigned to Positions 2 and 3 are generally not always needed on
duty, but these individuals are available for work, either for predictable requirements (Position 2 on
Monday) or unexpected ones, on an on-call basis (Thursday and Friday for Position 2 and Monday
and Friday for Position 3). In this example, the group of eight guardians works 24 to 40 hours per
week; the total for the variable workflow example is 160 hours.
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Figure 4. Position-Level Integration, Vignette 2

Steady Workflow

Variable Workflow

* Unscheduled work.

Team-Level Integration

Some types of units do not function with individuals filling positions on a separate or unique
schedule, as in the individual-level model. By the nature of their mission, these units function as teams
and are either all-in or in standby mode waiting for a mission. The second model, team-level
integration, is tailored to this workflow. Recall BMW’s use of contingent workers: Instead of splitting
its core workforce to close out an old line and begin a new one, a temporary workforce was deployed to
close out the old line while the core workforce invested in the new task.

In this model, subunits consisting primarily of part-time positions are designed to supplement or
complement full-time subunits, as illustrated in Figure 5. These subunits are appropriate for
backfilling deploying teams, staffing alternate sites, or providing coverage for additional supported
commands. This model accommodates the need for teams to train together and develop cohesion. The
team chief can structure duty for each subunit; instead of focusing on individual duty schedules, the
workforce manager concentrates on ensuring that ready teams are available for mission requirements.
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One downside of this model is that the focus on team workflow may reduce the unit’s flexibility to
meet small or specific changes in requirements.

Figure 5. Team-Level Integration, General Model
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NOTE: Designations of full- and part-time are examples only. Each block can be designated for any of the workforce
types.

Team-Level Integration Vignette 1

This vignette illustrates one way such a unit could perform duties requiring teams over a mission
cycle. In Figure 6, Teams A and B are made up of personnel working full-time. Team C is
supplemental capacity, structured like A and B and generally trained to the same standard. In steady
state, Teams A and B can handle requirements for their operational function, and Team C maintains
their readiness. In the third time period, requirements for the function go up—in this case, Team A is
ordered to deploy, and the steady-state requirements do not change. As Team A deploys, Team C
transitions from part-time to full-time and falls in on Team A’s equipment and support missions.
Team C remains on duty until Team A has redeployed, has gone through any necessary reset, and is
ready to resume steady-state operations.
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Figure 6. Team-Level Integration, Vignette 1
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Team-Level Integration Vignette 2

Another application of the general team-level integration model is in cases in which portions of
units or organizations have a mix of full- and part-time teams and the part-time personnel
complement the capabilities of the full-timers. This model is best applied to a unit that has organic
teams that, in practice, are not needed on a permanent, full-time schedule and could be restructured as
a core part-time unit within the larger organization. For example, a unit performing cyber systems or
satellite maintenance might only need a small full-time presence. A group of trained maintainers who
reside close enough to the unit for rapid access could be on call for when their specialties are needed,
and a third set might be available for sustained part-time duties—for example, when critical
equipment goes into periodic maintenance. Having these maintainers in a single unit would allow their
commander to weigh the required effort and build teamwork, accountability, and efficiency in
managing equipment and other material resources.

In Figure 7, we depict a space acquisition program office. The positions in red represent two sub-
organizations operating as teams, responsible for the core activities of the unit and required to be filled
full time; they operate on site with on-site supervision. The positions in blue are a complementary
team focused on conducting assessments for acquisition intelligence. Although the individuals in these
positions function as a team, the work for this function, while critical, does not require a full-time
presence. This team benefits from individuals with a wide range of experiences, expertise, and
perspectives—including nonmilitary perspectives—and the individuals could work in distributed
locations if the tasks allow.
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Figure 7. Team-Level Integration, Vignette 2

NOTE: This is a notional example; analysis to determine the best integration model has not been completed.

Team-Level Integration Vignette 3

A more detailed example considers the active component 1st Space Operations Squadron (1
SOPS) and the AFR 7th Space Operations Squadron (7 SOPS). 1 SOPS is responsible for
performing launch, on-orbit, emergency, and disposal operations, as well as end-of-life testing for
satellites providing information related to warning, navigation, research and development, space
surveillance, and weather. The squadron operates and maintains 24-hour satellite command and
control capability through a Multi-Mission Space Operations Center operating a variety of satellite
missions. Mission control crews conduct 24-hour operations supporting the major functions of
satellite control. Orbital analysts and program engineers provide program-specific knowledge and
support to the crews.’

The mission of 7 SOPS is to augment 1 SOPS. During unit training assembly weekends, 7 SOPS
assumes the majority of satellite commanding functions. The squadron’s 30 reservists usually schedule
their two weeks of annual training during peak times, such as during launches. 7 SOPS also provides
back-shop support for training, evaluation, and weapons and tactics. Operators are training for
positions as crew commanders, satellite vehicle operators, and mission planners.

Implementing a team integration model at the squadron level, the two squadrons continue to be
separate, but they rationalize responsibilities and associated personnel so that 1 SOPS is responsible
for day-to-day operations and 7 SOPS is responsible for training, evaluation, and support functions.

> We originally provided vignettes to the USSF in early 2020. In June 2020, 1 SOPS was transferred to the newly activated
750th Operations Group, and the mission of the unit changed. The squadron now commands, controls, and operates the Space
Based Space Surveillance system, the Advanced Technology Risk Reduction satellite, the Operationally Responsive Space-5
satellite, and the Geosynchronous Space Situational Awareness Program. 7 SOPS continues as the reserve associate unit to 1
SOPS under its new mission.
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Positions in 1 SOPS are largely full-time to support 24/7 operations. Positions in 7 SOPS are largely
part-time, with some full-time personnel conducting the necessary support activities to enable their
continued readiness.

Event-Driven Integration

In our discussions with USSF personnel, we identified a third model for integration that is already
being used in select units. Some missions are cyclical and are met by ad hoc teams created for each
iteration. An example of this type of mission could be an Aggressor unit supporting an exercise or a
training unit teaching a course. In the private sector, this model mirrors the tax season hiring needs for
H&R Block or the holiday ramp-up for Amazon discussed previously. There is some variation in the
workforce required; only part of the unit may be needed to support some events, or individuals who
fill a given role may vary from event to event. Workload demand will generally be cyclical, so once the
team is formed for a given event, individuals work some combination of full-time and less-than-full-
time duty as they prepare, plan, and execute the event as needed. Successful implementation of this
model is dependent on a well-coordinated and somewhat predictable schedule.

Figure 8 illustrates the changes in work levels as an event moves from the preparation phase (top
panel) to the execution phase (bottom panel). To support such a system, individuals are first assigned
to generic positions within a unit roster, based on a capability they provide. Then a periodic process is
in place to create and organize teams to support planned events. Once a team is created, the event
director matches position requirements to the event timeline, and the relationships within the team
are built during the ramp-up to execution. The management workload includes team formation and
individual scheduling for the event.
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Figure 8. Event-Level Integration, General Model
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NOTE: Designations of full- and part-time are examples only. Each block can be designated for any of the workforce
types.
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Event-Driven Integration Vignette 1

In this example of the event-focused integration model, the mission of an 80-person unit is to
repeatedly support exercises. From the 80 available guardians, 40 are chosen to support an upcoming
exercise, such as Ulchi Freedom Guardian.® The top panel of Figure 9 shows how the level of
participation for the 40 personnel varies over the phases of the event. Individuals move from low-
intensity to high-intensity duty as needed, while a core of five full-time personnel provides continuity
for the group. In the bottom panel of Figure 9, the same variation is aggregated into the work-level
groups, in terms of full-time equivalents.

Looking beyond the single exercise, individual roles could change from exercise to exercise, based
on required tasks and their availability. A single pool of personnel with varying levels of availability
could support multiple exercises simultaneously. One individual might have a leadership role in one
exercise and an advisory role in another, or one individual could perform the same role in multiple

similar exercises.

6 Ulchi Freedom Guardian is a combined military exercise involving Korea and the United States. The exercise focuses on
command and control for defending South Korea from a North Korean attack.
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Figure 9. Event-Based Integration, Vignette 1
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On-Demand Integration

A final model that is currently utilized but could be more formalized is the on-demand model.
Today, when a temporary task arises, individuals in the reserve component are put on orders to
perform the task, and, when the orders end, they return to their previous position. Assignment to
these temporary tasks is often made based on a combination of the current location and assignments
of the individual, interpersonal connections, or word of mouth.

Converting current processes into an efficient and effective model for utilizing USSF personnel
could involve creating a pool of individuals who have volunteered for particular kinds of opportunities
and have shared personal information about their military and civilian competencies and availability
that might be relevant to such temporary missions or tasks. The pool as envisioned in this model
would have no formal structure or fixed size—it would be able to accommodate all ranks, functional
areas, and personnel currently serving in full-time or less-than-full-time positions or who are affiliated
but inactive. All trained and available USSF members would be potential participants. Assignments to
a temporary task would be based on individual competencies (including competencies obtained
through civilian work experience) and could vary in duration, place of duty, and workload. Workforce
managers would be responsible for taking in requests for individuals, disseminating opportunities to
individuals with desired competencies, and tracking responses.

One potential downside to extensive use of this model is that the unpredictable workflow means
that individuals relying on regularly filling these ad hoc, temporary assignments would have less
certainty about their civilian-military work balance and total earnings than individuals in established
positions. Again, the likelihood of the USSF having enough available personnel to take on these types
of assignments is outside the scope of this report.

On-Demand Integration Vignette 1

An emerging, short-term requirement, such as a two-week “tiger team” designated by the Chief of
Space Operations to study a critical USSF issue, would use this on-demand model. Under this model,
an officer filling a part-time position on a Delta staff responsible for the issue is tasked to form a team
to identify options to address the issue (Figure 10). She liaises with a workforce manager to post
information on a website about the required competencies and expected time commitment, with a
notification sent to those who had previously signed up to receive such notices.

Because those responding have already uploaded military and civilian résumés and have been
vetted by human resources personnel, the officer forms her team in under a week. The rest of the team
could come from throughout the USSF—one could be a full-time instructor at the Air Force
Academy who just finished writing an article on a related subject, one could be a noncommissioned
officer who recently finished a 90-day tour supporting an exercise and has a gap before the next cycle
begins, and one could have chosen to not take another USSF position after her last command and
currently have a job at a space-related company in the private sector. The team could do most of its
work virtually, provide their staff study, and disband after 60 days of work.
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Figure 10. On-Demand Integration, Vignette 1

On-Demand Integration Vignette 2

Another application of the on-demand model is the need to perform a highly skilled task with
insufficient need to justify a formal position or that could augment such positions should the need
arise. The role of the workforce manager for the organization would be to maintain rosters of
individuals with competencies or link them with a USSF-wide roster. A historical example of this type
of arrangement is the Army Reserve’s “reinforcement training unit” for linguists, created in the late
1980s. Reservists meeting minimum levels of language proficiency joined this informal unit in addition
to their formal assignment to other units or the Individual Ready Reserve, earning retirement points
for practicing their languages while giving the Army Reserve an efficient way to recruit volunteers for
short active-duty opportunities (for which they would be paid if selected).” This parallels the approach
taken by Kraft, discussed previously, to fill staffing shortages with local recent retirees.

In the case of the USSF, this model could apply to individuals with high levels of proficiency in
certain computer languages, technology areas, business management methods, software, or other skills.
With some degree of prior investment, these rosters could be built out so that anyone with a specific
requirement would see not just that an individual claims to be a programmer in their civilian job, but
also that they have particular certifications and proficiency levels in specific programming languages.
Because these on-demand opportunities would be in addition to an individual’s assigned duties,
bringing together integrated teams would require some negotiation with individuals and their assigned
units, and the USSF would want to have a pool of specialists significantly larger than the combined,
expected on-demand team sizes at any one time.

7 For more information on the Army Reserve linguist unit, see notices for “USAR Linguist Unit Being Formed” in Army Reserve
Magazine, Vol. 34, No. 3, 1988, p. 5, and “1st USAR Linguist Unit (RTU),” Military Intelligence, Vol. 26, No. 2, April-June
2000, p. 62.
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Applying the Models

The most significant finding of our research is that it is likely that no one-size-fits-all approach
will work for integrating legacy AFR space positions and units within the USSF. Instead, all the
integration models discussed here are applicable. Furthermore, judging from our research on the
missions of AFR and USSF units, coupled with what USSF personnel conveyed about the missions
they perform, we believe that the models in this report are sufficient to meet the needs for the
integration. USSF organizations at all levels can employ one or more of the integration models
depending on mission requirements.

Among our four models’ common attributes are the following:

® An organization accesses only the personnel needed for the work.
e An organization can match variable demand with availability of its personnel.
e An organization is able to access specialized skills to support mission requirements.

e Mission parameters must be the criteria for establishing the most efficient integration model.

Figure 11 shows how an appropriate integration model might be determined for a given
organization. At the most basic level, the decisionmaker can consider the permanence of the mission,
whether there is a cyclical demand for labor, and whether the requirement is for a functioning team
with specific skills and attributes. We expect that, as the USSF works with these four models, it will
identify further questions that can guide this decision.

Figure 11. Sample Decision Tree for Selecting an Integration Model
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Conclusions and Recommendations

We identified four models for how a specified USSF unit could integrate personnel working full-
time and variable-time schedules. No single model is appropriate for all organizations, but we believe
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that most organizations could identify at least one of the four models that best fits their mission,
function, pace of work, and available personnel. By developing an overall strategy that allows each
organization’s commander or director to identify and implement the most appropriate model, the
USSEF will be able to pursue multiple objectives at the service level:

o effective force presentation to combatant commanders

e retention of talent through permeability between full- and variable-time service
e opportunities for surge capacity where and when needed

e areconfigurable force that is ready for emergent issues

e complementary, non-organic skills to support operational requirements.

Consistent with these findings, we recommend that the USSF leadership approve the “menu” of
integration options as covered in this report and continue to refine the vignettes to illustrate the range
of options available to decisionmakers. This menu can then be used to guide next steps for deciding
the appropriate level at which structure and integration decisions based on additional analysis should
be made for headquarters, the Deltas, subordinate units, and even sub-units. As the USSF steps
through this process, the menu of integration models may need to be refined, and additional models
may need to be added.

To implement this recommendation, the USSF headquarters will need to define a unit of measure
for end strength, establish a process for distributing manpower funding, and set criteria for making
structure and integration decisions. For example, a unit commander should not be able to simply
assert that every position needs to be full-time, even though that may be true for a small number of
very specific units. Instead, commanders need to be provided the critical design metrics (e.g., number
of personnel, projected man-days per year, budget for personnel costs) and the available “account” for
those metrics. Headquarters will also need to set conditions for mission accomplishment and consider
consistency across like units and organizations. Ideally, structure and integration decisions should be
made at the lowest levels feasible, recognizing squadron-level familiarity with mission and workforce
needs. Thus, personnel at lower levels should be empowered to provide input and to influence
decisions, even if they are not the decisionmakers.

Finally, the USSF should conduct additional analyses to support the decisionmaking process,
verify the best overall approach for each unit, and evaluate the success of early adopters of new
organizational models.
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Abbreviations

AFR Air Force Reserve

DAF Department of the Air Force

SOPS Space Operations Squadron

USAF U.S. Air Force

USSF U.S. Space Force

USSEF/S1 USSF Deputy Chief of Space Operations for Human Capital
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PROJECT AIR FORCE

he authors of this report describe models that the U.S. Space Force (USSF)

can use to integrate reserve and regular units into a combined component

in ways that allow for seamless permeability between full- and part-time

service. Such integration will allow the USSF to create flexible scheduling

opportunities that will enhance its ability to find, develop, and retain
individuals with a diverse set of skills.

The authors describe four integration models that could be appropriate for USSF
organizations, along with vignettes that illustrate how each model might be used in

hypothetical situations faced by commanders and human resource managers.

This report was completed prior to passage of the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2024, which included the Space Force Personnel Management Act,
approving implementation of a single service construct between the USSF and the Air

Force Reserve personnel serving in space missions.
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