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Report to Rep. Richard C, White, Chairmsan, House Committee on
Armed Services: Military Personnel Subcomaittee; by Elmer B.
Staats, Comptroller General.

Issue Area: Personnel Managesent and Compensation (300);
Personnel Management and Compensation: All Vclunteer Force
Needs (303).

Contact: Pederal Personnel and Compensation Div.

Budjet Punction: Mational Defense: Departaent of Defenzse -
8ilitary (except procurement & contracts) (051).

Orgqanization Concerned: Department of the Navy; Cepariment of
Defensie; Marine Corps.

Congressional Belevanc-: House Committee on Armed Services:
Military Perscannel Subcosmaittee.

Marine Corps recruiting efforts in +he Detroit,
¥ichigan, and Tulsa, Oklahoma, areas vwere revieveéd folloving
allegations by two forser recruiters of widespread recruiting
malpractices in those areas. The review included: investigations
of recruiting stations; reviews of recruiting policies,
procedures, and practices; exasination of records, regorts, and
correspondence; and intervieves with present and foramer
recruiters. Allegations of malpractice invol.:3 enlistment of
unqualified applicants by trading them for cther unqualified
applicants in nearby states, schooling them to lie, and running
fake police checks. Pindings/Conclusions: These allegations
could not be verified at the recruiting stations visited, and
review of the records generally did not support these
contentions. At Tulsa, there vere irregularities in the
enlistaent of one individual, and in Detroit, twc individuals
vere rejected for physical reasons. Bight out of 109 recruiters
in Detroit and two out of 43 recruiters in the Oklahome City
Recruiting Station vere disciplined for recruiting malpractices
~r irregularities during the past 2 years. (RRS)
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The Honorable Richard C. White, Chairman
Subcommittee on Military Personnel
Committze on Armed Services

House of Representatives

Dear Mr. Chairman:

In a June 7, 1976, Subcommittee letter, it was requested
that we review the Marine Corps recruiting efforts in the
Detroit, Michigan, and Tulsa, Oklahoma, areas following test-
imony from two furmer recruiters alleging widespread recruit-
ing malpractices in those areas,

We (1) investigated recruiting stations in Detroit, Michi-
gan; Kansas City, Missouri; Oklahoma City and Tulsa, Okla-
homa (a substation of Oklahoma City) and the Armed Porces
Examining and Entrance Stations at Oklahoma City, Oklahoma;
Kansas City, Missouri; and Little Rock, Arkansas; (2) re-~
viewed recruiting policies, procedures, and practices; (3)
examined records, reports, and correspondence; and (4) inter-
viewed prcsent and former recruiters,

The former recruiters alleged that unqualified appli-
cants were enlisted by (1) trading them for other unqualified
applicants in nearby states, (2) schooling them to lie, and
(3) running fake police checks. However, such generaliza-
tions could not be verified at the stations we visited, nor
could either recruiter's contention that numerous recruiters
were involved in these practices be substantiated. Both men
provided some names of applicants, but the records generally
did not support the facts as described. At the Tulsa Re- . _
cruiting Substation, there were irregularities in the enlist-
nont of one individual, but those records also did not fully
support the facts as described by the former recruiter. 1In
Decvrc-t, we verified that two individuals were .2jected for
entra.ce into the active Marine Corps for physical reasons but
1 month later were enlisted into the Marine Corps Reserves.

Eight out of 109 recruiters in the Detroit Recruiting
Station and 2 out of 43 recruiters in the Oklchzma City Re-
cruiting Station were disciplined for recruiting malprac-
tices or irreqularities during the last 2 fiscal years.
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More detailed information on the allegations is provided
in appendixes I and II, respectively. ,

To comply with the Committee's time frame, we did not
request formal written commerits. Instead, we met with offi-
cials of the Department of Defense, the Navy, and the Marine
Corps, who grovided us with comments. Their comments were
incorporated as appropriate.

: Y YOW
>,
ollas 2o -

Comptroller General
of the United States



AFPENDIX 1 o “APPENDIX I
SUMMARY OF RECRUITING PRACTICES IN TULSA, OKLAHOMA

On June 3, 1976, Mr. John P. Pitchlynn, ¢ Marine Corps
recruiter in Tulsa, Oklahoma, until November 1975, testified
befcre the Military Personnel Subcommittee, House Committee
on Armed Services. Mr. Pitchlynn said that recruiters fre-
quently enlisted men into the Marine Corps who were mentally,
physically, and morally unqualified. He alleged that re-
cruiter malpractice was widespread--about 40 percent of the
enlistments in Tulsa was fraudulent. The results of our re-~
view are summarized by the subject areas covered by Mr.
Pitchlynn's allegations.

TRADING UNQUALIPIED
A NT P STATE

Mr. Pitchlynn said the most common means of getting un-
qualified people into the Marine Corps was by exchanging thum
for unqualified persons from other States. He explained that
if an applicant, for example, failed the entrance examination
or had a criminal record, . Tulsa recruiter could call a re-
cruiter in a neighboring State, f£ind out what kind of rejectl
that recruiter had, and exchange rejects.

Mr. Pitchlynn estimated that aboit thrae recruits a
week were rojects from other States. One example he gave
described an applicant who tzied to get into the Army and
then the Marine Corps and who was involved in a trade with
someone 1.3 Arkansas. He wcz enlisted into the Marine Corps
in Arkansas less than 1 month after failing the entrance
examination in 71lsa and attempting twice to enlist at Tulsa
after failing the initial examination. He was caught both
times. The Marine Corps generally requires a 6-month waiting
period before a rejected applicant can be retested.

The Marine Corps investigation found that after the ap-
plicant failed the enlistment examination and was caught try-
ing to retest, it was Mr. Pitchlynn who attemptad to enlist
the applicant by changing his social security number; he was
again caught. However, Mr. Pitchlynn denies ever having had
him tested and available ri.cords did not fully support the
Marine Corps charges. Altaough incomplete, the files of
another recruiter suggest that he may have been the recruiter
who retested the individual under a different social security
number.

Although there were irregularities in this case, record
evidence was not available to substantiate recruiter mal-
practice. Purthermore, we found no evidence to support
Mr. Pitchlynn's allegation that the recruit was "traded” for
someone in Arkansas. Mr. Pitchlynn couvld not document the
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APPENDIX I ' APPENDIX I

allegation that recruiters were involved in a trade. BHe said
there was a chance the applicant went to Arkansas by himself.

Izrreqularities identified
by the Marine Cotrps

The Officer in Charge, Oklahoma City, provided documenta-
tion relating to the Marine Corps investigation of a case in
which an applicant came from Arkansas to Oklahoma for enlist-
ment. In March 1975, an applicant took the entrance examina-
tion in Little Rock, Arkansas, failoed the mental test, and vas
refused enlistment into the Marine Corps. Later during the
same month, he took the test in Oklahoma City without retest
authorization, passed the tust, and vas enlisted into the Ma-
tine Corps. The investigating officer recommended no action
be taken. However, the Officer in Charge, Oklahoma City,
gave the recruiter a letter of reprimand for dereliction of
duty because the recruiter failed to ascertain whether the
appiicant had previously tested in Arkansas.

Comparison of applicants in
QEIanoma with angIIcancs in

Arkansas, Kansas, and M ssouri

Mr. Pitchlynn told us that Tulsa recruiters traded un-
qualified applicants for other unqualified individuais from
Arkansas, Kansas, and Missouri. To determine the extent of
these trades and whether it continues, we compared applicants’
records processed at the Oklahoma City, Ransas City, a.d Lit-
tle Rock examining stations between November 1974 and January
1975. In addition, we compared Tulsa applicants during June
and July 1976 with applicants in Arkansas, Kansas, and Mis-
souri{ and found no indication that out-of-state trading ax-
isted during these periods.

MAKING DEALS WITH JUDGES
ARD_OISTRICT ATTORNEYS

Mr. Pitchlynn testified that recruiters asked judges and
distric> attorneys to remove disgqualifying factors from re-
cruits' criminal records. He provided one example but record
evidence was not available to support the allegation.

Mr. Pitchlynn said he was present wvhen another recruiter
asked a judge to dismiss a murder charge against someone
whose name he could not remember. Both the recruiter and
judge deny the allegation. The recruiter recalled a meeting
where, in the presence of Mr. Pitchlynn, he and the judge
discvssed the case of a specific individual whom the re-
cruiter had enlisted into the Marine Corps. While in an un-
authorized absence stitus, the recruit was charged in a shoot-
ing death and later convicted of second derree manslaughter.

2
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The recruiter said he had never asked to have charges against
anyone dropped.

The judge told us he would not dismiss any charges, pac-
ticularly murder, because the individual agreed to enlist in
the service, and that he had never compelled anyone to :oin the
service. Heo said if someone had already applied for anlistment
and was arrested for a minor offense, it is concaivadle that
charges aay have been droppe:' in order to give the f{ndividual
a clean record. However, he .- uld not think of a single
instance in which this had occu. ced.

According to the Officer inm Charge, Oklahoma <::xy, a liat-
ing of all people accused of murder or manslaughte: rom Sep-
cember 1574 through May 1976 in the judge's distric: was com-
piled at the District Attorney’'s office in Pawhuska. Okla-
homa. He said none was enlisted or had applied for enlistment
into the Macrine Corps. The listing had been lost anc was not
available for our review. We did not attempt to recosstruct
the list; however, we questioned whether the individual's name
would even show up on the list {f charges had been removeld
from his record.

RACIAL QUOTAS

In his tesntimony, Mr. Pitchlynn stated that racial
quotas existed and suggested that the Marine Corps limited
the number of blacks that cou.d be gec:ui:od.

The Officer in Charge, Oklahoma City, stated that at no
time had he ever denied any applicant enlistment in the Ma~
tine Corps bacause of his race, color, teligion, or national
origin. He provided documentation showing minipum minority
recruiting goals which he said weze the only guidelines given
tecruiters and did not in any wvay prevent their recruiting
more minorities. The officer sard that during fiscal year
1976, the goals were oxceeded.

We discussed Mr. Pitchlynn's allegation with another
Marine Corps officer and five recruiters. Each of them
stated that the allegation was false.

Mr. Pitchlynn subsequently informed us that he 4id not
intend his testimony to be an allegation against the Marine
Corps. He said his noncommissioned officer in charge told
recruiters that “we gotta watch out about putting too many
blacks in.” At this time Mr. Pitchlynn said that to the
best of his knowledge, no one vas ever denied enlistment
into the Marine Corps because of race or color,
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RECRUITING MR. PITCHLYNN'S
REJECTED APPLICANTS

Mr. Picchlynn testified that one recruiter consistently
cecruited eiyht men a month and that he enlisted one of nr.
Pit=hlynn's rejects. The Subcommittee's records identified
the recruiter, but Mr. Pitchlynn denied the identification.
e said he left the recruiter’s name with the staff at ihe
hearings but could not recall it ducring our visit. However,
nc‘qavedus the name of the recruit who had been previously
ctejected.

The Tulsa substation records show that Mr. Pitchlynn
processed the rejected cecruit’'s application sometine during
Sepus~ber 1973, The individual failed the entrance examina-
tion and was considered a mental reject. About 6 aonths
later, on Pebruary 28, 1976, he was again tested, attained a
significantly higher score, and wvas enlisted into th» Racine
Cocrps. The recruiter told us that he enlisted the individual
but that another recruiter had helped him prepare for the
examination.

Recruiting records from July 1974 through June 1976
showed that none of the Tulsa recruiters consistently en=-
listed eigh. people per month. During the 24-month period,
two recruiters enlisted eight or more cecruits twice and two
other recruiters enlisted eight or more recruits once. Mr.
Pitcnlynn said he based his statement concerning how many en-
listments other recruiters were getting on comments mide by
2is noncommissioned officer in chatge. Mr. Pitchlynn said
eight men a month may have been an overstatement.

ORDERS TO RECRUIT
£

Mr. Pitchlynn testified that he and other recrufiters
were ordered to recruit unqualified people. Specifically,

®] don‘'t care how or where you gct the bodies.
Just get them. But remember to cover yourself,
and I don't want to hear the details.”

ne, Pitchlynn further indicated that the 0fficer in Charge,
Oklanoma City, told him to do whatever {t takes to get the
podies.

Hr. Pitchlynn could not document his statements. Those
accused donied ecver giving such an order.

de discussed this matter with two Marine Cocps officers
and four Tulsa recruiters who 3aid they had never been told
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or heard of an order such as slleged by Mr. Pitchlynn. They
acknowledged the use of the phrasee °“mocte for the Corps® and
*whatever it takes” as 3logans t6 help motivate recruiters.
However, at no tiwe were these slogans intended to suggest,
as alleged by Mr. Pitchlynn, that recruiters enlist unquali-
fied poople.

PRESSURLS OF MAKING A

Ne. Pitchiynn testified, as did other recruiters, that
they were undetr unbearable pressure to »ect their gquota, and
that the gquota must be 3ade at all costs.

Sowvever, the recruiters said that the mosgt pressucre care
fcon thoir families Decause of cthe 1ong hours they had to
wortk and denied over having deen intimidated if they wete
unadble to meet their gquota.

In our discussions with Nr. Pitchlynn he said there was
much pressute in recrtuiting because performance is judged on
salesmanship and making quotas. Mr. Pitchlynn said he was a
teserve Macrine on active duty which made a3 difference. He
said 1f he had been a tegular Macine, he would have been tre-
assigned.

rrom Septemdber 1974 through June 1976, 4) recruiters
secrved at the Oklahoma City stacion. During the period,
seven recruiters (16 percent) wvere relieved from duty~=five
for the good of the service and two for cavee. 1/ We noted
that the quota was not the only factor iIn detecrmining whether
a rocruiter would dbe telieved. For example, one recruiter ce~
‘ceived an outstanding rating on nis fitness report for meet~
ing his quota. However, he was relieved for the go0ed of the
sectvice because of marital problems whnich were a3 potential
enbarrassment to the Macine Corps.

%e noted that another recruiter’s last fitness report
had an excellent cating, yet the recruiter was relieved for
cause. The Officecr in Charqe, Oxlahoma City, explained that
the ctecruitec had (1) trouble coping vith the pressures of
meeting a quota, (2) a very negative attitude, and (J)) asked
to be relioved. The officer said the recruiter vas suspended
from his duty and assigned othors while awaiting final word

l1/Recruitecs celieved focr cause wece those vho had motivation
or attitude prodblemu, poor fitness ceports, and low pruduc-
tivity. Those telieved for the good of the secvice had
tried to pecform dut could not.

S
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on the tequest for reassiqnment. The officer said as soon as
the cecctulter was taken off reccruiting du:{ his ettitude
changed and he performed quite well. His last fitness report
covered a l-month period, and he was trated excellent on requ-~
lar performance of duties and was recommended for noncomsais-
sioned officecra’ school.

v r_oeric N

The Officer in Charge, Oklahoma CStY, said that although
gore improprieties occue, he does not delieve recruiting mal-
practice 18 as widespread as alleged by Nr. Pitchlynn. He
said improper recruiting practices like exchanging one un~
qualified individual for another from a different State could
have nappened. However, he 6aid he had been unadle to sud-
stanctiacte any of %r. Pitchlynn’s allegations.

The Officer in Charge suspected one recruiter who may
nave peen involved in irtegularities with a recruiter in
Arxansas. The officer said ne was never adle to piove it,
but because of the questionadle circumstances, he officially
tepeimanded the cecruiter. Documentation showed that another
fectuiter nad failed to follow establisned proceduces in od-
taining partental censent Before enlisting an applicant undet
18 years old. He also #Zisciplined that cecruiter.
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gunnaRy of -
* On nay 25, 1976, ne. Kennetn Taylor, 2 Marine cecruiter
in Detroit until Decemder 1974, testified Defore the Nilitary
Pecsonnel 3Judbcemmittee. House Committee on Armed 3ervices,

saying that Marine fecraiters had to *get around the system”
because of pressures on tecruiters to attain quotas,

In his testi + Ne. Tayloe mentioned the three arcas
of disqualification for enlistasent--physical, mental, and
mocal==and said for each of the three, there are numerous
ways of “getting around the system® and Jualifying ae appli-
cant. He discussed a1l three areag, DUt gave only 3 few ox-=
amples. While some teccuiterd could possinly nave done seme
of the things Nr. Taylor alleged., such as cun fake police
checks and school potential tecraoits to lie, we coule not
voeify this.

Nr. Taylor gave an example of an applicant who was oroe=
eseed ac the Armed forces Examining and Entrance 3tacion ia
1973 and 1974 under different names S0 he wovld not Rave %o
wait the requicred ¢ onths to be retested afrer failing wne
initial test.

The cecruiting stacion in Detroit publishes daily fe=
poOLES un the processing results from the examining statien
and cepies are provided to each feCrulting subeeation, We
examined the reports for the period Janvaty 19, 1973, whtreugn
Decembe 31, 1974, and found seme of the names idenctified by
ne. Tayles an feecrviting statiens’ cepertLs, Heowevee, infor=
mation was not available to substantiate of deny the 3llega=
tion that different napes were the Same individuals.

In nis testimony, Ne. Taylof Said that he prececsed iwo
applicants in 197) and 1974 wno mad teen pnzs;cal!y disqual-=
ified for active duty. Suboequently, he enlisted voth aen
into the Marine Corps Reserves because, at the Line,  cur-
50ty physical examination vas deilng given at tRe Resecve
Staction.

e found that these two individuals vere cej)ected for
active duty for pnysical teasons. A month later, botd wen
vere enlisted into the Naszine Reserves after Being examined
oy the Medical Officer in a2 Haval Reserve Training Center in
the Detroit area, «0o found doth men physically gqualified.
Later %Nc. Taylor drougnt the facts to the attenzion of Nis
commanding officec and was Jiven a letter of cepcimand 5ased
on Nis unsolicited statemen: and 3upporting evidence.



APEERBLX 14 APPENDER 1D

ne, Taglafe. 1A 913 1estiReAy. 3319 he eelieved the
sfficef IRAVIJ Bave N3d The FeCrdits feeramined By aInoLna¢
aedidal gtficer. T™MIS «3§ not J0ne BeCause Lhe nedical Je-
fegtd 419 Aot sRew P Jufing 1NRe examinatien at the Naval Re=
se€4e Training fentear. The slficer said the eanly 1ding
ne. Taylae J1d +fong vas 19 A0t Fentien the possible paysi-
23} defects to tne nedical Jfficer,

fucing the 2=year 2eclod ending Jume 30, 1976, § owt of
109 fectviters “nO served ar tRe 'JELFOIt fecruiting station
vefe 3¢€vsed If recruiting salpra~tices.

ie 3BRaIlAed he Aames Il fecruiterd +RO Nad sefted it
n¢. Tariof 1m0 IlE€uased 215 2lleqatiens ef fedryiting wai=
peI€tice. Inly e 3f 1Re reefaliters 3elinved n¢., Tiyles
+19iated 3eocedires 10 18e 2xtent Nf, Taylor saiad ne J14. He
3aid €e€FIiters zanmot stfictly (ollow Nacine Corps Soliecies
nd Beoceduces Iad e juceedslul re¢rditees, e 3150 iald ne
¢s@iain3 the Nafine Jorud policy 10 3s0licants sefofe ne asxs
them 1§ 1Ry avef <@t TRE Bed, 2IPeFiMeAL WIIA JF4@5, @¢g,,
383 Re Selieves FLREF (<e€fUiiers 40 the same. TIN5 Bfecedure
1§ 8famaaiy the sinplesn to IByse NG Re Rest Jifflevic o
3f9ue, d48 33id. <¢6adldesingd all I Re rilee Ind Fagulations,
2e¢%54ps M) percent Il (2CFyiLB€3 afe laveised 1A Ralbractice
3% oAe Tife 3f IReLKer,

3§3cu3SiONS wiTa R, PAELON

e Aek with NE, TIFLA€ 10 F13€4E5 (e€fulting Nalpea€tige
1A 3ISL3LA GEREF esamples a¢ 20Qitianal infermanien it
vayid de neiplfel id Jeeifriag Ris Ijlegatiens., #He 16:4 %IW
,z w35 Fiffieult 0 igentify malbyIerice from the fecoeds;

9f z4amele, we ¢6dld net 9¢GY¥e LRHAL twe dimilar mates ee¢e
'xe jane persen. Nf., Tarief feasseried 1hat NS <48 BES=
$i8le Rut 39feed Ke (B€G(dS vauld AGL feveal RIS facr, e
33:3 e J3889 NEALIOAGA iN 216 1E5LINOAY IRd IN (8€ AewSs
gagets woee the Inly 9mes ne Nad researched Ind 1he anly Ines.
5e (G413 Jecusent. e selicves st of 1he sen ne fecrrited
vdyi.d 3@ Igecessiyl, even tROWIR, IA 318 ludewent, 30 pgeccent
3% the IEDIICANTS Be fectdited vece 20t qualified ndas
¢3%tab} i5hed 9ro€eduees,





