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CO,MPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 
WASHINGTON D C 20548 

B-209772 

To the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 

This report'polnts out some serious personnel problems 
that would hamper the Army's Individual Ready Reserve in 
wartime. In addition, it questions the appropriateness and 
Justl4lcatlon of legislative proposals submitted to the 97th 
Congress by the Department of Defense for increasing the 
Individual Ready Reserve's personnel strength. This report 
should be of particular interest if the proposals are 
resubmitted to the 98th Congress. We made this review 
primarily to determine what Impact actions initiated by the 
Congress and Defense since 1977 have had on the Individual 
Ready Reserve. 

We are sending copies of this report to the Director, 
Office of Management and Budget; the Secretary of Defense; and 
the Secretary of the Army. 

Comptroller General I 
of the United States 



CO.lPTAOLLER GENERAL'S 
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 

PERSONNEL PROBLEMS ilAY HAMPER 
ARFIY'S INDIVIDUAL READY 
RESERVE IN WARTIME 

DIGEST I-_ - - - 4 

The strength level of the Indlvldual Ready 
Rcserve-- the Arqy's primary source of pre- 
tralned individuals--1s severely short. The 
Army depends on the Individual Ready Reserve 
to reinforce Active Force and Selected 
Reserve units in the early days of war or 
national emergency. Since the discharge of a 
large pool of draftees at the end of the 
Vietnam conflict, the Indlvldual Ready 
Reserve's strength level has significantly 
dccllned. To reduce these shortayes, the 
Congress and the Department of Defense 
undertook various initiatives beginning in 
1977. GAO made this review primarily to 
determine whether the initiatives have 
improved personnel strength. GAO found that: 

--As of November 1982, the Individual Ready 
Reserve strength of about 227,000 was less 
than half the number needed to meet person- 
nel requirements. Tills figure 1s not as 
meaningful as It could be, however, because 
reports submitted annually to the Congress 
on personnel resources and requirements do 
not separately disclose the number of 
individuals who will not be available for 
early wartime assignments, e.g., indlvid- 
uals for whom no current address 1s avall- 
able. (See pp. 4 and 5.) 

--Some Individual Ready Reserve members may 
not be sultaole for service. Under the 
Army's expeditious discharge proyram, some 
persons with social or emotlonal problems 
are transferred to the Indlvldual Ready 
Reserve. (See pp. 5 and 6.) 

--Yield rat=P cJ--the percentage of Individual 
Ready Reserve me.;lbers expected to report 
for duty upon mobllizatlon--dre based 
on assul1ptions that were not scientifically 
established. The Army, however, has ini- 
tiated actions which could enable it to 
more screntiElcally estimate yields In the 
future. The Army has also t&en actions to 
achieve hlgner yield goals--rates the Army 
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hopes to achieve ln the future--prescribed 
by the Department of Defense. Army offs- 
cials acknowledged, however, that while 
these actions should help to improve yield 
rates, their potential impact could not be 
measured. (See pp. 7 and 8.) 

--Because the Army lacks current addresses on 
many Individual Ready Reserve members, it 
cannot be certain that members can be 
reached in the event of war. In addition, 
questionnaxres sent out by the Army to col- 
lect information needed to assign members 
to wartime positions are not always 
returned. Therefore, the Army does not 
know how current the information 1s in its 
data base. (See pp. 8 and 9.) 

--Individuals having critical skills needed 
upon moblllzatlon are in short supply. 
To attract persons to crltlcal skill 
positions, the Army recently tried a direct 
enllstqlent proyram (which committed 
lndlvlduals only to initial active duty 
training and periodic refresher training) 
and a reenlistment bonus program (which 
provided a $600 bonus for each reenllst- 
ment). Both programs fell considerably 
short of achieving goals. Defense 
submitted proposals in the 97th Congress 
to reauthorize the two programs and to 
provide bonuses up to $1,000 for direct 
enlistments and bonuses up to $900 for 
reenlistments. The Army, however, has not 
determined whether the limited training 
undergone by participants in the direct 
enlistment proqram is enough to maintain 
proficient soldiers. Nor has Defense 
Justified its proposal to increaSe the 
bonus amount for reenlistments. (see pp. 
9 - 11.) 

--The Army has not fully assessed the impor- 
tance of refresher training for Individual 
Ready Reserve members. Although the Army 
has developed information on the frequency 
and duration of training requirements for 
various skills, 1t hdS not finalized d 
refresher training program for skills 
required in the early days of a war. 
Training nor? available in these skills 
should be Improved as results of skill 
deterloratlon analyses become availabLe. 
(See p. 11.) 

11 



--The Army has been provldlng refresher 
tralnlng to a small number of reservists, 
but the tralnlng has not been formalized 
nor has it been directed to skills needed 
most. (See pm 12.) 

To increase Indlvldual Ready Reserve 
strength levels, Defense proposed 
leglslatlon during the 97th Congress to 
Increase the total military service 
obllgatlon from 6 to 8 years. Since this 
would generally Increase the portion of the 
total obllgatlon served In the Indlvldual 
Ready Reserve, GAO belleves that developing 
a viable refresher training program would 
be essential for malntalnlng members' 
skills. (See p. 13.) 

RIXOMMCNDATIONS TO THE ---a 
EEE~ETARY OF-GE ARMY --- - --I 

GAO recommends that ehe Secretary of the 
Army: 

--Disclose in Indlvldual Ready Reserve 
strength reports the numbers of members who 
cannot be given early wartime assignments. 

--Seek authority from the House Committee on 
Armed Services to llmlt expedltlous dls- 
charge program transfers to the Indlvldual 
Seady Reserve to those lndlvlduals who have 
performed honorably. 

--Periodically survey a random sample of 
Indlvldual Ready Reserve nenbers to obtain 
current and hlstorlcal data (within the 
past 6 to 12 months) on avallablllty. 

--use the perlodlc contacts made through the 
enlistment personnel management program to 
emphasize to members havlng slcllls required 
in the first 30 days of a moblllzatlon, the 
importance of partlclpatlng in the volun- 
tary refresher tralnlng program. 

--Use the contacts made through the enlisted 
personnel management program also to empha- 
size to members the Importance of respond- 
ing to semlannual questionndlres for 
personnel data. 

--Develop and maintain data on response rates 
to the semiannual questionnaire to assess 
whether more Indlvldual Ready Reserve mem- 
bers are responding than In the past. 



RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CONGRESS --- - ---------- 

The 97th Congress did not act upon Defense's 
proposals for (1) a direct enlistment and 
reenlistment bonus for the Indlvldual Ready 
Reserve or (2) an increase In the military 
service obligation. If Defense resubmits a 
bonus proposal during the 98th Congress for 
direct enlistment In the Indlvldual Ready 
Reserve, the Congress, before authorizing 
such a bonus, should require the Army to 
rietPrmine whether the training llndergone by 
participants In the direct enlistment program 
1s enough to malntaln proflclent soldiers. 
AlSO, the Congress should require the Army to 
Justify the proposed bonus amount for 
Individual Ready Reserve reenlistments before 
reauthorlzlng a reenlistment bonus program. 

In addition, if Defense resubmits a proposal 
during the 98th Congress to increase the 
mllltary service obllgatlon, the Congress, 
before deciding on the proposal, should 
require the Army to provide estimates of the 
funding required to provide the periodic 
tralnlng necessary for members to malntaln 
their skills. The Congress should weigh this 
informatIon against the benefits of increased 
Individual Ready Reserve service. 

AGENCY COMMENTS -- 

Defense and the Army generally agreed with 
this report's flndlngs but disagreed with 
most of GAO's recommendations. 

The mayor areas of disagreement related to 
GAO's recommendations on the proposals to 
authorize direct and reenlistment bonus pro- 
grams and on the extension of the military 
service obligation. Regarding the direct 
enlistment program, the Army plans to eval- 
uate whether the tralnlng undergone by those 
enlisted in the 1983 program 1s sufflclent to 
develop proflclent soldiers. GAO believes 
that soldier proficiency of those who partic- 
ipated in the earlier direct enlistment pro- 
gram should be evaluated before a bonus 1s 
authorized. 

The Army also said that the previous reen- 
listment program was viable, but the $600 
bonus amount was too small. Defense said it 
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would be counterproductive to dLvote more 
resources to Justify the proposed $900 bonus 
amount. The Army, however, experienced a 
400-percent Increase In partlclpatlon during 
tne last 2 months o f Its Clscal year 1981 
test due to changes in admlnlstrdtlve 
procedures. II data does not already exist 
to ]ustlfy the Increased amount, the Army 
could seek authority to test the $600 amount 
Lor a full year, using streamlined procedures 
it adopted in August 1981. 

Regarding its proposal to Increase the 
military service obligation, DeIense agrees 
that addItiona refresher tralnlng may be 
required; however, it contends that costs 
would not be incurred until at least 6 years 
after the proposal's enactment and future 
budget requests would include necessary 
training funds. GAO believes that extending 
the military service obligation to solve 
shortfalls in the Individual Ready Reserve is 
a possible solution only if it results in 
palntalnlng proficient soldiers. Further- 
more, the Congress stiould know now what 
additional costs will be incurred in order to 
[ilake informed decisions about whether this 
proposal 1s an appropriate solution to the 
problem. 

Agency comments and GAO's evaluation are 
discussed in detail in chapter 3. 
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CHAPTER 1 --- -- 

INTRODUCTION 

The Individual Ready Reserve (IRR) 1s the primary source of 
pretralned lndlviduals upon which the Army depends to augment 
the Active Force and Selected Reserve l/ units in the event of 
a war or a national emergency. The IRR will be used to increase 
Active Force and Selected Reserve units from peacetime to 
wartlme strength, provide replacements 1or combat casualties 
during the early days of conflict, and increase the size of the 
support base in the continental United States. The IRR consists 
primarily of men and women who have recently completed 2 to 4 
years of active duty and who have some remaining period of their 
6-year statutory obllgatlon to be served in the IRR. Also in 
the IRR are men and women who have voluntarily remained beyond 
their statutory obllgatlon. 

The number of IRR members declined from about 700,000 in 
1973, when the draft ended, to 168,000 at the end of fiscal year 
1978. The mayor factor in this decline was the discharge of a 
large pool of draftees at the end of the Vietnam conflict, which 
reduced the size of the Active Force, which in turn decreased 
the number of lndlvlduals leaving active duty and entering the 
IRR. Increased recruiting of veterans by Selected Reserve units 
also contributed to the reduction. 

To reduce the shortages, the Congress and the Department of 
Defense undertook various initiatives. In July 1977, the 
Congress passed leglslatlon extending the 6-year service 
obllgatlon to women, and in 1979, it extended the 6-year 
obllgatlon to all persons entering the Armed Forces regardless 
of age (previously, the 6-year obllgatlon did not apply to 
persons 26 years and older). In 1980 the Congress authorized an 
IRR reenlistment bonus program which ofcered a $600 bonus to 
prior service members reenlisting in the IRR for a 3-year term. 

Administrative actions initiated by Defense to increase IRR 
strength included: 

--Directing the Army to increase the IRR yield rate--the 
percentage of reservists who are likely to report for 
duty-- from 70 percent to 90 percent of the total IRR 
strength. 

l/Selected Reserve members serve in organlyed units and are 
paid Cor drilling on weekends (generally 1 weekend each 
month) and for attending a 2-week period of active duty 
tralnlng each year. 
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--Testing an IRR direct enlistment option and a a-year 
enlistment optlon for the Active Force and a 3-year 
enlistment option for the Selected Reserve. 

--Screening persons before they complete their active duty 
enlistment for transfer to the IRR instead of dlscharqe. 

--DlsconLinulng automatic LrdrisLer 01 ~rl~lvlrfud~s rruln IRR 
to Standby Reserve for the sixth year of service 
obllgatlon. 

--Eliminating credit for time spent in the delayed entry 
program _ 2/ toward fulfillment of the 6-year obllgatlon. 

--Improving IRR officer and enllsted personnel management. 

As a result of these actions, and other reasons, such as the 
decline In the economy, the IRR's strength level has increased 
from 168,000 at the end of fiscal year 1978 to about 227,000 as 
of November 1982. This strength level, however, is less than 
one-half the number needed to meet personnel requirements during 
the first 90 days of war. According to Army pro]ections for 
fiscal year 1983, about 456,000 IRR personnel would be needed. 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

Our ObJectives were to determine whether (1) legislative 
and administrative actions significantly improved IRR strength, 
(2) all persons comprising the IRR are available for wartime 
assignments, (3) yield rates were sclentlflcally established, 
(4) the crltlcal skills needed upon mobilization are available, 
and (5) the Army has assessed the importance of refresher 
training to help IRR members maintain their technical skills. 

We worked at the Office of the Secretary oT Defense (OSD) 
and Army Headquarters, Washington D.C.; the U.4. Army Training 
and Doctrine Command, Fort Monroe, Virginia; the U.S. Army 
Training Board, Fort Eustis, Virginia; and the Reserve 
Components Personnel and Administration Center (RCPAC), St. 
LoUlS, Missouri. 

We obtained lnformatlon on the various legislative and 
admlnlstratlve actions affecting the IRK that began in 1977 and 
determined the change in IRR staffing levels from September 1978 
to November 1982. We discussed the basis for the Army's 
--- 

2/A program in which recruits may sign a contract to enter the - 
Armed Services but are granted a delay before actual entry, 



cstlmated percentage of IRR members who would report for duty 
with Army and OSD officials. We also revlewed pollcles, 
procedures, and response rates for Army questionnaires on 
whether members will be available for duty. To determlne 
whether all persons comprising the IRR are available for wartime 
assignments, we reviewed assignment plans and discussed the 
employment of IRR personnel with Army officials. 

We also reviewed personnel records of 12 individuals 
transferred to the IRR who had failed to maintain acceptable 
standards for retention in the Active Force or Reserve units. 
We made this review to gain lnslght Into the -Justifications for 
transfer. These records were selected at random from the files 
of persons being transferred under the expeditious discharge 
program and are not prolcctable to the universe of IRR personnel 
or the expeditious discharge program. 

We analyzed IRR personnel data according to career 
management f;elds and, to determine whether there were 
shortages, compared results with prolected requirements. We 
obtained the views of Training and Doctrine Command officials on 
the need for periodic refresher training and discussed training 
plans with officials within the OffIces of the Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Operations and Plans and for Personnel. We performed 
this review In accordance with generally accepted Government 
audit standards from April 1981 to llarch 1982. 



CHAPTER 2 

PERSONNEL PROBLEMS LIMIT IRR'S ABILITY TO MOBILIZE 

The Army's IRR will be called upon to play a crltical role 
In case of war or national emergency. Its ablllty to do so, 
however, 1s hampered by lnsufflclent personnel strength. This 
problem 1s compounded further by (1) the unavallablllty of r;ome 
IRR members, (2) uncertain yield rates, (3) inaccurate data orl 
avallablllty, (4) shortages in critical skills, and (5) the lack 
of a refresher tralnlng program. 

Proposals submitted in the 97th Congress to Increase IRR 
strength either lacked Iustlflcation or did not provide enough 
lnformatlon for the Conqress to decide their nerlt. 

NOT ALL IRR PERSONNEL ARE AVAITABLE 
FOR WARTIME ASSIGNMENTS 

The IRR strength figure presented in Defense's Manpower 
Requirements Report, which is submitted annually to the 
Congress, includes all persons assigned to the IRR. This figure 
1s not ds meaningful as It could be, however, because not all 
members can be assigned to fill vacancies In Active Force and 
Selected Reserve units or to replace combat casualties during 
the early days of conflict. As of November 1982, about 41,300, 
or 18 percent, of the IRR strength level (227,524) were In this 
category, as shown below. 

Reason not avallable Number 

Address not available 
Untrained personnel 
Other 

Total 

28,800 
6,200 
6,300 

41,300 
-- 

Address information is not avallable for many IRR members 
because RCPAC has not received personnel records from the Active 
Force or Selected Reserve units from which the lndlvlduals have 
been separated. RCPAC officials said it may take as long as 60 
to 120 days to receive and input this data into the computer 
file. Army officials said that this figure should decrease in 
the future because, as of October 1982, automated records 
provide RCPAC with address information on Army personnel 
separating from active duty. 

Untrained personnel consist of lndlvlduals who have been 
dlrcharged before completing active duty tralnlng (because of 
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dlscnplinary problems, for example), but who are considered by 
unit commanders as having the potential for carrying out wartime 
assignments. If war broke out, these persons would be assigned 
to mobilization stations for training. 

The category of "other" includes reservists who have been 
temporarily excluded from asslynment because of (1) a physical 
dlsquallflcatlon, (2) clvillan Jobs critical to national defense 
or the community, or (3) incomplete personnel records (for 
example, missing data on mllltary skill, grade, or marital 
status). 

The number of personnel not available for early wartime 
assignments, as discussed above, 1s known with certainty and 
should be disclosed in the Army's report to the Conyress. 
Although, in a separate section of the report, the Army provides 
an estimate of the number of members expected to report for duty --- 
upon mobilization (yield rates), this number includes Standby 
reservists, recalled retirees, and others and therefore does not 
separately disclose available IRR personnel. Yield rates are 
discussed further on page 7. 

CERTAIN IRR PERSONNEL MAY NOT BE -mm------------- 
STJITABLE FOR SERVJCE -- -- - ------ 

Besides certain IRR members who will not be available for 
early wartime assignments, there are others whose suitablllty 
for service is questionable. 

under the Army's expeditious discharge program, service 
members may be dlscharyed or transferred to the IRR before 
completing their military obllyation for one or more of the 
f0110w1rg: (1) poor attitude, (2) lack of motivation, (3) lack 
of seli-discipline, 
ally, 

(4) inability to adapt socially or emotion 
and (5) failure to demonstrate promotion potential. In- 

dividuals whose service is characterized as "honorable" 3/ are 
automatically transferred to the IRR. Commanders screen-others 
whose performance has been "under honorable condltlons" */ and - -------------- 

3/service 1s characterized as "honorable" if overall performance 
was satisfactory even if the member committed some minor and 
infrequent infractions. 

4/$ervice characterized as "under honorable condltlons" lnd-- 
cates the member may be a troublemaker but his/her conduct 1s 
not cause for a discharge "under less than honorable condl- 
tions." A general discharge is characterized as "under 
honorable condltlons." 
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may recommend either transfer to the IKR OL a general dls- 
charge. A commander's recommendation is based solely on a 
Judgment that these service members may, at some future time, 
mature and become an asset to the IRRa RCPAC assigns these 
members to wartlme assignments In the same manner as It asslyns 
other IRR perWnnP1 m The program began in October 1979. 
t3etween that time and September 1981, about 4,600 lndivlduals 
had been transferred to the IRR in connection with the 
expedltlous discharge program. The active duty service of about 
1,700, or 37 percent, of the 4,600 transfers was characterized 
as under honorable condltlons. 

We reviewed personnel records of 12 lndlvlduals transferred 
to the IRR under the expedltlous discharge program to determlne 
whether the commanders rndlcated why the lndlvlduals were being 
transferred to the IRR Instead of being discharged. The records 
did not Indicate the reason for transfer but did cite lndlvldual 
problems, lncludlng apathy, poor attitude, lnablllty to dd]USt 
to military life, and one or more cltatlons for misconduct. All 
of the more serious problems we noted were associated with 6 of 
the 12 transferees whose service was characterized as under 
honorable conditions. C)ne Individual's record for example, 
showed assault and battery charges, larceny of Government 
property, possession of drug paraphernalia, and a special court 
martial conviction. This person had been In the service for 
more than 2 years. 

The number of lndlvlduals transferred under the expeditious 
discharge program has lpcreased substantially. In fiscal year 
1981, about 3,400 persons were transferred, representlng a 
153-pcrccnt increase over 1980 transfers. Although our sample 
of cases cannot be proJected to the entlre program or the IRR, 
we believe it raises questions about the suitability of some 
members transferred under this program. 

In addltlon, there are other lndlvlduals who may have 
performed honorable active service but, because of personal 
reasons, were transferred to the IRS. As of September 1981, 
about 7,200 service members had been transferred because of: 
dependency (those who have become sole supporters of their 
families due to the death of a spouse), medlcal deflcrencles, 
or other reasons. Because some of these condltlons could 
continue during the remainder of one's service obllqatlon, we 
questlon whether the members ~111 be suitable or available in 
the event of war. 



YIELD RATES NOT SCIENTIFICALLY ESTABLISHED 

An IRR yield rate 1s the expected percentage of IRR members 
who will report for duty upon nobllrzatlon. The percentage is 
used to estimate the IRR's ablllty to meet personnel strength 
ObJectives by applyrng the percentage to total IRR strength and 
comparing the result with needs. This result should be dls- 
tlngulshed from the number of IRR personnel who the Army knows, 
with certainty, will not be available for early wartime 
assignments. (See p. 4.) As pointed out on page 5, the Army 
does not exclude certain indlvlduals from the total IRR strength 
before applying yield rates. For wartime planning, the Army has 
been using a 90-percent yield rate for officers and bonus 
reclplents and a 70-percent yield rate for all other members. 
The 70-percent yield rate 1s based on the scrv1ces' limited 
experience in Korea, Berlin, and Vietnam mobilizations. The 
go-percent rate is based on the assumption that officers and 
bonus recipients would be more consclentlous and patriotic about 
fulfilling their service obligation than other IRR members. 
However, there is no data to support this assumption. 

During 1981 and 1982 Defense Appropriations hearings, the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs and 
Logistics) stated that OSD had directed the services to improve 
management of the IRR so that it could expect a go-percent yield 
for all members by 1985. We found, however, that data is not 
available to support the proposed higher yield goal. Further- 
more, Army moblllzatlon planners said that, while they had 
initiated certain personnel management improvements, there was 
no data to support reaching the higher yield goal. They stated 
that certain factors affecting member avallablllty, such as 
incorrect addresses or hospital confinements, could be deter- 
mined. Rccordlng to these plannersl however, the number of 
people who would not report Ear duty when called because of 
apathy or other reasons prevented them from arriving at a 
concrete yield rate. 

To achieve the higher yield goals prescribed by OSD, the 
Army has made changes to its officer and enlisted personnel 
management programs. The prograIns provide counseling for 
persons before they are separated from active service. Under 
the programs, each IRR member is assigned a personnel management 
officer who 1s responsible for contacting members periodically 
to offer assistance In mllltary personnel matters, such as 
active duty training opportunities. Also, these personnel 
management officers remind rqembers about their continuing 
mllrtary obligation and encourage reenlistment. 
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RCPAC plans to place personnel management officers at those 
posts from which most service members are separated to counsel 
them about their service obllgatlon in the IRR. These posts are 
Fort Rood, Texas; Fort Bragg, North Carolina; Fort Dix, New 
Jersey; Fort Jackson, South Carolina; Fort Knox, Kentucky; and 
Oakland Army Base, Callfornla. As of October 1982, a date had 
not been set for implementing this plan. RCPAC officials said 
that while these actlons should help to improve yield rates, 
their potential impact could not be measured. 

AVAILABILITY DATA IN PERSONNEL 
FJLES MAY NOT BE USEFUL OR ACCURATE -- 

Although the Army collects data from rRR nembers regardmg 
their avallablllty, this lnformatlon 1s not enough to use to 
estimate the percentage of reservists who will report for duty 
when called. Furthermore, the low response rate to the ques- 
tlonnalre used to collect the data raises questions about the 
acctiracy and usefulness of the data in the personnel file. 

RCPAC maintains and updates the personnel data base on IRR 
members. Each IRR member 1s sent a semiannual questionnaire 
requesting valldatlon of data, such as address, social sccurlty 
numoer, marital status, physical condition, mllltary skills, and 
current lob. RCPAC uses this data In asslgnlng members to 
moblllzatcor stations and in revising the avallabnllty status of 
penbers on the basis of physical condition or hardshlp. The 
--my does not keep lnformatlon that could be used to develop 
gl:-torlcal trends on factors a.ffectlng IRR avallablllty, such as 
hospital confinements, lncarceratlons, and personal hardshLps. 
11 has, however, gathered natlonal demographlc data which may be 
used in quantlfylng some factors affect:ng IRR avallablllty. 
The Army plans tc use this and other actuarial-type data for 
future yield estimates. Army officials said that a prototype 
model was expected to be completed by January 1983 and actual 
data wds to be applied in early 1983. 

The more current the data, the more useful it can be. 
guestlonralres sent out by the Army to collect lnformatlon 
needed to asslqn members to wartlme posltlons, however, are not 
always returned. Furthermore, the Army does not keep records on 
the response rate of the questlonnalres that are returned. 
Using personnel information provided by RCPAC for fiscal year 
1988, the Defense Audit Service estimated a 45-percent response 



rate. 5/ Because of the Importance of current addresses to 
moblllzatlon capablllty, RCPAC has requested the Postal Service 
to return questlonnalres having forwardlny addresses. Tn this 
regard, RCPAC prefers to have current addresses rather than risk 
non-responses to questlonnalres that could be forwarded. 

In addition, for several years, Defense has been seeking 
authority to use Internal Revenue Service taxpayer records to 
update IRR address information. Tt has developed a legislative 
proposal which is under review by the Office of Management and 
Budget and the Department of the Treasury. 

SIGNIFICANT SHORTAGES OF PERSONNEL 
IN CRITICrS=LLS 

--I_ 
--I -BP 

The low overall strength level In the IRR 1s compounded 
further by shortages of lndlvlduals In critical skills. AS Of 
November 1982, the most slgnlflcant shortages were concentrated 
in combat arms and medIca skills. Army mobilization planners 
told us that these skills will be needed the most during the 
early days of war. 

A skill 1s deemed critIca If (1) It 1s necessary to the 
success of the moblllzatlon mission and (2) there is at least a 
lo-percent shortage of persons available with the required 
skill. The table below compares strength levels for enlisted 
members, by career management field, with the number of 
vacancies in Active Force and Selected Reserve units as of 
November 1982. 

Career NO. of Active 
managemerlt and Reserve unit 

fields rewirements - 

combat arms: 
Infantry 43,554 
Combat 

engineering 11,777 
Field 

artillery 16,695 
Air defense 

artillery 4,669 
Armor 12,497 

Medical 44,851 

NO. of IRR 
members Percentage 

available Difference shortfall 

17,344 -26,210 60 

6,828 -4,949 42 

8,667 -8,028 48 

3,280 -1,389 30 
5,734 -6,763 54 
8,176 -36,675 82 

------------ 

5/'Report on the Review of the Reserve Components' Common 
Perconnel Data System", Defense Audit service, (No. 82-062, 
February 4, 1982) 



The shortage becomes qreater when one considers the number of 
IRR members dho ~111 be needed to replace casualtIe?. For 
example, for a war base,3 In Europe In 1982, Army moblllzatlon 
planners estimated that there would be 225,000 casualtIes during 
the first 90 days of war. 

Recent Army efforts aimed at reducing skllis shortages 
lnciuded a direct enlistment program and a reenlistment bonus 
program, The direct enlistment program, which was started In 
Ipril 1979, was limited to persons enllstlng in critical skill 
career management fields. Individuals in this program would be 
committed only to (1) an initial period of active duty for basic 
and skills traln:ng and (3) 2 weeks of refresher training In the 
third and :lfth years of their service obligation. After 
successfully comple ting initial active duty training, individ- 
uaic tiould be given the optlon of remaining in the 1RR or trans- 
ferring to the Acrive Army or Selected Reserve. 

Tne direct enlistment groyram was tested for 6 months in 
the following designated recruiting districts: Houston, Texas; 
Portland. Orego-; Raleigh, North Carolina; and Omaha, Nebraska. 
OSD hoped to enlrc;: 1,500 persons; however, by the end of the 
te:C, It had enlisted only 429. Because direct enllstees have 
limited tralnlng and experience, some Avmy offLcLalS question 
whether the enilstees can perform their duti.es In Lne event of 
w,ir II 

In September 1980 the Congress authorized an IRR reenlist- 
ment bonus program, which offered a $600 bonus to prior service 
members reenlisting for a 3-year term. A member would receive 
$300 upon reenlistment and $100 st each anniversary date. Donus 
recipients were to possess a mliltary specialty designated as 
critical +o moblilzatlon needs. The Army hoped to reenlist 
16,000 lndivlduals for fiscal year 1981; however, as of August 
1981, only about 800 applications had been approved. Because of 
these resultsr the Congress did not renew the program for fiscal 
year 1982. 

Funds were not appropriated for the reenlistment bonus 
program until December 1980, and the program was not implemented 
until March 1981. Consequently, it had been operating for less 
than 6 months when the Congress decided in July 198i not to 
reautho,lze the program for fiscal year 1982. Subsequently, the 
Arny streamlined reenlistment procedures and changed the policy 
to (1) pay t',e bonus in one 1~1mp sum, and (2) revise ellglblllty 
provlslons to include persons within 1 year (previously 90 days) 
of completing their service obligation. Between August 1 and 
September 30, 1981, the number of recnllrtments climbed to 
almost 4,000. 
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OSD believes that the direct enlistment and reenlistment 
bonuses are a key means of lncrcaslng IRR strength and submitted 
leglslatlve proposals to the 97th Congress for their relnstitu- 
tlon in fiscal year 1983. The proposed direct enlistment pro- 
gram differed from the 1979 pllot prlmarlly in that it would 
authorize an enlistment bonus up to $1,000. Under the proposed 
IRR reenlistment bonus program, bonus amounts would range up to 
$900, depending on the type of skill possessed by the member. 
Army offlclals told us that the ob]ectlve of the proposed 
program 1s to reenlist 13,000 members In fiscal year 1983. 

In its February 1982 report to the Congress on plans for 
reducing personnel shortages, OSD stated that increasing the 
bonus amount was both cost effective and necessary. However, 
OSD does not have data to support this position. 

Another lnltlatlve aimed at reducing skills shortages 1s 
the overstaffing of Selected Reserve units in geographical areas 
having high density populations and good recruiting prospects. 
According to Army moblllzatlon planning officials, overstaffing 
will be directed to critical skills only and will not exceed 
total personnel authorlzatloqs. Army offlclals told us that 
recruits enl;stlng In overstaffed units will be informed that, 
In event of war, they will moblllze with their units and may be 
reassigned at the moblllzatlon station. 

IMPORTANCE OF IRR REFRESHER 
TRAINING NOT FULLY ASSESSED -- 

Although the Army recognizes that wlthout periodic training 
military skills will deteriorate over time, it has not completed 
studies on how soon and to what extent certain skills possessed 
by IRR menbers will begin to deteriorate. More important, the 
Army has not finalized an IRR refresher training program for 
those skills required in the early days of a war. 

The rate and extent of skill deterioration 1s obviously 
affected by a number of variables, including length of time 
since the task was performed, lndivldual capabllltles, and the 
nature of the skill. A 1979 study by the U.S. Army Research 
Institute for Behavioral and Social Science on "Retention of 
Basic Soldlerlng Skills" shows that some basic skills 
deteriorate rapidly. For example, when 341 active duty soldiers 
who had completed lnltial training were tested 6 and 12 nonths 
later, the study showed that the soldiers' ability to perform 
all steps related to the tasks had deteriorated. 
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Tasks 

Percentage of soldiers 
that could not perform 
all steps after: 

No. of steps 
involved In task 6 months 12 months 

Assemble/d~sassemble 
grenade launcher 

Put on gas mask 
Perform cardiopulmonary 

resuscitation 
Inspect and fire light 

anti-tank weapon 

9 57 100 
15 45 96 

14 36 78 

12 40 86 

Because Fast IRR personnel do not take annual skills training, 
It seems probable that their skill proficiency will diminish 
further. 

In 1975, the House Committee on Appropriations directed 
that involuntary training of IRR members be terminated and that 
*voluntary training be provided. A primary reason for this 
change was concern that members were not receiving proficiency 
tralnlng In their mllltary occupational speclaltles. Further- 
more, the Committee believed that requiring lndlvlduals who are 
not members of reserve units to participate in training was 
lnconslstent with the All-Volunteer Force. We found that less 
than 2 percent (2,782) of the total enllsted IRR members 
received training in fiscal year 1981 and that many of these 
melqbers did not receive trainlrlg in their moblllzation speclal- 
ties or skills. In addition, the voluntary training program was 
not formalized in terms of specific tasks to be refreshed nor 
was it directed to skills needed most. 

In June 1981 OSD appealed to the Committee to reconsider 
its restriction on training for IRR members. It pointed out 
that it was necessary for some IRR members to participate in 
periodic refresher training to maintain their technical 
sk:lls. The Committee, in November 1981, approved OSD's request 
and authorl7ed involuntary tralnlnq for IRR members who were 
required in the first 30 days of a mobilization and who 
possessed skills requiring periodic refresher training. 

OSD has left: the use of this involuntary training authority 
to the discretion of the service Secretaries. The Amy, in 
assessing IRR trairling needs, informed us that it has (1) 
identified training priorities Tor crltlcal skills required in 
the first 30 days and (2) on the basis of the professional 
Judgment of Training and Doctrine Command officials, developed 
information on the frequency and duration of refresher training 
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reyulrements for all skills. FIowever, the Army has not yet 
completed a program for provtdlng the tralnlng required for 
crItica ~~111s. Data we have collected confirm these facts. 
T'ne Army said that lnformatlon on requlrcments for crltlcal 
skills tralnlng 1s being used by RCPAC for managing refresher 
tralnlng and that ongoing skill deterloratlon analyses will form 
the basrs of further improvements to Its existing refresher 
training programs. 

Although the Army belleves that the involuntary training 
authority provides needed flexlblllty, It does not believe It 
will be necessary to use the authority soon. According to Army 
officials, the Army has more voiunteers &an money to trnln 
them. Army offLclals also said that training policy must be 
equitable and compatible with the current All-Volunteer Force 
environment. According to these offlclals, the exlstlng 
authority to enforce involuntary tralnlng--recall members to 
active duty fol up to 45 days--1s lmpractlcal. Accordingly, the 
Army plans to emphasize its voluntary refresher tralnlng 
program, focusing avallable funds on these skills most needed in 
the early days of an emerqency. *Available training In these 
skills should be inproved as results of skill deterloratzon 
analyses become available. 

To increase IRR strength, OSD proposed to the 97th Congress 
that the Secretary of Defense be given authority to Increase the 
mllltary service obllgatlon from 6 years to 8 years. Since 
OSD's proposal would generally increase that portion of the 
total obligation served in the IRR, developing a refresher 
training program would be essential for malntalnlng members' 
SklllS. 

OSD, while acknowledging a concern about greater skill 
deterloratlon associated with longer IRR seivlce, stated in Its 
February 1982 report to the Congress that funds would be 
necessary to provide refresher tralnlng for members to maintain 
their skills, but provided no -stirnate of how much money was 
needed. OSD concluded that tnrs initiative could add 
substantial IRR members at minimal or no cost. While this 
statement may be true with respect to recrultlng, it does not 
reflect the tralnlng costs required to malntaln members' skills 
over the longer service obllgatlon. 
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CHAPTER 3 

CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND 

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION 

CONCLUSIONS 

Personnel problems llmlt the IRR's capablllty In wartime. 
Because not all IRR members are avallable for assignment during 
the early days of war, reports of IRR strength are not as 
mcanlngful as they could be. An accurate disclosure of the 
number of menbcrs who cannot be given early wartime assignments 
would improve the usefulness of strength reports. Reported 
strength also includes several thousand inalviduals whr, have 
falled to maintain standards acceptable for retention in the 
Active Force or Reserve components. We questlon the merit of 
transferring such persons to the IRR, since they could be more 
of a dlsclpllnary problem than a moblllzatlon asset. 

Currerltly, the Army does not collect and maintain Infor- 
mation that ~111 permit It to make sound dcclslons and pro- 
Jections about IRR yields. In our view, the extent of yield 
uncertainty should be minimized by collecting and analyzing 
available data and estimating the maximum yield that can be 
expected if all available members report for duty. Although 
the semiannual questionnaire on nember avallablllty now in use 
could perhaps be expanded to collect necessary lnformatlon, 
serious problems with its response rdte dlmln1s.h its utility. 
A periodic questionnaire to a random sample of members could, 
111 our view, be managed more easily. The Army has an effort 
underway which also could enable it to more scientifically 
estimate yields. Additionally, actions are needed to improve 
the response rate of the Army's semiannual questionnaire. 

Because the Army maintains that it receives more training 
requests than It can currently fund, it will be important to 
focus available funds on those skills most needed in the early 
days of a war or national emergency. Also, Defense's proposal 
to the 97rh Congress to Increase the mnllltary service o">llcratlon 
1s meaningful only if periodic refresher tralnlng IS provided to 
members. 

The Army has not determined whether the limited tralnlng 
undergone by participants in the direct enlistment grogram 1s 
su1flcient to maintai.r, proficient soldiers. Until this 1s done, 
WC do not believe that an enllstmcnt oonus should be authorized 
for such recruits. Given the lack of detailed lnrormatlon in 
OSD's report to the Congress, WC believe that the Army should 
-~ustlfy what rzenllstment bonus amount 1s needed. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE -------- --- 
SECRETARY OF THE ARMY --- ---- - ---- - 

we recommend that the Secretary of the Army: 

--DlSClOSe in IRR strength reports the numbers of members 
who cannot be given early wartime assignments. 

--seek authority from the HOUSe Commlttee on Armed Services 
to llmlt expedltlous discharge program transfers to the 
IRR to those lndlvlduals who have performed honorably. 

--Perlodlcally survey a random sample of IRR members to 
obtain current and historical data (within the past 6 to 
12 months) on availability. Mobilization planners should 
use this data in developing trends on avallablllty and in 
estimating the percentage of IRR members that will report 
to duty when called. 

--use the periodic contacts made through the enlisted 
personnel management program to emphasize to members 
having skills required in the first 30 days of a 
mobilization, the importance of participating in the 
voluntary refresher training program. 

--use the contacts made through the enlisted personnel 
management program also to emphasize to members the 
importance of responding to semiannual questionnaires for 
personnel data. 

--Develop and maintain data on response rates to the 
semiannual questionnaire to assess whether more IRR 
members are responding than In the past. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO-THE CONGRESS 

The 97th Congress did not act upon Defense's proposals for 
(1) a direct enlistment and reenlistment bonus for the IRR, 
or (2) an increase in the mllltary service obligation. If 
Defense resubmits a bonus proposal during the 98th Congress for 
direct enlistment in the IRR, the Congress, before authorlzlng 
such a bonus, should require the Army to determine whether the 
training undergone by partlclpants In the direct enlistment 
program 1s enough to maintain proficient soldiers. ~1~0, the 
Congress should require the Army to Justify the proposed bonus 
amount for IRR reenlistments before reauthorizing a reenlistment 
bonus program. 
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In addltlon, if Defense resubmits a proposal during the 
98th Congress to increase the military service obllyatlon, the 
Congress, before decldlng on the proposal, should require the 
Army to provide estimates of the Iund1ny required to provide the 
periodic training necessary for members to maintain their 
skills. The Congress should weigh this Information against the 
benefits of increased IRR service. 

AGENCl COMMF'NTS AND OUR EVALUATION ----se - s-m- - 

The Department of Defense and the Army generally agreed 
with our flndlngs but disagreed with most of our recommenda- 
tlons. 

The Army disagreed with our recommendation that it disclose 
in IRR strength reports the numbers of members not avaIlable for 
early wartime assignments. The Army does not dispute the fact 
that the IRR strength figure presented in Defense's Manpower 
Requirements Report includes many lndlvlduals who are unavall- 
abie for early assignment. It points out, however, that these 
individuals are excluded in that section of the report which 
discloses the supply of pretralned individual manpower and, 
therefore, believes that reported strength 1s not misleading. 
We disagree with the Army because the supply of pretralned 
lndrvlduals 1s reported in the aggregate (includes Standby 
reservists, recalled retirees, and others), and therefore, does 
not separately disclose available IRR personnel. Furthermore, 
the JRR supply data referred to by the Army 1s the number of 
members the Army expects to report for duty upon mobilization. 
This number results from applying yield rates to total IRR 
personnel strength. Our point does not pertain to expected 
yield (supply), but rather to the number of members who can be 
given an early wartime assignment. As pointed out on page 4, 
actual data on members not eligible for early assignments is 
available. 

The Army also disagreed with our statement that the problem 
of insufficient IRR personnel strength is compounded by other 
factors (see p. 4). The Army said that the personnel shortaye 
calculation already considers unavallablllty of some members, 
uncertain yield rates, and inaccurate data on avallablllty and 
therefore, it 1s not compounded by these factors. We agree that 
the shortage calculation does include these factors. HOweVer, 

our point is that these factors, along with such factors as 
shortages in critical skills, results in a personnel problem 
that 1s greater than one of only insufficient personrel 
strenyth. 

In a draft of this report, we proposed that the Army 
discontinue transfers to the IriR, of persons separated from the 



Active Force or Selected Reserve under the expedltlous discharge 
program. The Army bellcved that our language lmplled that It 
transfers personnel separated under other than honorable 
condltlons. 

The Army told us that it transfers all lndlvlduals who have 
performed honorably arid screet?s those having performed 
under honorable conditions (these persons are sub]ect to a 
general discharge) for possible transfer. We have changed this 
report to recognize that screening applies only to the latter 
category of transferees (see p. 5). We agree that those 
individuals who have percormed honorably should be suitable for 
moblllzatlon and, therefore, belleve their transfer to the IRR 
should be continued. However, for those sub]ect to a general 
discharge, the risk associated with their sultablllty may be 
much greater. In this regard, we added information to this 
report showing that the more serious problems we noted were 
associated with those members having performed under honorable 
condltlons (see p. 6). Our recommendation 1s directed 
toward correcting these problems. 

The Army said that the policy for making transfers under 
the expeditious discharge program was initiated under the 
direction of the House Committee on Armed Services. Our review 
of the congressional dlrectlve indicates that it would be 
inappropriate for the Army to transfer individuals who were 
involved in serious improper conduct. 

The Army disagreed with our recommendation to periodically 
survey members to obtain data for developing trends on member 
availability and for sclentlflcally estimating yield rates. 
The Army, apparently misinterpreting our recommendation, said 
that such surveys would be inappropriate because the responses 
would be purely sub]ective. Our recommendation 1s to obtain 
ob]ective historical and current data on member availability 
rather than attitudinal lnformatlon. 

The Army did say, however, that a contractor is currently 
developing a model for using actuarial data in estimating yield 
rates. We have revised the report to recognize this development 
(see p. 8). Although the Army's effort 1s not what we recom- 
mended, it appears to be a reasonable alternative to more 
scientifically estimated yield rates. We believe our recommen- 
dation remains valid, however, since the Army's effort has not 
been completed or tested. 

The Army agreed with our recommendations that Its enlisted 
personnel management program emphasize to members the importance 
of (1) volunteering Ear refresher training for critically needed 
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sknlls and (2) responding to semiannual questlonnalres for 
personnel data. In commenting on voluntary refresher tralnlng, 
the Army agreed that only 2 percent of the total enlisted 
members received training in 1981, but pointed out that this 
represented 7 percent of the 40,000 enlisted members who were 
assigned a personnel management. officer. The Army also said 
that It had recently (1) identified and ranked crltlcal skills 
required In the first 30 days of a conflict and (2) completed an 
analysis of Erequency and duration of tralnlng requirements for 
various skills. The report has been revised to recognize these 
matters (see p. 12). 

The Army disagreed with our recommendation to develop and 
malntaln data on response rates to the semlannual questionnaire 
sent to members. The Army doubts whether such actlons would 
serve a useful purpose but said it would examine the Issue In 
depth. The primary purpose of this recommendation 15 to 
generate lnformatlon for the Army to measure its progress In 
improving the currency of lnformatlon regarding member 
avallablllty for moblllzatlon. 

The Army did not support our recommendation that the 
Conqress require It to determine whether the direct enlistment 
program malntalns proficient soldiers before authorlzlng a 
bonus. The Army said that indlvlduals enlistlng ln the IRR 
receive the same initial entry tralnlng as do members of the 
9ctive Force. The Army also said that direct enllstees ~111 be 
required to complete refresher tralnlng after the third and 
Elfth years. The Army acknowledged, however, that because of 
the llqited tralnlng to be given direct enllstees, it was 
concerqed about whether skills would be malntalned. As a 
result, it plans to evaluate proflclency of those enllsted in 
the 1983 direct enlistment program. F3ecause of the Army's 
acknowledged concern about the program's ability to malntaln 
proflclent soldiers, we continue to believe It 1s more prudent 
tc evaluate the proflclency of those who partlclpated In the 
earlier direct enlistment program before a bonus 1s authorized. 

The Army also disagreed with our recommendation that the 
Corgress require the Army to Justify the bonus amount proposed 
in the 97th Congress for IRR reenlistments before reauthorlzlng 
a reenlistment bonus program. The Army said that, on the basls 
of results from the 1981 reenlistment bonus program test, It 
concluded that the bonus progrclm was viable but that the $600 
bongs amount was too small. 

However, the Army had a 400-percent increase in the number 
of bonus reclplents in the last 2 months of the fiscal year 1981 
test as a result of changes In admlnlstratlve procedures (see 
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p. 10). Defense said it believed that It would be counterpro- 
ductlve for the Army to devote more resources in lustlfylng the 
$900 bonus amount proposed in the 97th Congress when efforts 
should be directed to solving the shortfall. If data does not 
already exist to Justify the increased amount, then the Army 
could seek reauthorlzatlon to test the $600 amount for a full 
year? using the streamlined procedures adopted In August 1981. 

Defense disagreed with our recomnendatlon that, before 
decldlng on Defense's proposal to increase the mllltary service 
obligation, the Congress should require the Army to develop 
estimates of fundlng needed to provide periodic refresher 
training. Defense said that while it belleves that refresher 
tralnlng may be required, cost would not be Incurred until at 
least 6 years after the proposal's enactment and future budget 
requests would include necessary training funds. 

Defense's posltlon that the Congress does not need cost 
information now simply because Eundlng ~111 not be necessary 
until much later is not well founded. Extending the military 
service obllgatlon 1s a possible solution to the IRR shortfall 
only if it results in maintaining proficient soldiers. It seems 
to us that providing to the Congress an estimate of the funds 
needed to maintain members' proflclency would enable a more 
informed congressional declslon on whether extending the 
mllltary service obllgatlon 1s an appropriate solution to the 
problem. Since a declslon now to adopt an extended military 
service obllgatlon could prevent conslderatlon of other 
alternatives, we believe it 1s essential to have complete 
information. The Army could use its recently developed 
information on the frequency and duration of training 
requirements as a basis for determlnlng the cost estimate. 

(967018) 
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