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Preface

This document reports results from aresearchproject entitted, 0 De v e | aSirata g
gic Framework for Army R e g e n e r Bhe pupase af the project was to assesghe
Ar myadilgty to regenerateactive component end strength using a variety of acces
sions, retention, and force managementpolicies.

This report presentsahistorical synthesisofthe A r myefiosts to expand during
the decadefollowing September11,2001.lt identifies the various policy leversthe
Army canuseto achieveits targetsand conducts anempirical analysis of the limits on
the A r myabilgy to expandunder avariety of external conditions. It alsoidentifies the
larger policy implications of maintaining the capacityto expand asnecessary.

This researchwas sponsoredby the Deputy Chief of StaffG3/5/7, U.S.Army, and
was conducted within the RAND Arroyo Ce nt Bersdnsel, Training, and Health
Program. RAND Arroyo Center,part of the RAND Corporation, isafederally funded
researchand development centersponsoredby the United StatesArmy.

The ProjectUnique Identification Code (PUIC) for the project that produced this
document is HQD156908.
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Summary

Background and Purpose

In late 2011and early 2012 the U.S.Army had largely ended its operations in Iraq and
was reducing its commitments in Afghanistan. It was also beginning to substantially
reducethe sizeofits forcesin responseto the Budget Control Act of 2011According
tothe 2014Army Posture Statement,under the fiscal year (FY)2015Budgetrequest,
the A r myaétise component (AC) endstrength wasto bereduced from approximately
490,000 450,000s0ldiers, and the Army National Guard from 350,00G0 335,000,
overtheperiod from FY 20150 FY 2017Thesizeofthe U.S.Army Reservewasto be
similar toits FY 2014level of 195,000Thesecutswould leaveaTotal Army of 980,000
(980K)soldiers. If further sequestration cuts were implemented, Total Army strength
would decline to 920K, its smallest since World War 1.

Thesecuts posetwo problems for the Army. Oneisthat they call into question
the A r myadility to carry out its guidance from the U.S.Department of Defense
(DoD). Theother isits ability to restoreitself to previous strength levelsin atimely
way, should the nation require it to do so.Theresearchreported hereexaminesthe
Ar myabilgy toregenerateits AC end strength under two scenarios:onestarting from
a420KAC (aspart of a920K Total Army) and one starting from a450KAC (aspart
of a980KTotal Army). TableS.1showsthedistribution of personnelin eachcompo-
nent under each scenario.

Table S.1

Army End Strength Options Under Consideration
Component 980K Option 920K Option
Regular Army 450,000 420,000
Army National Guard 335,000 315,000
Army Reserve 195,000 185,000
Total 980,000 920,000

SOURCES: McHugh and Odierno, 2014; McHugh and Odierno,
2015.



E 9glfdzr GAy3a GKS | Ny¥eQa ! oAfAade

Wefocusedon scenariosrequiring rapid expansionto meetthe demandsof large-
scale,protracted contingency operations of approximately the samescaleasthosein
Iraq and Afghanistan sinceSeptember11,2001Wedid sofor three reasons.First, these
arethe kind of contingency operations for which the 2012DefenseStrategicGuidance
proposed regenerationi or 0 r e v efr as a bedde(DdDy 2D12).Second, using
thesescenariosenabledusto compareresultswith historical experience,making it pos-
sibletoidentify relevant variables and to reconsiderassumptions. Third, in contrastto
current planning scenariosusedin D o D gupport to strategicanalysis,theseexamples
areunclassified, allowing wider dissemination of the resulting analyses.

In developing thesescenarios,we postulated that the Regular Army would have
to expand to adegreethat enabledthe Army asawhole to produce the sameamount of
capacityit did atthe end of fiscal year 2009(what we refertoasao 5 5 A ® 6When
it reachedits targets for expansionunder thed Gr d¢he/A r mycampaign. Obviously,
doing sowill require restoring the Regular Army to atleastits 2009baseline.Still more
Regular Army strength will beneededto replacethe reservecomponent (RC)strength
that will alsohave beenlost. Under the 980K scenario,the Regular Army would have
to expand by almost 120,000soldiers to produce the sameoperational capacity asthe
2009baseline.Under the 920K scenario,the Regular Army would have to expand by
160,006s0ldiers. Both options aresomewhat larger than the peak strength of the Army
at the conclusion of the Grow the Army initiative, but both options must compensate
for the substantial numbers of reservistsnolonger available under theseoptions.

Toexamine the A r mycapability to regenerate, we use a framework that inte-
gratesaccessionstetention, and force managementpolicies. Wealsoquantify the costs
and risks associatedwith eachoption and include suggestionsabout where the Army
should makestrategicinvestments andidentify policy options tolay the foundation for
future regeneration. This analysis applies to along-term, large-scale counterinsurgency
and stability operation. The Army probably cannot achieveauseful degree of expan-
sion in time to meet sudden demands for additional combat power for short-notice,
intenseoperations, suchaspotential contingenciesin the Baltic Statesorin Korea.

While several prior studies have examined regeneration options, these studies
havetendedtofocusonindividual regenerationchallengesorto considerfairly limited
surge scenarios.This researchbuilds on prior work by creating new knowledge along
four dimensions. Specifically, it

A undertakesthefirst historical synthesisofthe A r m yefiosts to expand during the
decadefollowing the terrorist attacksthat occurred on 9/11

A considersregeneration holistically, identifying multiple policy leversthe Army
can use to achieve itstargets

A conductsanempirical analysisof thelimits onthe A r myabiliy to expand under
a variety of external conditions
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A identifies the larger policy implications of maintaining the capacity to expand as
necessary.

Approach

We developed a conceptual model of regeneration that reaches target end strength
afteranumber of yearshby applying various policy leversto affectthe flow of soldiers
into and out of the force. The Army canaffecttheseflows using different accessiorand
retention policies, including how it allocatesfunding and personnelto the recruiting
and retention efforts, and canalsoinfluence the internal composition of the Army by
adjusting promotion and retention policies. How many recruiters it has,how much it
spends on advertising and incentives, and what enlistment eligibility criteria it imposes
haveimportant effectson recruiting. Similarly, the rate of promotion and the sizeand
number of reenlistment bonusesit offers affectretention rates.Becausehe Army does
not recruit in a vacuum, we have also posited different external environments that
affect the A r myadilgty to attract recruits from the civilian population. Theseenvi-
ronments include suchthings asthe job market (abad oneis generally good for Army
recruiting) and how the civilian population might view agiven conflict. The analysis
alsotook into accountthe extentto which the RCcould bemobilized to reachtargets.
We entered all thesefactors into a combined modeling framework to assesshe
Ar myrégeneration ability under different combinations of policies and external condi-
tions. These included varying the number of recruiters, selectively awarding enlistment
and reenlistment bonuses,allowing different eligibility benchmarks,and considering
the effectsof different unemployment rates.Wealsoestimated the costsinvolved with
different policy combinations and their effects on the frequency of RC deployments.

What We Found

Current Policy Levers Will Probably Suffice to Enable Regeneration

Our analysisindicates that the current suite of policies the Army and DoD have at
their disposalis likely adequateto expand the force to provide the capacity associated
with a550KAC, starting with either the 980Kor 920K Total Army. While our analy-
sesdid notuncover any constraintsthat would make suchregenerationinfeasible, they
do suggestthat the effort would carry anumber of risks, particularly when expanding

from aTotal Army of 920K.The most potentially critical risk revolves around the fact
that, while the Regular Army is expanding, the Army asawhole will still needto meet
operational demands. Thus, the Army will haveto draw upon its RCto anunprec-
edentedextentto sustain high levels of operational commitment until it accomplishes
regeneration. The required rotation of the RC that we estimated should be feasible
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under the current authorities. However, RCforces may require mobilization periods
exceeding the oneyear limit for involuntary mobilization in current DoD policy to
achievethe standard of proficiency neededto replaceRegular Army forcesfor auseful
length of time at acceptablerisk. In addition, although Army National Guard leader-
ship hasexpressedawillingness to operateatatempo of 1:2,post 9/11 experiencesug-
geststhat doing somay erode congressionalor public support for sustained useof the
RC.Achieving the target AC strength, particularly when starting from a Total Army
of 920K, will also likely require expanding enlistment eligibility, thus lowering the
quality of the averagerecruit. The Army will alsoneedto beableto leverageextensive
contractsupport throughout theduration ofthe conflict. Wealsonote that many of
thesepolicy optionsfi notably increasing authorized end strength and various options
for mobilizing the RCHh rely on decisionmakersoutside the Army.

External Conditions Matter a Lot

As noted, our analysis indicates that extant policy leverswill enablethe regeneration
of the force. However, that analysis drew on conditions presentin the past. Whether
they will work in the future depends on external conditions at that time; the willing -
nessof the Army, DoD, the President, and Congressto use existing policy tools; and
the willingness of the American public to respond to their use. To cite only oneissue,
if Congressand the people do not support involvement in the conflict, Congressmight
not want to raisethe end strength or bewilling to allow deployment of the RCata
high frequency.

RegenerationWould Stressthe ReserveComponent,Especiallywhen Startingfrom
920K

All regeneration scenarioswe considered would require the RCto rotate atacumula-
tive mobilization -to-dwell ratio of lessthan 1:3over anumber of years. While the RC
cansustain this level of deployment from aforce structure perspective, it would place
the RCunder substantial stress.This might make it difficult to muster or sustain con-
gressional and public support. Although demand for RCforceswould decline asthe
AC expanded, they would still bedeployed atacumulative ratio below the 1:3thresh-
old into the sixth year.

What We Recommend

Simply put, regenerationto the levelsdescribedaboveisfeasiblefi in theory. However,
there aretwo important 0 i flfshe Army hasprepared for that contingency and if
DoD officials makeand implement challenging and unpalatable decisionsearly, regen-
eration from either a980Kor a920K Total Army may beaccomplished. That said,
both scenariosentail risk. Forexample, the AC cannotberegeneratedovernight, sothe
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Army will needto rely heavily onthe RCfor severalyearsto bridge any gapsbetween
required and available AC operational capacity.

Thefollowing recommendations addressactionsthat lie largely within the remits
of DoD and the Army. Theseactions require public support to succeed.Political
leadersi especiallythe Presidentfi mustbeprepared to expendpolitical capital togen-
erate and sustain the necessarylevel of public support and createa context in which
measures to expand the Army cansucceed.

Develop Planning Scenarios Requiring Regeneration

The Army needsto develop and resourcespecific capabilities to enableregeneration.
Thesecapabilities include suchthings asrecruiters, institutional trainers, infrastruc -
ture, equipment, and leadersin units. The Army must determine how many and what
kinds of assetst needseither to maintain in the inventory or to produce during regen-
eration. Thus, it should explore arange of scenariosto make informed decisionsabout
what specificrequirements it would haveto meetand to determine which of thoseexist
now and which need to be developed.

Assess Alternative Ways to Posture the Army for Regeneration

This analysis focused on how to generatethe recruits necessaryto staff an expanding
Army. Lessthought hasbeengiven to receiving and managing such an expansion. In
the past, the Army has considered different approaches to expansionii establishing
cadreformations, undermanning units during peacetimeto befilled out in war, draw -
ing on manpower from its generating force,and relying on RCunits to fill critical gaps
in larger units. The Army should explore which of theseapproaches,or what combina-
tion thereof, best positions it to expand rapidly.

Prepare the Reserve Components for Rapid and Hrglquency Deployment
Our findings make it clearthat the Army will needto rely heavily on the RCfor a
substantial length of time while the AC is being regenerated. The rotation tempo we
estimated should befeasibleunder the current authorities, and Army National Guard
leadership hasexpressedacommitment to operateatal:2mobilization -to-dwell ratio.
However, during operations Enduring Freedomand Iragi Freedom,the Army encoun-
tered congressionalresistancewhen it started deploying the RCat or abovea1:3
mobilization -to-dwell ratio. In addition, current DoD policy may needto berevised to
allow involuntary RCdeployment for more than oneyear and atthe required tempo.
Thus, it will becritical to prepare all relevant decisionmakers today for the pos-
sibility of rapid, high -frequency deployment in the event of a conflict that requires
regeneration. Failure to prepare all stakeholders for thesecommitments risks disrup -
tion atthe time of crisis. Suchpreparation may involve changing policies that limit RC
employment, suchasthe onethat limits exceedingoneyear of mobilization.
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Maintain CertainCritical Skillsin the Army Todayto Reducethe Stresson the Army
During Regeneration

This analysis hasessentially treated soldiers asgeneric. But somesoldiers required to
build up theforcewill needspecializedskillsii pilots, medical staff, and specialopera-
tions forcesii and thesemay beimpossible to build in ashort time. Similarly, it will
be necessaryto have midgrade officers and noncommissioned officers to expand the
force. Suchindividuals will beespeciallyimportant if the Army must expand from the
920Kleveland haveto acceptsomewnhatlower -quality recruits to reachthe desiredend
strength. Maintaining awedge of additional midgrade leaders,along with asufficient
number of individuals in military occupational specialties with  long lead times for
training or skills development, could reducethe risk associatedwith apotential regen-
eration; however, the benefits of the reduction in risk would haveto becompared with
the cost of maintaining the wedge during peacetime.

Maintain Army Capacity for Contingency Contracting

The Army hasdepended on alarge contracting force in recent conflicts. Assuming a
relatively permissive threat environment, that dependence will likely ~ continue in future

conflicts. But such contracts needto be managed carefully to avoid the waste and
abusethat occurred in prior conflicts. As the Army reducesits end strength, the natu-
ral tendency will beto reduce the acquisition workforce to levels commensurate with

the supported force. The Army should resistthat tendency. As Army operating forces
decreasethe needto contractsupport and sustainment capacity may well increaseand
certainly will not decrease.

Develop Contingency Plans

Our analysishasnotidentified any definitive limit tothe A r myabilgy to regenerateat
the speedand onthe scaledescribedin this analysis but hasindicated that theseefforts

arefraught with risk. Themaximum accessionghe Army hasachievedsince2001
were around 80,000a year. As discussedin the text, that was the A r myobjsctive at
the time, sowe cannotassumeit constitutes alimit. It may beawarning, however.

Forthat reason,asthe Army plans for rapid expansion of the Regular Army, it should

alsodevelop contingency plans in casethat expansion falters. The contingency plans

will almost certainly hinge onamuch higher degreeof mobilization oftheAr myR&s

Decide Early

Thisanalysisassumeshat the decisionto regeneraterapidly would bemadeatthe start
of the conflict and that all policy leverswould bein placeby the end of thefirst year
of the conflict to deliver the first meaningful increment of capability by the third year.
If the decision lags, the time lines described herewould also.If decisionscanbemade
evenmore quickly thanwe assume,increasedrecruiting and retention may bepossible
evenduring the first year. Forthat reason,adecision to go to war should beadecision
to expand the Army.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

Background

Theend of 2011and the beginning of 2012marked aninflection point for the United
Statesmilitary (U.S.Department of Defense[DoD], 2012,p. 1). The United Stateswas
reducing its forcesin the Middle East:Thewar in Iraq had ended,and military officials
hoped to reduce American involvement in Afghanistan, handing off major respon-
sibilities to the Afghan government. In addition, the federal government, including
DoD, was facing significant budget cutsthat had beenimposed by the Budget Control
Act of 2011(DoD, 2012;Public Law 11225,2011).To meet these requirements,all
the defenseservicesand agencieshave beenforced to make difficult decisions,but the
Army in particular fi given its large number of personnelfi was called on to substan-
tially reduce its force size.

The 2014Army Posture Statementstatesthat, under the fiscal year (FY) 2015
budget request, the Army planned to draw down its active component (AC) forces
from an end strength of 508,000soldiers in FY 2014to 450,000s0ldiers by FY 2017
(McHugh and Odierno, 2014).At the sametime, the Army National Guard (ARNG)
would bereducedfrom approximately 354,000s0ldiers atthe end of FY 2014to 335,000
soldiers, and the U.S.Army Reserve(USAR) would remain closeto its FY 2014level
of 195,006soldiers (for a Total Army of 980,000980K]).1If further cutsarerequired
under sequestration, the projected end strength would fall to 420,000/0r the AC;
315,0000r the ARNG; and 185,000f0r the USAR by FY 2019(for a Total Army of
920K).If thesereductions take place,the proposed size of the AC would bethe lowest
since World War Il (Shanker and Cooper, 2014)and would be 120,00@150,000
below its recent peak of approximately 566,000 in FY 20102

The cutsdirected are of suchmagnitude that they threaten both the A r myabils
ity to carry out the defenseguidance and to reversecoursequickly, should that be
required. TheD o D Z082DefenseStrategicGuidance (DSG)notesthato U .fdBces

1 Estimated end strengths for FY 2014arefrom the Office of the Assistant Secretaryof the Army (Financial
Management and Comptroller) (FM&C), 2015ap. 9;FM&C, 2015b,p. 7;FM&C, 2015cp. 7.

2 The end strength for 2010is from FM&C, 2011,p. 10.



H 90 fdzr GAy3 GKS ! NyeQa ! oAtAde

will nolonger besized to conduct large-scale,prolonged stability o p e r a thutthats 6
DoD must 0 potect its ability to regeneratecapabilities that might be neededto meet
future, unforeseend e ma n ahd apply 0 t kamceptofr e v e r s wlen makibgy 6
decisions about current investments (DoD, 2012).The 2014Army Posture Statement
notesthat osignificant r i swioudd be associatedwith executing the 2012DSG, given

an AC of 450,000and associatedreservecomponent (RC)levels, and that the DSG
could not be executedgiven continued sequestration cuts; moreover, with an AC end
strength 0of 420,000the 0 r e d u io bur imstitutional basewill make reversibility
mored i f f i(McHugh and Odierno, 2014 pp. 263).

Purpose

Thisreport examinesthe A r myabilgy to regenerateAC end strength in two sce-
narios: starting from 420K (aspart of a920KTotal Army) or from 450K (aspart of a
980K Total Army) to the capacity generatedby the size of the Army asseenat the end
of the last conflict within five years.We refer to the target end strengthaso 558 &, 6
but, aswe describein detail in Chapter Three,the critical measureisthe number of
deployable troops provided not only by the AC but alsoby the associatedRC.

Toassesghe A r mycapsability to meetregeneration targets, we develop astrate-
gic framework that integrates accession retention, and force managementpolicies to
identify various options. We consider and, to the extent possible, quantify the costs
andrisks associatedwith eachpolicy option, including suggestionsfor where the Army
should make strategicinvestments and policy changestoday to lay the groundwork for
future regeneration. This analysis applies to a long-term, large-scale counterinsurgency
and stability operation. The Army probably cannot achieveauseful degree of expan-
sion in time to meet sudden demands for additional combat power for short-notice,
intenseoperations, suchaspotential contingenciesin the Baltic Statesor in Korea.

Prior studies of regeneration have tended to focus on individual regeneration
challengesor to consider fairly limited surge scenarios. For example, Orvis etal.,
2016,models the potential for using accession policies to grow three additional bri -
gade combat teams (BCTs)over oneto two years. Other studies (Horowitz etal.,
2012Klimas etal.,2014)havefocusedonthe optimal AC/RC mix to support surge
operations.

This research creates new knowledge along four dimensions by

A undertaking the first historical synthesisofthe A r m yeéfosts to expand during
thedecadefollowing theterrorist attacksthat occurred on September11,2001

A considering regeneration holistically, identifying multiple policy levers the Army
can use to achieve itstargets
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A conducting an empirical analysis of the limits onthe A r myability to expand
under a variety of external conditions

A identifying the larger policy implications of maintaining the capacity to expand
asnecessary.

How the Report Is Organized

Chapter Two examinesefforts to expand the Army over the past 15years, particularly
the 0Grow the A r myindtiative undertaken in 200792010.Chapter Three lays out the
two different regeneration scenarios we considered, and Chapter Four summarizes the
methodology for analyzing how accession retention, and force mix policies could be
usedto meetregenerationtargetsunder avariety of conditions. Chapter Five presents
key results,and Chapter Sixdiscussesmplications for planning and preparation. Two
appendixessupply additional model results and discussthe sensitivity of our results.






CHAPTER TWO

Efforts to Expand the Army

This chapter provides insights about the A r myabilgty to regeneratein the future by
drawing from the experienceof the 15yearssince September11,2001,with apar-
ticular focus on the factors that limit the speed and scale of regeneration. Although
the chapter toucheson limits imposed by policy and strategy, it primarily explores
the practical limits imposed by thef o r abdity $o handle the strain of providing the
required capacity;A me r i avilimgse8s to servein the military, given the conditions
that obtained atthe time; and the resourcesavailable to induce them to serve.

Research Approach and Sources

This chapter largely representsa synthesis of the secondary literature and available data.
The data are drawn from such diverse sourcesas Army budget justification documents,
Congressional ResearchServicereports, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO), the
Government Accountability Office (GAO), and other sources.Qualitative data, used
mostly toillustrate how key stakeholdersviewed conditions, objectives,and available
options atthetime, aretakenfrom the aforementioned sources,secondaryworks about
thewar, and congressionaltestimony. Note that no single, consistentsourceof publicly
available data describestheAr my 6 s d e pahdcgpaciynThese dataare absolutely
essential however, for quantifying thelimits andthe possibilities for future expansion.
In our assessmenbfthe A r mypdtaential capacity to recruit and retain soldiers,
we focus on severalfactors that previous analyseshad identified asbeing important:
the stateof the economy, the intensity and successof ongoing military operations, eli-
gibility criteria, and recruiting resources!Thus, this chapter is more illustrative than
exploratory; it revealsno new factors and indicates no new theoretical framework. It
does,however, illustrate how thesefactors have played out recently in the real world,
asthe Army undertook unprecedented yet critical initiatives to sustain and increase
capacity under conditions of great stressand uncertainty.

1 Recruiting resources include the number of recruiters, bonuses, and advertising (Kapp, 2002). Also see the
discussion of casualtiesin Asch, Heaton, etal.,2010 We choseto interpret casualtiesasanindicator of how the
war was going at any given time.
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Expanding Capacity

In responseto both changing conditions in theater and domestic concerns,the Army
employed several different but complementary approaches to expand its capacity. First,
it reorganized or rebalancedsothat more of the forcesit had on hand were useful in
ongoing conflicts. Forinstance, it converted air defenseartillery and long-range fires
units, neither of which wasespeciallyimportant in counterinsurgency operations, into
military police and civil affairs units. Second,it concentratedavailable resourcesonthe
fight at hand, drawing military manpower from the generating force to createaddi-
tional operational units. Third, it drew on RCcapacity, mobilizing its membersata
MOB:Dwell ratio of one mobilization year to approximately three yearsin somesort
of 0 d w e dtatus:2beginning with the 2003invasion of Iraq and continuing through
the 2009start of the Afghan 0 s u r Eimally,Ghe Army sought to expand its AC, start-
ing in 2004and continuing through the end of the Grow the Army initiative in 2010.
Throughout the entire 15year period, the Army relied heavily on contractors to pro-
vide logistic support and elementary security. All these measures were necessarynone
were sufficient, in and of themselves.

TheA r myhiterical experiencesuggeststhatits ability to expandishighly sensk
tive to current conditions, including the state of the economy. When economic condi-
tions arepoor, recruiting conditions arefavorable. Forexample, after the 2008financial
crisis, the Army increasedits A C &ige by about 47,000so0ldiers in just three yearsafter
the establishment of the objective, instead of the six yearsfor which it had planned.
TheArmy alsoeasily metits objectivesfor both quantity and quality and had extensive
waiting lists of individuals who wanted to join assoonaspossible.Conversely, in 2006,
unemployment was a mere 4.6 percent nationally, and the Army was able to meetits
accessionobjective only by both vastly increasing recruiting and retention resources
and relaxing eligibility standards.

Another potential limit to the A r myability to expand is the public perception
of the associatedwar or conflict. For example, the A r mye#@pgriencein the FY 20063
2008period was affected both by a stronger economy and lower support for the Iraq
and Afghan wars, making regeneration difficult. First, when the Army started deploy -
ing the RCat or abovethe 1:3MOB:Dwell ratio, it started encountering congressional
resistance.Second,the Army almost never reduced the A C BOG:Dwell ratio below
1:1and, eventhen, not for very long. Third, during thesestronger economictimes, the
Army recruited only about 80,000soldiers per year and that only when it relaxed eli-
gibility standards.However, takenalone,thesepotential external limits arenotindica-
tive of constraints on Army regeneration. During the 15year period examined, the

2 JointPublication 1-02(2015)defines dwelltimeasthe period asoldier spendsbetweentours of involuntary
active duty. Conversely, the time a soldier spendsdeployed overseasin acombat environment is called bootson
ground(BOG)time for an AC soldier and mobilization(MOB) time for areservist. The current BOG:Dwell goal
for AC soldiers is 1:2, and the current MOB:Dwell goal for RC soldiers is 1.5.
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Army and DoD were ambivalent about expansion, had not anticipated the crisis they
faced,and consequently failed to deploy adequateresourceseffectively. Future Army
leadersmay facesimilar inefficiencies and similar limits. Despite potential externaland
internal constraints, better performance is not out of the question if the Army prepares
effectively and deploys the necessaryesourcesin atimely and effective fashion.

Tobetterevaluatethe A r myeg&pgriencesince9/11, we have organized the chap-
ter by key periods we determined reflected different phasesin the Army regeneration
process.

October 200 December 2003: 9/11 Attacks to First End Strength
Increase

This period was defined by both policymaker assumptions about appropriate troop
levels and conflict duration and a favorable climate for expanding Army capacity.
Before Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF)beganin October 2001 there were few, if
any, preexisting assumptions about ground force requirements in Afghanistan. A lim -
ited force of special operations forces, Central Intelligence Agency paramilitary person -
nel, and indigenous Afghan forcesseemingly led to aquick and decisive victory over
the Taliban. Shortly thereafter, in the early stagesof Operation Iraqi Freedom(OIF)
in 2003,U.S.forcesswiftly securedBaghdad,andtheB a 6 a golarnsnént collapsed.
Theserapid successeseinforced Office of the Secretaryof Defenseassumptions that
both conflicts would require modestU.S.troop levelsfor short-term engagementswith
control quickly being turned over to indigenous forces.

However, following the overthrow of Saddam Hu s s eregmi,ssenior DoD
civilian and military leadersdiffered overthemi | i tradeiny & spgpgicembatenvi-
ronment and the troops necessaryto fulfill that role, with DoD civilians taking amore
optimistic view of force requirements and operation duration. 3Even so, policymaker
assumptionsleanedtoward more modesttroop levelsand shorter-term engagement.

In tandem with these assumptions, the Army faced relatively favorable condi-
tions for expanding its capacity. At the beginning of the decade,the Army often strug -
gled to meetits accessionand retention goalsin the face of strong economic growth,
high employment, and other factors (Kapp, 2002).However, the mild 2001reces
sionled to slight increasesin unemployment, reducing private -sectorcompetition for

3 During this period, Iraq war plans went through several iterations, eachwith differing troop levels and time
frames. Although this issueis debatedin secondary sourcesboth contemporaneous with and following the Iraq
war, evidence suggeststhat Secretaryof DefenseDonald Rumsfeld sought to shapelraq war plans at most stages
of the planning process.Thewar plans Rumsfeld proposed emphasized minimizing forcesand shortening deploy -
ments, which observersinterpreted asacrystallization of his vision of asmaller, increasingly streamlined military.

Contrarily, evidencealsosuggestssomecommanders sought additional forcesand longer time lines to ensuresuf-
ficient forcesand capabilities to initiate and maintain postcombat operations.
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labor.4Unemployment rosefrom anaverageof 4.6percentin FY 2001to anaverage
of 6.0percentin FY 2003;in 2003,the unemployment rate peaked at 6.5percentin
June(U.S.Bureau of Labor Statistics[BLS], 2015)Meanwhile, the American public
supported both military efforts in Afghanistan and prospective operations in Iraq. A
Gallup poll found that, asof December2003,71percentof Americans approved of
ouUu.ng.litary action in Af guhdated). Ariothen DecefnbeAf g h a n
2003Gallup poll found that 64 percent of Americans supported the Iraq invasion
and that 65percentapproved 0 otlie way the U.S.hashandled the situation with Iraq
since themajorf i ghti ng ended oil muadped). Propedstyddedlist
in November 2003exceededeven that achieved in November 2001in the immediate
aftermath of the 9/11 attackssApproval for military operations may have remained
high becausethe costsin blood and treasure remained low during this period. By the
end of FY 2003,U.S.forces had suffered only 341deathsfrom hostile action (Defense
Manpower Data Center [DMDC], 2011).Casualties in these conflicts remained low.
In short, economic headwinds against recruiting abated somewhat, and the conflicts
for which the Army had to generatemanpower were relatively popular.

The Army did not rely solely on afavorable climate. In what would becomea
common approach to meeting demand, both DoD and Congressauthorized end
strength increasesfor the Army AC.60n September14,2001,President GeorgeW.
Bush signed Executive Order 13223(Bush, 2001),declaring a national emergency.As
part of Executive Order 13223 President Bushinvoked his statutory authority under
a state of emergency to suspend certain constraintson personnel management and
delegated that authority to the Secretary of Defense.He also waived restrictions on
end strength.”As will be seen,DoD made sparing use of this authority. Additionally,
President Bushinvoked his partial mobilization authority under 10USC 12302to tap
into the RC generating force. Under these authorities, in November 2003, Congress
authorized amodest permanent AC end strength increaseof 2,400for the Regular
Army. Two months later, Secretaryof DefenseRumsfeld used his delegated authority

4 According to economists, the 2001recessionbeganin March 2001for many reasons,including the bursting of
the 1990¢echnology bubble, and continued through November 2001(Kliesen, 2003;Langdon, McMenamin,
and Krolik, 2002).

5 SeeCommission on the National Guard and the Reserves2008,Table 1.8,p. 77.

6 In passingthe National DefenseAuthorization Act for FiscalYear2004(Public Law 108-136)in November
2003,Congressauthorized amodest permanent end strength increaseof 2,400for the Army AC. Two months
later, Secretaryof Defense Rumsfeld authorized an additional temporary end strength increaseof 30,000for the
Army AC.

T Section4 of Executive Order 13223permits the Secretaryof Defenseto exercisepresidential authority under
10U.S.Code (USC) 123(suspension of laws related to promotion, involuntary retirement, or separation of
military commissioned officers), 123a(waiver of annual statutory end strength capsfor military personnel), 527
(authority to suspend authorized end strengths and distributions in grade for general officers, flag officers, and
commissioned officers above lieutenant colonel), and 12006(authority to suspend authorized strengths and dis-
tribution in grade for commissioned officers and reservegeneral and flag officers in active status).
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to establishatemporary end strength increaseof 30,000for the Regular Army. The
RCwasmobilized for operations both inside and outside the continental United States;
by 2003,RCusagerateshad exceededthoseduring the 1991Gulf War.eBoth Presk
dent Bushand PresidentBarackObamaannually renewed the provisions of Executive
Order 13223 enabling the A r myconsinued reliance on end strength waivers and RC
mobilization.

The Army also increased somerecruiting and retention resourcesslightly. The
number of recruiters for the Regular Army rosefrom 5,156in FY 2001to 6,367in
FY 2002but fell backto 6,078n FY 2003(CBO,2006 p. 9). The number of enlist-
ment incentives for contracts signed with non dprior -service recruits rose slightly
between FY 2001and FY 2002but fell in FY 2003(Figure 2.1).

In this climate and with these measures, the Regular Army was able to exceed
not only its recruitment goalsin terms of quantity and quality but alsoits retention

Figure 2.1
Enlistment Incentives and Average Incentive Amounts
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8 Between1992and 2001,RC forces performed an averageof 40days of duty per year, including training
days and support for operational missions;in 2002 that number exceeded80days on average;and in 2003t
exceeded 120 days (GAO,2004).
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goals.In FY 2003 the Regular Army achievedanend strength of 499,000including
overstrength and personnelaffected by stop lossagainstanauthorized end strength of
480,000In numbers, it recruited 74,132soldiers against agoal of 73,800.n terms
of quality, the recruits exceededDoD goalsof 90percentof them being high school
diploma graduatesand 60percentof them having above-averagescoreson the Armed
ForcesQualification Test(AFQT): 94 percentof Army recruits had high school diplo -
mas,and 71percentscoredaboveaverageonthe AFQT (FM&C, 2004,p.5). These
results were a slight improvement fi at least in terms of recruit quality i over those
for FY 2001.In that year,the Army met its goal for having 90percent of its recruits
have high schooldiplomas, and 63percentof the recruits scoredaboveaverageon the
AFQT (Kapp, 2002,Table2,p.4).The Regular Army exceededits retention goalsin
FY2003by slightly higher margins than it hadin FY2001aswell. °Thus,the Regular
Army was able to achieve a modest improvement over its precrisis recruiting perfor -
manceunder favorable conditions, enabling it to maintain approximately the samesize
and quality it had achieved by the beginning of the decade.

A less-popular force management option during this time was stop loss. 2 Stop
losshasexisted since1984and hasbeenusedin previous conflicts. It includes skill -
basedstop loss,intended to retain personnel with critical skills; unit-basedstop loss,
intended to maintain unit strength and integrity; and stopmovement, which precludes
the lossof unit personnel becauseof reassignmentorders (Henning, 2009,p. 2).All
servicesused stop lossduring OEFand OIF, but the Army relied the most on the prac-
tice. On September 24,2001,Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld delegated his stoploss
authority tothe headsof the military departments, making it easierfor them to usethis
tool in the ways that bestsuited an individual s e r v needs.0 s

Although the Army grew modestly during this period, this growth took placein an
environment of certain DoD assumptions and stakeholder resistanceto other available
policy options for Army generation. As mentioned previously, although recruiting and
retention conditions were favorable, DoD felt no needto significantly enlarge the Army
during this period becauseof assumptions that force requirements would be modest.

Additionally, a return to conscription,al s o known aundet theeSelertveg a f t 6

ServiceAct, was undesirable and not seriously consideredby civilian or military leaders.
Secretaryof DefenseRumsfeld and other senior DoD leaderspreferred the All -Volunteer
Forceto conscription and would not consider the latter asan option. In 2003,Represen
tatives Charles Rangel of New York and JohnConyers of Michigan introduced legisla-

9 ComparetheFY2001reenlistment ratesin Kapp, 2002 Table11,p. 23,with thoserecorded in thetable
entitted 0 P e r f o rMetam Actve Enlisted Retention G o a in Office of the Under Secretaryof Defense
(Comptroller) (OUSD[C]), 2003, p. 374.

10 stoplossis a DoD force-managementtool permitting the servicesto temporarily halt all voluntary separations
and retirements during wars and national emergencies.The practice requires enlisted service membersto stayin
servicebeyond their contracted separation date. It doesnot apply to officers becausethey do not have established
separation dates. Authority for stop lossis codified in 10USC 12305.Seealso Henning, 2009.
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tion to reinstate the draft, but it died in the House asaresult of an overwhelming lack of
support, with 402representativesvoting againstthe measure.Although Gallup and Pew
ResearchCenter polls show aslight uptick in public support for the draft immediately
following 9/11, that support peaked at 20percentand quickly waned (see for example,
Carlson, 2003;Carlson, 2004;Jones,2007;Pew ResearchCenter, 2011).

January 2004December 2006: First End Strength Increase to the Start
of the Grow the Army Initiative

During this period, demand abated somewhat from its 2003peak in terms of absolute
numbers, but stresson the force increased.It becameapparent, however, that evenwith
aslight drop, demand would continue at elevatedlevelsfor quite sometime. Army
strength in Iraq roseto approximately 150,000n September2003and hovered between
100,000and 132,00thereafter. Meanwhile, military strength in Afghanistan rose
from about an average of 10,400in FY 2003to an average of 20,4000f FY 2006, 0f
which 17,100were Army (seeDMDC, undated).!:The Army also reachedthe limits of
its capacity. Throughout this period, the Army deployed RegularArmy soldiersataratio
of 1:1far lower than the establishedBOG:Dwell goal of oneyear deployed to two years
basedat home station (Bonds, Baiocchi,and McDonald, 2010,p. 54). Operational
demandswere quite high relative tothe A r m ya@agiable operational capacity.

DoD assumptions regarding the time and troop levels neededalsobeganto shift.
Forexample,the February 2006QuadrenniaDefens®eviewReporbpenedwith the
statement:0 T HJeited Statesisanation engagedin what will bealongw a r(#oD,
2006 p.v). This signaled that Secretaryof DefenseRumsfeld, and DoD, recognized
the wars in Afghanistan and Iraqandtheo G| oWaadnT e r rlikely dvould not
beconcluded in the nearfuture. The 2006QuadrenniaDefens&eviewRepori{DoD,
2006)alsoendorsed apermanent Army force structure of 70BCTs,anumber later
deemedtoo small in afall 2006revised analysis of global strategic BCT requirements
(see U.SHouse of Representatives,2007a,p. 4).12

In response to the actual and anticipated increases in operational demandand
concomitant stresson the force,the Army undertook anumber of initiatives. A modu-
lar transformation wasthe centerpieceofits effort. Themodular transformation aimed
to render Army forces more employable by restructuring the A r mydivision -based
force to one organized around BCTs.The Army increased the number of maneuver
brigades, in part by making them smaller; eachBCT had two maneuver battalions, in
contrastto the three maneuver battalion brigadesthat they replaced. Closely allied to

I See also Belasco, 2009able 1,p. 9.

12 |n December2006,the House Armed ServicesCommittee releasedits own defensereview, raising questions
about the adequacyof 70Army BCTs(seeHouse Armed ServicesCommittee, 2006 pp. 71872).
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themodular transformation wasrebalancing,in which the Army increasedthe number
of units for which demand washigh relative tothe available supply i infantry, military

police, civil affairs, and intelligencefi at the expenseof unit types for which demand
was anticipated to be lowfi air defense artillery and long -range fires.23In testimony
before the Senate Armed Services Committee, thedArmy Chief of Staff GEN Peter
J.Schoomakerassertedthat this modular transformation would 0 ncreasethe combat
power of the active component by 30percent aswell asthe size of the A r myobesall
pool of available forcesby 60p e r ¢ €Sohbadnaker,2005,p. 22).

Although modular transformation and rebalancing helped the Army  grow, similar
opportunities toincreasecapacity through reorganization may not bepresentin future
circumstances.Thus, we focus on measuresundertaken to sustain capacity while the
modular transformation and rebalancing were under way. Theseenabling measures
included drawing onthe generatingf o r miét@rs manpower, relying on RCcombat
power, and temporarily increasing the end strength by 30,000Army soldiers. We dis-
cusseachof theseenabling efforts in the succeedingparagraphs.

Drawing on the Reserve Components

The Army drew onthe generatingf o r miétérys manpower both to increasethe size
of operating forces and to meet immediate operational requirements for additional

staff officers, trainers, and similar functions. The former objective was to be accom
plished by converting military positions in the generating force to civilian positions,

with aplanned conversion of 11,000Regular Army billets over time (Harvey and
Schoomaker,2005 p. 18).By the end of FY 2006 the Army had converted 9,600
suchbillets.“The Army alsodrew on the generating force to fill billets in contin-
gency headquarters, suchaswhen Multinational Force dlraq hastily assembled training

teamsunder the direction of the newly established Multinational Security Transition

Command dlrag.2°At the end of the conversion, thesebillets were backfilled with either
contract employees or government civilians.

3 Thedivision -basedstructure was optimized to generatecombat power for large-scaleconventional operations.
Adi v i sstruztaré achieved economiesof scalewith regard to key enablersii suchasintelligence, surveillance,
and reconnaissance;military police; fires; and logisticsfi which could be concentrated in support of committed

maneuver brigades. In the distributed battlespacethat characterized operations in Irag, Afghanistan, and antici-
pated operational environments, in which almost all maneuver elementswere continuously committed, achiev-
ing such economiesof scalewas unlikely. Ergo, the Army neededto createmore enablersto support committed
maneuver elements. The Army hasdescribed its modular transformation and associatedinitiatives in its annual
posture statementsince2004(seeBrownlee and Schoomaker,2004) For more on the modular transformation
and supporting measures,seeDonnelly, 2007 ,and Brown, 2011 ForanassessmentseeJohnsonetal.,2012.

1 Seed Mi | itdGivilian Co n v e r sanimformation paper in Harvey and Schoomaker,2006,Appendix J.
Seealsoasimilar document in Harvey and Schoomaker,2007,Addendum Q.

55 wright and Reese2008,pp. 4563458, provides examplesof how the Army relied on manpower from the
generating forcetofill advisor billets in Multinational Security Transition Command dlraq early in thewar.
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RCforcesprovided anunprecedentedil atleastsincethe Korean Warfi share of
the A r mydeéptoyed forcesduring this period. The USAR and the ARNG mobilized
anaverageof 122,65Zoldiersin FY 2004and 119,433n FY 2005 ,although the aver-
age declined significantly in FY 2006, t088,058 (sed-M&C , 2005a,p. 14;FM&C,
2006a,p. 14;FM&C, 2007a,p. 15)RC units provided the full range of combat
and combat service support capabilities in counterinsurgency operations in Iragq and
Afghanistan, and several ARNG maneuver brigades conducted counterinsurgency
operations in Iraq.

Figure 2.2details the use of involuntary mobilizations of the USAR and ARNG
to meet operational requirements over the 200162009period, in which dramatic
increases tookplace.

A reserveunit deployment included ayearof deployment and additional time for
training and other activities to prepare for deployment. Preparatory time ranged from
about three to sixmonths, with maneuver brigadesrequiring the mosttime to prepare
for conducting counterinsurgency operations (Klimas et al., 2014,p. 5). This level of
mobilization brought the R C M©B:Dwell ratio to 1:3(Defense Science Board2007,

Figure 2.2
Army RC Members on Active Duty from September 2001 to June 2009 in Support of
Operations Noble Eagle, Iraqgi Freedom, and Enduring Freedom
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6 FY 2004mobilization figures are taken by subtracting the average of reported monthly strengthsfi which do
not include mobilized reservistsii from the annual averagetotal, which includes mobilized reservists. In subse
quent years, these tables list mobilized man-years.
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p. 23).Note that the 1:3ratio alsowasthe objective for Regular Army forces,should
demand ever decline to manageablelevels (Harvey and Schoomaker,2006,p. 10)¥

Thehigh level of RCusestressedthe USARand ARNG and appearedto approach
the limits of congressional tolerance. Part of the strain was imposed by statute, or at
leastby its interpretation. In 2005,LTG JamesHelmly, chief of USAR, testified before
the Military Personnel Subcommittee of the House Armed Services Committee that
the RCwas running out of soldiers it could deploy under the current partial mobiliza -
tion authority. Helmly and other witnessesnoted that the existing partial mobilization
authority limited s o | d cumuladiv@ mobilization timef and, by extension, that of
unitsii to 24months. This interpretation constrained the supply of RCforceseven
more than might be immediately apparent. A soldier who had been mobilized for a
y e a depleyment plus a period of predeployment training could not then be remo-
bilized for another 12-month deployment, because he would exceed the 24 cumula
tive month limit well beforeit was done. GEN Richard Cody, the Army Vice Chief
of Staff, noted that the 1953statute on partial mobilization authority was somewhat
vague with respect to total mobilization time. He asked rhetorically, 0 idto e ssayd t
when do you resetthe clock. Isit two years,three years,four yearsorfivey e a r(49.8. 6
House of Representatives, 2005pp. 13015).

While Army leadersfi including the leadersof the RCi were primarily con-
cerned about statutory limitations on mobilization, Congressfi along with somein
the RCi was concernedabout the stresson RC soldiers and leadersand the potential
breachof the implicit contract between the nation and its reservists. At the aforemen-
tioned hearinghent i t |l ed 0The Ad e g ufaReyesantativeAlohmKlineFor ¢ e ¢
of Minnesota related the following anecdote:

Last year we had alittle discussion where the adjutant General from Minnesota,
General Shellito, cameout and talked to some of us and he said very bluntly that
his soldiers, his national guard [sic] soldiers, did not enlistin the active Army, that
they enlisted in the national guard and they are proud to servethere. They are
proud to becalled up and serve,but they d i d enfistin the active Army and they
cannot be called upon to be continually called up. And it appearedto me that we
were hearing amessagethat said the strain is getting very heavy on the members
of the guard, their families and their employers. (U.S.House of Representatives,
2005,p. 21).

LTG StevenBlum, chief of the National Guard Bureau, had previously acknowl-
edgedthat 0 t hagional guard [sic]isnotin crisis, but it issignificantly st r et ¢ h e d ¢
(U.S.House of Representatives, 2005 p. 12).Forthe most part, Blum and other high -
level RCleaderswere concernedabout obtaining more resourcesand greater flexibil -

171t should beremembered, however, that the idea of rotational commitment of Army forceswas just beginning
to take hold at this time.
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ity with respectto mobilization authority. Lower echelonsmay have beenmore con-
cernedaboutthe stressonRCsoldiers. Certainly, their representativeswere.In aSenate
Armed ServicesCommittee hearing later that year, SenatorCarl Levin expressedthe
same concerns, albeit somewhatmore forcefully:

The only way that we have beenable to meetour troop requirements in Iraq and
Afghanistan isby mobilizing the overextended National Guard and ReservesThis
hasbeendone atagreatcostto them, their families, and our communities. Gov-
ernors areconcernedabout whether they will have National Guard personnel and
equipment to respond to natural disasters. We continue to hear from employers
about the adverseimpact on small businessesand self-employed National Guard
and Reserve members. Finally, some are wondering if the National Guard and
Reserveswill beready the nexttime they areneeded.In amemorandum to the
Army Chief of Staff, the Chief of the Army Reservessaidthat 0 T hAemy Reserve
isadditionally in grave danger of being unable to meettheir other operational
requirements, including thosein named operational plans and continental United
States(CONUS) emergencies,and is rapidly degeneratinginto abrokenf or ce . 0

The Chief of the National Guard Bureau recently stated that 6 Myconcernis that
the National Guard will not beaready forcethe nexttime it isneeded,whether
here at home ora b r o ®dr ou&rreliance on the Guard and Reserve may have
severelyimpacted them aseffective military units. (U.S.Senate2005,p. 4)

That level of concernled to the 2005establishment of the Commission on the
National Guard and the Reserveand the initiation of a DefenseScienceBoard study,
Deployment of Members of the National Guard and Reserve in the @G¥albah Ter
rorism(DefenseScienceBoard, 2007;Commission on the National Guard and the
Reserves,2008).

Yetfor all this concern,the RCdid not actually 0 b r eia &ymeaningful sense
ofthe word, and Congressdid not withhold support for their further mobilization and
deployment. Inahearingono A d e g wfdkny F o r ¢ @eseratBlum affirmed that,
if properly resourced,the ARNG could sustain having 25percent of its force commit -
ted indefinitely, apercentageequivalent to the 1:3MOB:Dwell ratio atwhich they
were operating (U.S.House of Representatives,2005,p. 22).Operating at this tempo
for about three yearsii the period of highest use between the end of 2003and the end
of 20061 approached, but did not reach,the limits of the R C @apacity to sustain
operations or congressionalwillingness to support its continued mobilization.

Increasing Army Size: Headwinds in Recruiting and Retention Efforts

The other major Army initiative wasincreasing the sizeof the Regular Army. Thecon-
ditions under which it tried to accomplish that increase,however, were substantially
more challenging than thosethat had obtained in the previous period. Thewarsin Iraq
and, to alesserextent, Afghanistan started going poorly. Casualtiesmounted; deaths
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in Irag and Afghanistan climbed to atotal of 2,575by the end of 2006(DMDC,

2015a)As the war deteriorated, public support eroded. By December2006,53percent
of respondentsto aGallup poll concluded that it had beenamistake to sendtroops
to Iraq in the first place, a substantial increasefrom the 42 percentwho thought soin

January 2004and the 23 percentwho had disapproved of the invasion in March 2003
( 0| ruadated). At the same time, the economy continued to improve. Unemploy -
ment declined from its 2003averageof 6.0percentto 4.6percentby the end of 2006
(BLS,2014).Concurrent with thesefactors, propensity to enlist declined, from 15per-
centfor all young peoplein May 2004to 10percentin June2006(Commission onthe
National Guard and the Reserves,2008).The Army faced substantial headwinds just
in terms of maintaining the forcethat it had, let aloneincreasingits size.

Under theseconditions, the Regular Army struggled to maintain its end strength
ataround 500,000soldiers. End strength in FY 2003had risen rapidly to 499,000,
19,000soldiers more than the authorized end strength of 480,000 (FM&C, 2004,
p. 5).In authorizing the January 2004temporary end strength increaseof 30,000,
Congressrequired it to be achieved by FY 2006.By that time, however, end strength
hadincreasedto only 505,402anincreaseofjustover 6,0000ver threeyears(FM&C,
2007ap. 6). Tosomedegree,the modestmagnitude of this increasemay have owed
something to the A r myréuctanceto alter its long-term program for temporary
expansion. The 2004National DefenseAuthorization Act, which had authorized the
increasein endstrength, had initially stipulated that the Army pay for any end strength
over and abovethe A r mypérmanent end strength authorization of 482,400at least
in part, by reallocating funds from other purposes (CBO, 2006).

The Army alsoencountered difficulties in recruiting and retention efforts. It
struggled to meetits accessiongoals, missing its goal for FY 2005by more than 6,000
soldiers. It alsofell somewhat short of its quality goals: The DoD goal wasii and
remainsfi that 90percentof recruits have high schooldiplomas, but in 2005,only
87 percent of recruits had this credential (FM&C, 2006ap. 7). The Army was able
to achieveanumeric goal of 80,000accessionsn FY 2006 but only atthe expenseof
reducing quality still further. Only 81percentof accessionshad high schooldiplomas;
only 61percentscoredin CategoriesldlllA of the AFQT (FM&C, 2007a,pp. 687).
The Army alsorelaxed standards with regard to age,conduct, and physical condition,
granting waivers to nearly 20percent of new recruits (Kapp and Henning, 2008;U.S.
House of Representatives, 2007bp. 8).

Another indicator ofthe A r mydifisulty in recruiting wasthe sizeofits delayed
entry pool (DEP). The DEP consistsof soldiers who sign acontract in one year to
enlist the next; this is useful for maintaining the flow of recruits into the training
base. The Army normally prefers to maintain a DEP of approximately 35percent of
its accessiongoal. At the beginning of FY 2005,however, the DEPfell to 18percent
of they e a acéessiongoal. In FY 2006,it fell further, to 12percent (Kapp, 2006;
Kapp and Henning, 2008).We should note, however, that this drop aloneis not indic -
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ative of Army recruiting shortfalls; the Army instituted a0 q u 5 & kbprius program

providing incentives to recruits to enterserviceimmediately. This bonusprogram may
have increasedthe number of recruits entering immediately at the expenseof meet-
ing DEP goals (Kapp, 2006). Retention also initially suffered but recovered rapidly.

In 2004 the Army fell short of retention goalsfor initial term, midcareer, and career
soldiers. In 2005,the Army achieved or exceededthesethree goals. By FY 2006,it
did sosubstantially, exceedingretention goals by almost 14 percent (OUSDIC], 2005;
OUSDIC], 2006).

TheA r myrécwiiting and retention difficulties were not confined to the Regular
Army; both the ARNG and USAR struggled to maintain end strength, accessionand
retention targets. The ARNG finished FY 2004with almost 8,000fewer soldiers than
its authorized end strength of 350,000The shortage increasedto 17,000in 2005;then,
end strength climbed to alittle more than 346,000FM&C, 2005cp. 5;FM&C,
2006¢p. 5;FM&C, 2007cp. 6). USAR strength declined rapidly from 204,000
in FY 2004to about 189,000n FY 2005 then remained at that level through the
remainder of the period (FM&C, 2005b,pp. 105811;FM&C, 2006b,p. 9;FM&C,
2007b,p. 10).

Recruiting and retention conditions had become unfavorable, but decisions to
reducethe A r myrécmiiting forcein 2003and 2004exacerbatedproblems in 2005.
SinceFY 2002the Army had steadily decreasedthe number of recruiters, from apeak
of 6,367to a relative nadir of 5,109in FY 2004 (CBO, 2006, p. 9). However, the
Army neededthe midgrade noncommissioned officers (NCOs) in its recruiting forceto
accomplishits plan to increasethe sizeof operating forcesby drawing manpower from
the A r mygénerating force. According to arecruiting command official, the plan had
beeneven more drastic. Plannershad assumedthat the conditions underpinning the
Ar mys@cgessn recruiting in FYs2002and 2003would continue and had planned
to reduce the number of recruiters to about 4,900.The February 2004decision to
increasethe accessiongoal to 80,000gave manpower planners relatively little time to
prepare for theincreasedmission. Army officials hadtoidentify the additional recruit-
ers,divert them from their intended assignments,and getthem trained and to thefield
with very little notice. The Army restored its recruiting force to 5,953in FY 2005.The
recruiting force for the RCfollowed similar patterns. In all casesjt proved difficult to
recover from opportunities lostin FY 2004and reflected in the reduced DEP 18

Torestore accessions andetention to the levels required to sustain the force at
the desired end strength, the Army substantially increased recruiting and retention
resources.In addition to the increasedrecruiting force,the Army expanded both the
eligibility for enlistment and retention bonusesand the amounts of those bonuses.For
example,the maximum enlistment bonusdoubled in FY 2006for selectedoccupa-

18 U.S.Army Recruiting Command official, telephoneinterview with M. WadeMarkel, May 5,2015and CBO,
2006, p.9. See also Note 8 in Kapp and Henning,2008.
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tions (CBO, 2006,p. 7). Total Regular Army enlistment and reenlistment bonuses (in
terms of constant FY 2015dollars) increasedfrom $348million in FY 2003to more
than $1.3billion in FY2006.As shown earlier, in Figure 2.1,the number of contracts
signed with nondprior -servicerecruits surged between FYs2003and 2006.The share
of thesecontracts that included anincentive went from 49percentin FY 2003to
67 percentin FY 2006,and the averageincentive value more than doubled. RC selec
tive reserveretention incentives increasedfrom $216million to $984million over that
sameperiod. °*Expanded eligibility criteria made more soldiers eligible for bonuses.

January 200gDecember 2010: Duration of the Grow the Army
Initiative

Thelraq surgebeganin 2007Byy e aend, Army forcesthere had increasedfrom
119,500 138,500Army forces committed to Afghanistan increasedby almost 4,000
soldiers aswell, to 19,200All told, the Army had about 158,000soldiers deployed to
both conflicts by y e a @n@. $hroughout the remainder of the period, Army strength
in Iraq declined, while the number of soldiers deployed to Afghanistan increased.By
September2010deployed Army strength had fallen to about 123,00Gsoldiers, still
higher than it had beenin 2004(DMDC, undated). Maintaining that level of strength
in thefield required the Regular Army to maintain aBOG:Dwell ratio of about 1:1.3,
with the RCremaining slightly below 1:3(U.S.Senate,2009p. 7).

Justasimportant, Army and defenseleadershad cometo believethis level of
commitment representedad n emwo r mia What Acting Secretaryof the Army Pete
Gerencalled 0 aaraofpersistentc o n f &thiscanfirmation hearing in June2007
(U.S.Senate 2007 p. 710).The 2008edition of Field Manual 3-0,Operationsdefined
the period asone 0 opfotracted confrontation among states,nonstate,and individual
actors increasingly willing to use violence to achieve their political and ideological
e n d (&iéld Manual 3-0,2008,0 F o r e w tnreatly2pQ7the Army Chief of Staff,
General Schoomaker,envisioned providing between 18and 19BCTsannually, along
with other capabilities. By2011Army Regulation (AR) 52529,2011p. 3,statedthat
the Army had 6 torpsheadquarters (HQ), 5division HQs, 20BCTs,and approxi -
mately 90K [thousand] e n a b | agotakfqraz of about 170,000Actual demand never
reachedtheselevels, but they reflect the shift in contemporary thinking of key Army
decisionmakers.

The measureson which the Army had embarked to meet this demand in 20043
2006largely reachedfruition in this period. In 2010the Army reported that it had

19For FY 2003 figures, see FM&C, 2005a, pp85, 89; FM&C, 2005c, p. 83; FM&C, 2005b, pl05. For
FY 2006figures, seeFM&C, 2007app. 86,89;FM&C, 2007bp. 110;FM&C, 2007cp. 86.Dollar estimates
were converted into constant FY 2015dollars using the operation and maintenancedeflators from OUSD(C),
2014, Table 5-6.
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accomplished 88 percent of its modular transformation (McHugh and Casey, 2010,
p. 11).Efforts to transfer military billets from the generating force to the operational
Army waned in this period but did not reverse.The Army continued to rely heavily on
contractors to perform ancillary operational functions, suchaslogistics and site secu
rity, and substantially increasedspending on servicecontractsto replacemilitary man-
power in the generating force. It continued to draw routinely onthe RC,leading to
recognition ofan 0 o p e r a tRCim D@Dl pdlicy. But the centerpieceof the Ar my 6
effort to meetcurrent demand and enablethe Army to do sowithout undue strain was
the Grow the Army initiative. Asin the previous section,we do not addressmodular
transformation sothat we canfocus on the measurestaken to increaseArmy capacity,
particularly the Grow the Army initiative.

Revisiting Transformation of the Generating Force
At thistime, efforts to transfer spacesrom the generating forceto the operational Army
appearedto reachthelimit of the possible.Military -to-civilian conversionswaned asa
growth option, although possibleconversionsmay havereachedtheir outer limits. The
2008Army PostureStatementvas the last to mention military -to-civilian conversions,
noting that about 10,000suchconversionshad beenmade (Gerenand Casey,2008,
p. 13).In 2010,GEN Martin Dempsey, then the commander of U.S.Army Training
and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), wrote aletter tothe Army Chief of Staffindi -
cating that manning shortfalls put T R A D O @fdilisy to executeits core functions at
risk. TRADOC was one of the larger generating force commands and the onethat
depended most heavily on military manpower. TRADOC had prioritized training
over its other functions in the allocation of military manpower, accepting risk with
regard to doctrine and force development functions and relying on contractors to per-
form training when and where possible (GAO, 2011p. 1).By February 2010,Dempsey
had concluded that this temporary expedient was putting T R A D O Cdpabilities at
risk over the long term. The only other large sourcesof military manpower were the
U.S.Army Medical Command and, to alesserextent,the Army ForcesCommand,
where soldiers played the critical role of ensuring the readinessof deploying forces.
TheArmy continued torely onthe RCto provide the forcesrequired overseas
but used fewer reservists. In January of2007,newly appointed Secretary of Defense
Robert Gatespromulgated apolicy expanding accesdothe RC.Ga t mambran-
dum, oUtilization of the Total F o r dn¢éerpreted the partial mobilization aut hor i t y 6
24-month limit on mobilization asapplying to consecutivemonths, rather than cumu-
lative months.20Under the new authority, units could in theory bemobilized for 24
months, demobilized for aday, and then remobilized. Thenew policy tried to softenits
effectby limiting mobilization periods to oneyear. At the sametime, RCmobilization
declined further, from 88,058n 2006to 69,980in 2007 .t briefly roseagain, reach-

D SeeAppendix E,0 Ut i | ioftlefTatabFno r dreDefénseScienceBoard, 2007.
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ing 88,454 before resuming its uninterrupted decline.2:During this period, RCforces
were employed principally in combat support and combat service support roles. For
example,while four ARNG BCTsdeployed to Iraq in FY 2009 they were employed
assecurity forces(FM&C, 2009 ,p. 3).Evenattheselower levels, Army leadersstill
estimated that RCMOB:Dwell continued to hover ataround 1:3,which GEN Peter
Chiarelli confirmed in April 2009 (U.S. Senate, 2009,p. 6).

Over this time, the RCalsobeganto be seenasan essentialpiece of a Total Army
operational force rather than aspart-time 0 b a ¢ ksalgieés. In 2007 key officials and
decisionmakers had expresseddoubt asto how long the RC could maintain this pace
(Commission on the National Guard and Reserves2008,pp. 179180).Within two
years,the RChad proven to outside stakeholdersthat it was capableof functioning as
ano oper arn e 9a RGOS this evolution was formalized in aDoD directive on
0 Ma n a ghe RegerveComponents asan Operational F o r that énvisioned contin-
uous employment of the RCto supplement and complement Regular Army capabilities
and capacity (DoD Directive 1200.172008).Elected officials went from voicing anxi-
ety over operational stressto celebrating the R C Giesw responsibility to0 s u p pogr t |,
ment, and assistour active duty forcesonaroutine and continuing b a s in ¢he véords
of Representative Solomon Ortiz, Chairman of the House Armed Services Commit -
t e S&@bsommittee on Readiness(U.S.House of Representatives,2010,p. 1).

Growing the Army in Changing Circumstances
Secretaryof DefenseG a t etlseidkey decision was to expand, or Grow the Army.
In January 2007,Gatesauthorized anincreaseof 65,000in permanent authorized
AC Army end strength over five years, to a total of approximately 547,000Initially,
the actual increasewas somewhat smaller and left the Army with aneedto grow by
approximately 40,000. The plan at the time was to grow by approximately 7,000per
year, achieving the increaseby the end of FY 2012(FM&C, 2009 p. 4). Tocopewith
continued shortfalls in deploying units, Secretary of Defense Gates and Chief, Joint
Chiefs of Staff ADM Michael Mullen announced asecondGrow the Army Campaign
in July 2009.This campaign would provide atemporary increaseof 22,000in AC end
strength in addition to the goal of anend strength of 547,000Theincreasewould be
phasedin over three yearsbeforeits eventual expiration in 2013(DoD, 2009,p. 8).

Initially, conditions for achieving the increasein the size of the Regular Army
were somewhat daunting. In December2006 the Iraq Study Group releasedits report,
contributing to agrowing sensethat the war was not going well and that a substantial
change in strategy was needed. Its opsening
grave and deteriorati ngop.ViH &ubliclsupmori foratmed B a k
war dropped substantially afterther e p opuldlicatsn. A bipartisan coalition of legis-

2 See the oactual 6 report eld;FM&C,200%aeps12;iFNM&COFMNBE p. 12008 a,
FM&C, 2011ap. 18.
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lators promoted the Iraq Study Group Recommendations Implementation Act of 2007
in anattempt to force achangein U.S.strategy and reducethe U.S.commitment to
the war. The bill ultimately did not becomelaw but may well have had enough sup-
port to passboth housesof Congress(Tama, 2007).In a January 2007Gallup poll,

58percentof Americans surveyed believed the whole effort had beenamistake( 0 | r
undated). Casualties in Iraq and Afghanistan continued to mount, with U.S.forces
suffering another 1,020deathsover the courseof 2006(DMDC, 2015aDMDC,

2015b).In addition, unemployment stood at 4.6 percent (BLS,2014).By June 2007,
propensity to servehad declined to 9 percent(Commission on the National Guard and
Reserves, 2008p. 77).

In 2008 thefinancial crisisimmeasurably improved externalrecruiting and reten-
tion conditions. Unemployment increased, initially to 5.8percent in 2008, then toan
annual averageof 9.6percentin 2010.Meanwhile, the Iraq war seemedto have taken
aturn for the better. By February 2008,40percent of respondentsto a Gallup poll
believedthe 0 S u r ltaé idproved conditions and implicitly improved U.S.chances
of succesy( 0 | ruadated). In 2008,0IF casualtieswere one-third of what they had
beenin 2007 the deadliest single year of that war. By June2010male propensity for
military servicehad rebounded from its December2007nadir to just above 15per-
cent,although it would never reachits post-9/11 high again (seeCarvalho etal., 2010,
Fig. 3-5, pp. 3014).

Internally, the Army also increasedthe resourcesavailable to recruit and retain
soldiers. BetweenFY2007and FY 2009the number of recruiters increasedby more
than 1,00022In terms of constant FY 2015dollars, the Army spentbetween $1.2bil -
lion and $1.3billion on recruiting and retention incentives eachyear from FY 2007to
FY 2009.The number of contractssigned with nondprior -servicerecruits that included
an incentive continued to rise during this period, with 79 percent of these contracts
including an incentive in FY 2009 (Figure2.1).The Army also increased the number
of military occupational specialties (MOSs)for which it offered reenlistment bonuses
from 12to 76,encompassingvirtually the A r myeatise enlisted force (FM&C, 2007a,
pp. 83389; FM&C, 2009,pp. 73380; FM&C, 2010a,pp. 72078; FM&C, 2011a,
pp. 68073; FM&C, 2012, pp. 8@91).

Favorable conditions and strenuous effort enabledthe Army to accelerateits
timetable for growing the force. Originally, the Army had intended to reachits target
of 547,000by the end of FY 2012.In this more favorable environment, the service
exceededthat goal by September2009reaching anend strength of 552,465FM&C,
2011ap. 7).In 2009the Army alsobeganto meetits quality goalsagain,with more
than 95 percent of accessions having a high school diplomai compared with a goal
of 90percentii and 66percentscoringin Categories|dlllA onthe AFQT, compared

ag, o

with agoal of 60percent. The size of the DEP also climbed to 33,000by FY2 0100 s

Z JointAdvertising, Market Research& Studiesdata, provided to authors by Army Marketing ResearchGroup.
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end. Thelarge DEP indicates that the Army might have beenableto recruit still more
had it proved necessaryespeciallyif the quality mix had remained asit had beenin the
200532007time frame. During this period, the Army alsoexceededretention goals
in every year (seeKapp and Henning, 2009,Table5,p. 10).The A r myR& experi-
encedsimilar degreesof succesgseeKapp and Henning, 2009,Tables284, pp. CRS4
to CRS7).In this new environment, the challenge shifted from finding recruits to
accommodating them.

However, the effect on operational capacity may have been less than meetghe
eye.Eventhough the Army attained anend strength of 552,00%0ldiers by the end
of FY 2009 about 30,0000f them were essentially unavailable to fill operating force
units. In April 2009 the Vice Chief of Staffof the Army noted that the Army had

A 9,500wounded warriors assignedtowarrior transition units
A 2,300soldiers working ascadreor health careproviders

A 10,000nondeployable for health, legal, or other reasons

A 10,000individual augmentees(U.S.Senate,2009,p. 6).

Obviously, the 10,00Gndividual augmenteeswere contributing to the war effort.
The salient point is that Army force structure, from which end strength requirements
werederived, did notanticipate orinclude the needfor theseaugmentees.Theproblem
may have been even worse than originally reported. A 2011U.S.Army War College
researchpaper found that nondeployable rates had beenincreasing steadily since at
least2007when 9.9percentofthe soldiersin BCTshad beennondeployable. By2011,
the proportion of nondeployable soldiers in BCTshad reached 14.5percent (Arnold
etal,2011p. 3)8

Sincethen, the Army hasundertaken aggressiveefforts to increasemedical
readiness and decrease the number ofnondeployable soldiers in the ranks. The U.S.
Army Medical Command initiated an integrated campaign plan to identify medical
readinessproblems, treat soldiers who could berestored to duty, and transition those
who could not be restored to deployable status from the service (U.S.Army Medical
Command, 2011 Schoomakeretal.,2011)Concurrently, the tempo of deployments
declined even more steeply. The proportion of nondeployable soldiers remained high
but had declined significantly from its peak (Cox,2015).

3 Clearly, thesenumbers are difficult to reconcile. The Army War College study implicitly indicates that more
than 10,000soldiers would have beennondeployable in 2009,sincethere would have beenaround 150,000
Regular Army soldiersin BCTs(43BCTswith approximately 3,300soldiers each)atthat time, for an estimate
of about 15,000s0ldiers (Arnold etal.,2011)Moreover, non-BCTunits were alsolikely facing challengeswith

nondeployability. The main point hereisthat the Army facedasignificant challenge with nondeployable soldiers
throughout the period.
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From January 2011 Forward: Drawing Down

During this period, the Army found its focus shifting abruptly from maintaining the
force it had built to downsizing. Waning operations in Iraq and the sharp time limi -
tations on the Afghan surge reduced current operational demands for Army forces.
Meanwhile, thec o u n tfiscgl drcumstancesand sequestrationcompelled reducing
the costof A me r i arnaed ferces,principally the Army. Becausepersonnel costsare
alarge portion of defensespending, force sizeneededto comedown aswell. DoD and
administration priorities also had shifted away from the types of operations fueling
Army growth from 2004through 2010.0n January 26,2012,the new DSG stated
that U.S.forces would no longer be sized to conduct large-scale,prolonged stability
operations (DoD, 2012;Shankerand Bumiller, 2012).On January 27,2012 the Chief
of Staff of the Army, GEN Ray Odierno, announced that AC Army end strength
would bereducedby asmany as80,000ersonnelby the endof 2017Odierno, 2012;
Lopez, 2012;Banco, 2013).In July 2013,Secretary of Defense Chuck Hagel sug
gestedthat Army endstrength might bereducedto between420,00Gand 450,000n
the AC and to between 490,000and 530,000n the RC (DoD, 2013).Thesekinds of
reductions were reiterated inthea d mi n i s tF¥ 2015Budget@sidance (Feickert,
2014)Theproblem wasnolonger growing the Army, but reducing it prudently.

During this time, DoD and the Army did not support drastic force reductions
below approximately 450,000active Army end strength. They also expressed con
cernsabout sequestration-level cutsrequiring afurther reduction to 420,000The
Army stated that the 450,000active Army; 335,000ARNG; and 195,000USAR end
strengths constitute thed s ma latceptableforceto implement thedefenses t r at egy 0
(Feickert,2014p. 12 citing Sprenger,2014)and describeda420,000soldier force as
providing 0 i ns ufdad pd dhattd ¢ @ nimpletent [the] defenses t r a (LS y 6
Army, 2014,p. 5,cited in Feickert, 2014).

Beyond Soldiers: Using Contractors to Augment Operational Capacity

Although much of this chapterhasfocusedon Army forces,thereismore to opera-
tional capacity than soldiers and the military formations of which they areapart. From
the outset, the Army augmented its operational capacity in Iraq and Afghanistan with
contractors. Contractors performed avariety of functions, ranging from basicsustain-
ment, such asoperating dining facilities, to providing security ~ for military facilities
and U.S.government personnelfrom other agencies Many in the last category,known
asprivate security contractors, did not actually work under Army contracts but did
perform functions that very well could have fallen to Army personnel had the agency
been unable to contractfor their protection. For the first half of OIF, data on the
number of contract personnel were hard to find. In aletter to Representative Henry
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Waxman, Chairman of the House Government Reform and Oversight Committee,
the Deputy Assistant Secretaryof the Army for Policy and Procurement reported that
the Army had, by itself, 96,130contractors supporting its operations in Iraq (Bal-
lard, 2007)In September2007the U.S.Central Command beganreporting thetotal
number of contractors supporting DoD. Table 2.1depicts the annual figures. In addi-
tion to the number of contractors, the table also reports the total number of military
personneldeployed. While suchcalculationsareinherently problematic, it would have
taken between 235,000and 508,000military servicemembersto produce the same
level of operational capacity ataBOG:Dwell rate of 1:1.

Contract support thus played an indispensable role in providing operational
capacity. However, such support cameat a cost. Someof the costsareintuitive, inher-
entin the perennial triad of waste, fraud, and abuse.Estimatesof waste and fraud
in Iraq and Afghanistan contractsrange ashigh as$60billion, in nominal dollars.
Contractors also have different fiduciary responsibilities; their legal responsibility is to
produce maximum profit for their shareholdersor owners atminimum  risk, not neces
sarily to take whatever stepsare necessaryto accomplish the mission. Sometimesthe
specifications of their contractsmay actually conflict with mission requirements atthe
time (Commission on Wartime Contracting in Irag and Afghanistan, 2011p. 1).For
the most part, assessmentsttributed many of the problems with contract support to
inadequate military capacity for managementand oversight for contracting in acon-
tingency environment (Schwartz and Church, 2013 p. 8;Commission on Wartime
Contracting in Irag and Afghanistan, 2011p. 1).

Table 2.1
Department of Defense Contractors in Afghanistan and Iraq, 2€0713

Total Contract Total Military  Contractors as

Support Personnel a Percentage o
Report Date Afghanistan Iraq Personnel Deployed the Total Force
September 2007 29,473 154,825 184,298 243,740 43
September 2008 68,252 163,446 231,698 222,700 51
September 2009 104,101 113,731 217,832 230500 49
September 2010 70,599 74,106 144,705 202,100 42
September 2011 101,789 52,637 154,426 201,400 43
September 2012 109,654 10,967 120,621 146,712 45
March 2013 107,796 107,796 132,048 45

SOURCES: Numbers of contract support personnel in Afghanistan and Iraq are from Schwartz and
Church, 2013, pp. 225. Numbers of deployed military personnel are from DMDC, undated.



Efforts to Expand the ArnB5

Summary and Conclusion

Thischapterhasderived insights from the A r m yrécenthistorical experienceaboutits
future potential to expand rapidly when called onto do so.That experienceconsistsof
four major periods:

A 9111 through December 2003, when popular support and favorable conditions
enabled the Army to meet relatively modest demands, limited in anticipated
duration if not necessarilyscale

A January 2004 through December 2006, when the Army struggled to anticipate
and meetthe ambiguous demands of anunpopular and worsening war

A January2007through December2010asthe Army expandedits capacity, this
time under favorable conditions, to provide the ability to sustain large-scale
combat operations indefinitely if need be

A January201lonward, asdemand declined, strategy changed,and the Army
began downsizing.

Our key focus aswe examined theseperiods was to identify any limits onthe Ar my & s

ability to expand when called on to do so.That focusinforms the following findings.

Army Capacity Depended Heavily on Conditions

This finding emergesmost clearly from the efforts to increaseRegular Army end
strength but extendsbeyond that context. Civilian and military assumptionsaboutthe
size and scaleof the conflict affect force planning. During the 15yearswe examined,
policymakers shifted from assuming modest force requirements for a smaller-scale con
flict for ashort time to the sizabletroop levelsrequired to conduct two simultane -
ousand protracted conflicts. Also, policymakers assumedthat existing authorities for
expanding Army manpower (e.g.,mobilization authorities, end strength levels, stop
loss)would besufficient to meetpost-9/11 operational demands. Although there was
criticism of somepolicy options used, members of Congressand the public generally
granted policymakers wide latitude in selecting the authorities best suited to meet

operational demands. In future conflicts, the Army may faceeither apermissive or a
restrictive environment for exercising available policy options.

External conditions also affect theability to Grow the Army. When the Irag and
Afghanistan wars were popular and seenas successfufi even if only relative to their
previous trajectoryii maintaining end strength and quality posed no extraordinary chal -
lenges. When the wars becameunpopular and were seen tohave beena mistakeri a
circumstancereflectedin but probably not entirely the result of high casualty ratesi the
Army struggled to provide capacity. Parents,teachers,and otheroi nf |l uencer
their support for military service, and congressional scrutiny heightened, especially with
regard to the useof the RC. The state of the economy also played animportant role:
When unemployment is low, asit was in the 200452006time frame, recruiting and
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retention arehard. When unemployment is high, asit was after 2008 recruiting and
retention become mucheasier.

Conditions govern more than recruiting and retention. Had the war not com-
mencedwith theterrorist attacksof 9/11 and had the Bushadministration notreceived
anelectoral mandate in favor of the useof force againstirag, it might not have beenso
easyto draw on the RCfor solong. The Secretaryof Defensereinterpreted his mobi-
lization authority without consulting Congress.Had the wars begun otherwise, that
option may not have existed. The Army and DoD also depended heavily on contrac-
tors to provide operational capacity, with the number of contractors often equaling
or exceedingthe number of soldiers committed. Had the enemy beenmore capable,
perhapsoperating in more favorable terrain, it might not have beenpossibleto rely on
contract support to that extent, requiring agreatercommitment of military personnel.

Many of these conditions are, however, largely outside the A r myir@rsediate
control. Someof theseconditions may beinevitable, suchasdifficulty adapting to
insurgencies. Military organizations inevitably struggle to recognize the existenceof
insurgenciesand adapt to them. The stateof the economy,which seemsto bethe most
important determinant of the A r myadilsty to expand, falls completely outside the
A r mycongrol. The Army, asan organization, might not be ableto directly influence
public opinion onaparticular war or major operation, but public support may not bea
completely exogenous variable. Several studies have indicated that presidential leader-
ship caninfluence public perceptions of the war to alimited degree(see for example,
Eshbaugh-Soha and Linebarger,2014,and Tedin, Rottinghaus, and Rodgers, 2011)%
Although the Army cannotcontrol the circumstancesthat govern its ability to expand,
it can at least plan realistically for the conditions it may encounter.

TheRegularArmy WasAble to Sustaina BOG:DwelRatio Approachingl:1 More or
Lessindefinitely

Fromthe invasion of Iraq through the end of the Afghan surge, the Regular Army
operated more or lessat a 1:1BOG:Dwell ratio. That is not to say that there were
no problems. Suicide ratesincreased,asdid nondeployability ratesand misconduct.
Moreover, the Army was forced to obligate vast sums of money to provide incentives
for recruiting and retention. For all that, the Army experiencedno dramatic reduction
in effectivenessor efficiency during that time that significantly degraded operational
capability or capacity.

4 These conclusions are tentative, however. EshbaughSona and Linebarger, 2014,indicated that presidential
leadershipfi measured in terms of rhetorical tonefi mostly affects public perception of the president. Similarly,
Tedin, Rottinghaus, and Rodgers, 2011,notesthat public policypreferencesi what should be done about the war
in questionfi are the leastsusceptible to presidential persuasion.
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A 1:3MOB:DwellRatioProbablyRepresentedhe Limit of the Army RCCapacityfor
Operational Support in Extende®perations

In 2004and 2005the Army wasmobilizing closeto 120,00RCsoldiersannually, a
MOB:Dwell ratio reported as1:3.In this context, Congressrepeatedly expressedgreat
concernabout the tempo atwhich the Guard and Reservewere being used; Congress
evenconsideredalaw that would haverequired the Army to provide acertainamount
of dwell time, especially for reservists. Even though Congress did not pass thatlaw,
the averagenumber of soldiers mobilized had dropped by about 50 percent by 2006,
and the levels were even lower in 2007.Subsequently, mobilizations did not increase
much beyond 90,000 Eventhough the Army continued to assesshe MOB:Dwell
rate at 1:3,reduced demands clearly lowered stresson the RC. Thereis probably some
leeway there; Congressdid not forbid DoD to employ ratesabovel:3,andtheo cor r ect 0
MOB:Dwell ratio is still debated. Still, the Army wasno longer attracting unfavorable
attention once demand declined somewhat.

The Regular Army May Have Approached the Limit on Its Ability to Expand in
Unfavorable Conditions Between FY 2004 and FY 2006
During this period, unemployment was low; the wars were unpopular; and the Army
struggled to provide required capacity. As we noted, it was unable to sourcearequest
for forcesfor Afghanistan in 2005.Congresswas scrutinizing the employment of
reserveforces,and the Army struggled to expand by 6,000soldiers over three FYs;
Army end strength had reached 499,000by the end of FY 2003.1t fell short of its
accessiontarget in FY 2005by almost 7,000soldiers, and retention fell below tar-
getsinitially. The Army was ableto meetrecruiting and retention targets by lavishing
enlistment and reenlistment bonuseson recruits and soldiers and by reducing quality
standards for accessionsThe small size of the DEP might indicate that the Army had
little headroom for increasing sizeunder good economicand poor strategicconditions.
Tothe extentthat the foregoing description forms areasonablesetof assumptions for
the future, the Army may only beableto recruit up to 80,000soldiers annually under
such conditions, with the recruits representing alower -quality mix.
Nevertheless,someindications suggestthat this apparent limit may not beabso-
lute. First,accessionsvell above100,00Gvere common beforethe previous drawdown,
in the 1980s.Second, contemporary observers believed that the Army had incurred
someof the risk through its own mistakes, reducing its recruiting force just when
it becameneeded.Eventhe small DEPis attributable to the structure of enlistment
incentives. 0 Q u ischki bpriusesrewarded immediate enlistment, but there was no
comparable incentive to join awaiting list. Third, it seemsclear that Army and DoD
officials were loath to expand the Army substantially. Had the Army fully exploited
its authority to increaseend strength, it would have hadto find the funds elsewherein
its base budget, forcing direct conflict between short- and long-term pri orities. Con-
sequently, the Army might have beenreluctant to divert resourcesfrom the other pri -
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orities to recruiting and retention. Had those activities received the samepriority that
they did in 2007and afterward, it isnot inconceivable that the Army would have been
ableto increaserecruiting to adegree.Yeteventhough the Army may have beenable
toimprove its performance, that performance probably representsareasonablepoint of
comparison for future estimates.

The Army Could Probably Expand More Than It Did Between FY 2007 and FY 2009
Under Favorable Conditions

Conversely, even though the Army accomplished its objective for end strength growth fi

to 547,001 earlier thaninitially planned, it might have beenabletodo evenbetter

had it wanted to. The GreatRecessiorpresentedauniquely favorable setof conditions,

as unemployment skyrocketed. Including recruits entering the DEP,the Army was
signing contracts with more than 100,000 recruits annually 2 The economic picture
alsoallowed the Army to raise quality standards, limiting intake. Had the Army not
beguntorestrict eligibility criteria, it might well have securedevenmore recruits.

The Army Had to Relax Eligibility Standards to Increase Capacity in Unfavorable
Conditions

After failing to achieveits accessionobjectivein FY 2005,the Army deployed sub-
stantial resourcesto recover from the shortfall. It deployed additional recruiters and
increased enlistment and reenlistment bonuseshby nearly 60 percent. Even so, it met
its FY 20060bjective only by acceptingasubstantially reduced proportion of high
schoolgraduatesand candidateswho scoredin CategoriesIdlllA onthe AFQT and by
acceptinganincreasedproportion of soldiers with moral and other waivers. Reduced
levels of quality continued through FY 2008,until the Great Recessionthat beganin
2008had its full effect. It is possible,however, that quality levels could have remained
high hadthe Army offered larger financial incentives. Looking forward, only the most
favorable circumstancesfrom arecruiting and retention perspective promise to allow
the Army to increase accessions substantially and maintain quality simultaneously,
unlessmuch higher financial resourcesare allocated to theseefforts.

Wars End; Demand Declines

When the Army expanded, it did so based on the assumption that the Army would
haveto maintain high levelsof operational commitment indefinitely. Thatassumption
undoubtedly informed theforce mix and the kinds of incentives offered to recruits and
reenlistees,among other things. Yet, asthe wars declined, sodid support for alarger
Army, asit hasafter every war the United Stateshasfought.

5 Data provided to authors by Army Marketing Research Group.



CHAPTER THREE

Regeneration Scenarios

This chapter describesthe regeneration scenarioswe usedin our analysis. It explains
the rationale for their adoption and the underlying analysis. Thesescenariosareillus -
trative only. In reality, the actual speedand scaleof regeneration required will depend
on the nature of the contingency for which forcesare being raised.

Wefocusedon scenariosrequiring rapid expansionto meetthe demands of large-
scale, protracted contingency operations of approximately the same scaleas those
in Irag and Afghanistan since9/11. Wedid sofor three reasons.First, thesearethe
kinds of contingency operations for which the 2012DSG proposed regenerationfi or
0r ever siiaba Hedge(pod, 2012).Second, using these scenarios enabled the
researchteam to compare results against historical experience,making it possible to
identify relevant variables and to reconsider assumptions. Third, in contrast to cur-
rent planning scenariosusedin D o D support to strategicanalysis,theseexamplesare
unclassified, allowing wider dissemination of the resulting analyses.

The research team developed twomajor scenarios, basing themon alternative
force structure and end strength options articulated in Army policy documents. Both
scenarios presuppose a largescale conventional conflict followed by a large -scale,long-
term counterinsurgency effort. Both scenariospresupposeaperiod of five yearsfrom
the onsetof conflict until the lastunit is available for employment. A previous RAND
study found that most insurgencies last about ten years;the Army should be able to
generatethe strength to prevail by about the halfway point (Connableand Libicki,
2010,p. xii). The scenariosdiffer with respectto their starting conditions. Thefirst
scenarioisanexpansionfrom anArmy with anauthorized Regular Army end strength
of 450Kand atotal end strength acrossall three componentsof 980K,which wasthe
A r mypdeterred target for the drawdown (McHugh and Odierno, 2015p. 2).The
secondscenarioinvolves anexpansionfrom aRegular Army end strength of 420Kand
atotal end strength of 920K, which were the A r mytdigetsif sequestrationremained
in effect (McHugh and Odierno, 2014,p. 2)1Table 3.1depicts theseend strength
options.

1 The 2015posture statement does not discuss thisoption.
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Table 3.1

Army End Strength Options Considered
Component 980K Option 920K Option
Regular Army 450,000 420,000
Army National Guard 335,000 315,000
Army Reserve 195,000 185,000
Total 980,000 920,000

SOURCES: McHugh and Odierno, 2014; McHugh and Odierno,
2015.

Estimating Required Operational Capacity

In developing these scenarios, we postulated that the Regular Army would have to
expand to adegreethat enabledthe Army asawhole to produce the sameamount
of capacity asit did atthe end of FY 2009 when it reachedits targetsfor expansion
under the Grow the Army campaign.2Operational capacity is a function of available
end strength; the number of soldiers in the transients, trainees, holdees,and students
(TTHS) account who are unavailable for deployment; the number committed to the
A r mygénerating force,alsoassumedto beunavailable for deployment; and the force
managementpolicies governing the ratio of time deployed (BOG)to time at home sta-
tion (Dwell).

Our basiclogic was to calculate the shortfall betweenthe 980Kand 920K options
and the 2009baseline capacity. Obviously, doing sowill require restoring the Regular
Army to at leastits 2009baseline. Still more Regular Army strength will be neededto
replace the RC strength that will have beenlost aswell.3

Webeganby calculating the raw shortfall for the 980Kand 920Koptionsii the
difference between the end strength in 2009and the end strength in eachoptionfi for
the Regular Army, USAR,and ARNG (columns 3and 6 of Table 3.2).Wethen esti-
mated the active duty capacity that would berequired to replacethe shortfall.

DoD policy was to strive for AC BOG:Dwell ratios of 1:2during 0 sur @é at i ono
periods and 1:3atall other times. Forthe RC,the ratio of time mobilized totime not

2 As discussed in Chapter Two, contractors also played an important role in operational capacity during OEF
and OIF. We do not explicitly model the regeneration of contractors here but do discussthe role of contractors in
Chapter Five.

3 With the prescribed rotation ratesfi including overlap and postmobilization training fi it takesmore than
six RCsoldiers to maintain onedeployed but only slightly more thantwo Regular Army soldiers to maintain
onedeployed. In this case gxpanding the Regular Army isthus the most efficient way to increaseTotal Army
capacity.
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Table 3.2
Estimating Additional Regular Army Strength Needed to Generate Capacity Equivalent to
547K Regular Army Force

980KOption 920KOption

AC Capacity AC Capacity

2009 980K Raw to Replace 920K Raw to Replace
Baseline Baseline Shorttall Shorttall Baseline  Shorttall Shorttall

(1 e 3 (4) ©) (6) (7
Regular Army 547.4 450 (97.4) 97.4 420 (127.4) 127.4
ARNG 358.2 335 (15.0) 5.6 315 (35.0) 13.2
USAR 206.0 195 (11.0) 4.1 185 (21.0) 7.9
Wartime 11.5 11.5
allowance

Total 1,111.6 980 (123.4) 118.7 920 (183.4) 160.0
Required AC 568.7 580.0

end strength

SOURCES: McHugh and Odierno, 2014; Arroyo Center analysis.

NOTE: All values are in thousands. The 2009 baseline for the ARNG includes 8.2K of TTHS. Thus, the

reduction to 335K only reduces 15K of force structure, or operational capacity.

mobilized was supposedbeto 1:54In reality, thesegoalswere not met throughout

most of the conflicts in Irag and Afghanistan. As we describedin Chapter Two, Regu-
lar Army units generally deployed ata1:1BOG:Dwell ratio until latein the conflict.

Initially, RCunits were operating ataMOB:Dwell ratio of about 1:3,incurring con-
siderable congressionalscrutiny and proposals to impose the 1:5ratio through statute.
Congressionalscrutiny diminished asMOB:Dwell ratesdeclined to alittle more than
1:4during FY 2012(FM&C, 2013,p. 5). We thus use the cyclic rotation rates the
Army wasactually ableto sustain (1:1for the Regular Army and 1:4for the RC)asthe
basisfor our estimates.Given the lower rotation ratesofthe USARand ARNG, the
AC capacity neededto make up for the RCshortfalls (columns 4and 7 of Table3.2)is
less than the raw shortfall (columns 3 and 6 of Table3.2).

In estimating required capacity, we alsotook into account TTHS, which, on
average,includes about 13percent of the Regular Army force; neither the USAR nor
the ARNG isauthorized aTTHS account.In addition, we included two other con-
straints on the analysis: time for overlap and, for RC forces, postmobilization train -
ing. Weassumedamonth of overlap for all units and two months of postmobilization
training for RCunits. Depending ontheir sizeand complexity, RCunits required a
certain amount of postmobilization training, ranging in duration from two to three

4 The2006Army PostureStatementattributes aBOG:Dwell goal of 1:3for the AC and 1:5for the RCto aJuly
9,2003 memorandum from the Secretary of Defense (setHarvey and Schoomaker, 2006,
ForceGenerationModeli A R F OR G E 8kéa)saAR 5252,2011p. 2,and DoD Directive 1235.102011.

0Adde
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months, to attain specified levels of proficiency to deploy to theater (Klimas etal.,
2014p. 3).Both overlap and postmobilization training requirements increasethe
number of soldiers required to meetapersistent operational commitment. Finally, the
totals alsoinclude a0 wa r tail nheo w afrl@09@oldiers (plus a13-percentallow -
ancefor TTHS). Previously, the Army hasnoted that suchd t e mp ayrowath lyas
improved the fill of priority units, reduced personnel turbulence and improved the
Army Force Generation (ARFORGEN) unit manning with no additional structure
growt hé 20ELMRD.,

Table 3.2shows that the AC capacitiesneededto replace the shortfall are there-
fore 118,700for the 980K option and 160,000 forthe 920K option. Added to the
starting AC sizes 0f450,000and 420,000 respectively, this yields a total requirement
of 568,700 forthe 980K option and 580,000for the 920K option.

Conclusion

As Table3.2indicates, the Regular Army would haveto expand by almost 120,00Gs0l-
diersto produce the sameoperational capacity asthe 2009%aselineunder the 980Ksce
nario. Under the 920K scenario,the Regular Army would have to expand by 160,000
soldiers. Both options are somewhat larger than the peak strength of the Army at the
conclusion of the Grow the Army initiative, but both options must compensatefor the
substantial numbers of reservistsno longer available under theseoptions.

This analysis calculated the raw, aggregatenumbers of soldiers available to meet
operational demands under some simplifying assumptions. It assumed that all soldiers
not otherwise committed to another mission are available for deployment and that
soldiers are essentially fungible acrossArmy components, careermanagementfields
(CMFs),and unit types. That s, the analysis assumedthat an RC soldier trained asan
air defender canbeemployed asamilitary policeman with little degradation of opera-
tional effectiveness,compared with aRegular Army soldier fully trained in that CMF.
Inreality, soldiersarefrequently nondeployable for various reasons(Arnold etal.,2011).
Moreover, neither unit typesnors o | d CMFs ardperfectly fungible. Therefore, the
Army would not beableto generatethefull capacity predicted by theseanalyses.These
limitations, however, apply equally to the initial condition and to the objective state.
Thus, while thesecalculations do not fully reflect reality, they incorporate the neces
saryfeaturesofthat reality sufficiently to enablerelevant analysis.In Chapter Four, we
explain the processwe usedto assesgshe A r myabilgy to recruit thesesoldiers within
the target time frame.



CHAPTER FOUR

Conceptual Framework and Policy Options for Regeneration

We developed a simple conceptual model of AC regeneration, which starts with ini-
tial end strength and seeksto satisfy the target end strength after a certain number of
years,using various policy leversto affect flows of soldiers. Figure 4.1illustrates the
flows of soldiers that influence the sizeand composition of the force betweenany two
years.Webeginwith aparticular forcesizein Yearl.Soldiersflow into the AC from
accessionsand flow out of the AC asaresult of separations. The Army caninfluence
flows into and out of the AC using accessiorand retention policies, respectively. In
addition, there areflows within the AC, assoldiers arepromoted to higher grades.Pro-
motion policies will affecthow quickly soldiers advancein rank and affect continua-
tion rates,which tend to differ by grade and by time in service. The composition of the
deployable force (including both AC and RC)is alsoinfluenced by the extentto which

Figure 4.1
Conceptual Model of Active Component Regeneration
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the RCis mobilized or demobilized. Suchexternal factors asthe economy and the job
market also influence flows, albeit indirectly.

Both the 920K and 980K regeneration scenariosaim to meet targets for deploy -
able AC end strength within five years.Figure 4.2illustrates the timeline we modeled.
Weassumedthat the conflict starts,and the needfor regenerationisrecognized, at
the start of Year1.Existing soldiers areimmediately trained and deployed, but experi-
encesuggeststhat it will take time to obtain authorization for increasedtroop levels
and to executethat plan. Forexample, evenif troop authorizations were immediately
increased, it would take several months to increase the number of recruiters and to
train them, to obtain additional advertising slots and see results from the increased
advertising eff orts. Although higher enlistment and reenlistment bonuses could be
implemented more quickly, it might also be several months before they took effect.
Therefore, although existing troops aretrained and deployed during the first year, we
assumedthat the major increasesin accessionsand retention are seenduring Years2,
3,and 4.

Although the surgein recruiting beginsin Year2,the new accessionamust com-
pleteindividual and unit training after being brought onboard. Training anindividual
soldier takesonly about six months, but we made the simplifying assumption that it
would take approximately oneyearfrom the time the Army startstrying to recruit the
first soldier until the time the lastsoldier exitstraining and reacheshis or her unit. The
recruiting and training timeline is further complicated by the fact that enlisted sol -
diersaremore likely to beavailable during the summer,immediately after high school

Figure 4.2
Conceptual Timeline of Active Component Regeneration
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graduation. Wetherefore assumedthat thefirst new 0 s u r cgherbisonboard and has
completed individual training by the end of Year2. Theseindividuals then train with
their units during the following yearand canbedeployed atthe end of Year3.

We alsoassumedthat the RCwould fill the gap betweendemand for deployable
troops and the number of AC troops available ata1l:1BOG:Dwell ratio during this
ramp-up period. During the first three years,asthe Army preparesto ramp up acces
sionsand trains new soldiers, the RCis assumedto cover the entire shortfall. RC par-
ticipation thenratchetsdown asthe new AC accessionsaredeployed.

Policy Options for Regeneration

In implementing the conceptual model, we examined acombination of accession,
retention, and force managementpolicy options for meeting the regeneration targets.
Although anumber of prior studies have considered one or more of theseoptions, our
goalswere aholistic examination of how such policies might interact and an examina-
tion of the risks and costsassociatedwith different policy combinations. We focused
our efforts on enlisted soldiers, sincethe enlisted force hashistorically made up about
80percent of AC end strength. The target enlisted AC end strength is approximately
455,000under the 980K scenarioor 464,000under the 920K scenariol

We implemented the conceptual model in three steps. First, we identified sets
of accessionpolicies that could be usedto meetor approach the regeneration targets,
given areasonablecostand recruit quality mix (the shareof soldiers consideredo hi g h
q u a | astlefinedby having high schooldiplomas and scoring ator abovethe median
inthe AFQT). Second,we identified retention and promotion policies that could be
usedto shapethe resulting AC force. Third, we estimated the extent to which the RC
could bemobilized to reachtargets. The order of implementation is not meantto sug-
gestthat certain policies should beimplemented before others, but was chosenasthe
most effective way of bringing together the various policy levers.

Wealsoexamined how the policy options would changeunder different external
conditions. The main condition that we modeled quantitatively was prevailing eco -
nomic conditions; asthe civilian economyimproves, the Army typically finds it harder
to recruit and retain soldiers. However, asnoted in Chapter Two, avariety of other
conditions, suchaspublic sentiment and propensity to serve,play arole in recruiting
and retention. While someof thesefactors are harder to quantify, we explored scenar
iosthat accountedfor differencesin observedretention ratesduring OEF/OIF.

The following subsectionsdescribe the three steps of model implementation in
more detail.

1 Enlisted targets are given by multiplying the Regular Army end strength targets from Table 3.2by 0.8.



3690 fdzr lAy3 GKS ' NyeQa !oAtAade

Accessions

Weusedthe analytical model developed in Orvis etal.,2016to estimate the maxi-
mum number of BCTsplus enablersand other supporting units/personnel that could
beregeneratedover the courseof three yearsof 0s u r geerditing.

Thebasicframework of the model issummarized here;Orvis etal.,2016 provides
further details. The number of nondprior -service,high-quality contractsisassumedto
beafunction of the number of recruiters; spending on TV advertising; the size of the
enlistment bonus paid to incentive -eligible, high -quality recruits; the proportion of
high -quality recruits who areeligible for anenlistment bonus; and the unemployment
rate. Model parameters, which govern how each of these factors affects thenumber
of high-quality contracts,arecalibrated to previous studies of recruiting. The number
of lower -quality contractsis basedon the predicted level of high-quality recruits and
the assumedquality mix of enlistments.2The total number of contracts also is deter-
mined by the rate of enlistment waivers and prior -serviceaccessiongermitted under
the enlistment eligibility policies being modeled. *The model then converts the pre-
dicted number of contractsinto accessons by accounting for lossratesand patterns of
accession from the DEP.

The model takesthe number of recruiters and the unemployment rate asgiven.
Additional inputs include the size of the entry DEP,the required shareof high-quality
accessionsthe percentageof accessionghat will be granted waivers, and the number
of prior -service accessionslt then attempts to meet the user-specified enlisted force
accessiontarget at minimum costby varying spending on TV advertising and enlist-
ment bonuses.

Thelevelsof TV advertising and enlistment bonusesareconstrained in any given
year basedon the marginal costof additional enlistment contractsfi that is, the addi-
tional cost required to sign one additional contract i and on past Army policies. TV
advertising costsare constrained to be no more than $192million per year becausethe
marginal costbecomesexcessivebeyond this amount. Enlistment bonus amounts for
high-quality and lower -quality recruits arecappedandfloored basedonthe maximum
and minimum observed, average per-recruit values in FYs200652012.We do not cap
the totalamount of enlistment incentives that canbepaid in any yearbut rather the
averageamount that canbe paid to any individual recruit.

2 Wedid not directly model lower -quality enlistments becausethere is little evidence on how recruiting policies
affect such enlistees.

% Bonus costsincreaseto accountfor the need to compensateadditional waivered nondprior -service and prior -
servicerecruits (separatebonus value and eligibility ratesare usedfor prior -servicerecruits, basedon past Army
practice and values). TV advertising costsand the number of recruiters do not increasebecausethe loosenedeli-
gibility policies aretreated asproducing more return on theseinvestments.
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Applying the Accession Model to Regeneration

Themodel wasoriginally designedtorun for only asingle yearatatime; in this sec
tion, we describe how we usedit to estimate BCT generation over the course of three
years. The three years of the accessionmodeling component correspond to Years2d4
in the conceptual regeneration framework (Figure 4.2).

We began by attempting to meetthe baseline number of accessionsn Year 2fi
that is, the number of accessionghat would beneeded,in the absenceof regeneration,
simply to replacesoldiers who separate.Forthe purpose of this model, we assumedthe
baselineaccessionrequirement at the 450Kend strength to be 63,0004then scaled
this requirement down for the 420K end strength: 63,000x (420/450) = 58,800.The
entry DEPIn Year2is assumedto be 25percentof this baselineaccessiorrequirement.
We setthe number of recruiters and the enlistment eligibility policies (percentageof
high-quality accessionsenlistment waivers, and number of prior -service recruits) to
the desired levels for a given set of modelruns.

After the model identified the combination of TV advertising and enlistment
incentives that would meetthe baselineaccessionrequirement in Year2ataminimum
cost,we attempted to rebuild oneadditional BCTin Year2. Theestimated number
of additional accessionsneededto rebuild oneBCTwas 16,364 jncluding enabler
unit accessionsTTHS, wartime allowance, table of distribution and allowances, and
other supporting personnel, and replacement of within -recruiting -year lossesof the
new, regeneration recruits. In the remainder of this discussion,0 B C Tetersto all
these requirements.

As with the baseline accession requirement, the model attempted to build one
additional BCTin Year2,minimizing costby varying TV advertising costsand enlist-
ment bonusesand by keeping total TV advertising spending and average per-recruit
bonusesunder the ceilings discussedeatrlier. If the accessiorrequirement for oneaddi-
tional BCTin Year2could bemet, we then attempted to build asecondBCTduring
theyear. Werepeatedthis exerciseuntil we were unsuccessfulin building anotherBCT
becausewe had reachedour advertising and bonus spending limits for asingle year.

For Year 3, we beganwith the baseline accessionrequirement plus the shortfall
in accessionneededto complete the BCT partially regeneratedin the preceding year.
Weusedthe Exit DEPfrom the preceding yearasthe Entry DEPfor thecurrent year.
Themodel accountedfor DEPlossesduring ayear. Wealsoaccountedfor attrition
from the BCTsalready regenerated. Theserateswere basedon historical data,>which
indicated alossrate of about 18percentover the first year of service,9 percentover the

4 Basedon RAND Arroyo Center discussionswith Army G-1,which indicated that 63,000would be the upper
bound of alimited rangein the estimated accessionrequirement considering possible variations in other factors,
such asretention and attrition.

5 Basedon RAND Arroyo Center calculations using Total Army Personnel Database(TAPDB) data from 2000
onward.
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second,4.5percentoverthethird, and 2.25percentover thefourth (for atotal of just
under 34 percent over four years).

We calculated losses from attrition and included those in the newly calculated
accessiorrequirement asfollows. Weassumedthat the averagerecruit accessediuring
the middle of each year of the regeneration process.For example, we assumed that
the first cohort of soldiers brought in during the regeneration processwould enterin
the middle of Year2 of the regeneration timeline. Sincelossratesare about 18percent
over the first year of service, this leadsto 9-percent replacementsduring Year?2 (built
into the original accessionrequirement for that year) and another 9 percentto be
replaced in Year 3. In addition, about one-half of the second-year-of-service lossrate
(9percent)would beexperiencedby the end of Year3,adding another 4.5percentthat
neededto bereplaced during that year, for atotal of 13.5percentduring Year3.In
Year4 (the third year of unit regeneration), the remaining 4.5percent of secondyear-
of-servicelossesplus the first half of third -year-of-servicelosses,2.25percent, needed
to bereplaced, for atotal of 6.75percent.6An analogous procedure was applied to
recruits for BCTsregeneratedin Year 3, yielding areplacementrate for theserecruits
of 13.5percent in Year 4.7

Model Conditions

We ran the model under severaldifferent setsof starting conditions, which are sum-
marized in Table4.1.We estimated the model under three recruiting conditions: favor-
able, average, and unfavorable. Unfavorable recruiting conditions are characterized by
low unemployment rates, because greater demandor civilian labor results in fewer
potential recruits; conversely,favorable recruiting conditions arecharacterizedby high
unemployment rates.We assumedunemployment ratesof 5.0,6.5,and 8.0percent for
unfavorable, average,and favorable recruiting conditions, respectively. The unfavor
ablerecruiting period reflects conditions during FYs200652008,just before the Great
Recessionwhen the monthly, seasonallyadjusted civilian unemployment rate ranged
from 4.4to0 6.1percent. The favorableecruiting period reflects conditions during
FYs201®2012when thecivilian unemployment rateranged from 7.8to 10percent.®

6 Theseratesare basedon average observed attrition ratesfor incoming cohorts.

T This is basedon the point, noted earlier, that within -recruiting -year lossesare already included in the recruit-
ing requirement for the year aspart of meeting end strength. Wedid not compound the lossratesby applying
attrition ratesto soldiers who arerecruited to replacethoselostin the basicattrition calculations. For the example
described here, we estimated the difference to be about 240soldiers had the lossratesbheencompounded, with no
effect on the total number of BCTs regenerated.

8 Welimited the unemployment rate used for favorable recruiting conditions to 8 percentinstead of the excep-
tionally large values it reachedduring the GreatRecessionto keepit more in line with historical fluctuations and
unfavorable to favorable recruiting cycles.
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Table 4.1

Accession Scenarios and Input

Input Scenario 1 Scenario 2
AC end strength 420,000 450,000
Baseline accession requirement 58,800 63,000
Accessions needed for 1 BCT 16,364 16,364

Unemployment rates (%)

Favorable 8.0 8.0
Average 6.5 6.5
Unfavorable 5.0 5.0
Initial entry DEP (%) 25 25

Recruiters (number)

Low 5,433 5,821

High 6,011 6,440
Enlistment Eligibility Greater Lesser Greater Lesser

High quality (%6) 45 55 45 55

Prior service (number) 10,000 0 10,000 0

Waivers (%) 20 10 20 10

@lncluding enablers and other supporting units.

b Represents entry DEPR Year 2 of the conceptual framework and is a percentage
of the baseline accession requirement.

Theunemployment rate of 6.5percent was selectedto representnormalrecruiting con-
ditions in the middle of these two bounds.®

Foreachrecruiting condition, we varied thenumber ofrecruiters who areassigned
to recruiting stationsand whose primary duties areto recruit youth into the Army. We
considered two values for number of recruiters depending on the accessionrequire-
ment. At aTotal Army force size of 980K (an AC of 450K),we used 5,821and 6,440
On-Production Regular Army (OPRA)O f o x hrectuiter®.°Toobtain the OPRA
recruiter numbers to usefor a Total Army force size of 920K (an AC of 420K),we

% Thecivilian unemployment ratesreflect monthly, seasonallyadjusted figures from BLS,undated b.

' The number for OPRA recruiters is the one that hasbeenused in the recruiting researchliterature. The Army
currently refers to Required Recruiting Force (RRF)on-production recruiters. There are about 0.92 OPRA fox-
hole recruiters for every RRFon-production recruiter. We selectedthe lower, baselinenumber (5,821)in keeping
with the number of OPRA foxhole recruiters the Army was using in mid -FY 2013 at the time of initial model
construction. We selectedthe higher recruiter number (6,440recruiters) asthe number of OPRA foxhole recruit-
ersto representthe available 7,000RRFrecruiters, basedon information from the Army on the metric it currently
uses.
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scaledtheinputs we usedfor an AC of 450Kby 420/450, resulting in values of 5,433
recruiters and 6,011recruiters.1!

In addition to the values we used for recruiters, we considered two enlistment
eligibility policy scenariosthat affectedthe number and quality of recruits. Thesesce
narios fall generally under greater (that is, less restrictive thus more people eligible)
and lesser(that is, more restrictive thus fewer people eligible) eligibility. The greater
eligibility scenario is based on average recruit characteristics observed during the
difficult FY 200632008recruiting period, and is characterized by 45percent high -
quality accessions20percent nondprior -service accessionswith enlistment waivers,
and 10,000prior -service accessionsThe lessereligibility scenariois basedon average
recruit characteristicsobserved during the favorable FY 20102012recruiting period,
and is characterized by 55percent high -quality accessions10percent nondprior -
serviceaccessionsvith enlistment waivers, and no prior -serviceaccessions:

Example Results

To demonstrate how the model was used to assess regeneration potential Table 4.2
presentsour estimatesfor averagerecruiting conditions under an AC end strength of
450K (Total Army force sizeof 980K),with thelower number of recruiters, and with
lesser enlistment eligibility policies (which are more consistent with Army preferences).
Column 1showsthe recruiting goalsand outcomesfor the baselineaccessionseeded
to maintain force sizein Year2 of the four -year period (year 1 of increasedaccessions).
Column 2then showsthe results of increasing the baselineaccessiorievel to attempt to
build oneBCTin Year2.In Year2,we started ataninitial entry DEP of 25percent of
63,000(15,750)In attempting to regenerateaBCT,we spentthe maximum amounts
on TV advertising and bonuses that were consistent with past Army policies. 3This
resulted in only partial regeneration of aBCT,which fell 3,123accessionsshort of
being complete for Year 2.

For Year 3,we adjusted the baselineaccessionrequirement of 63,000upward by
accounting for the shortfall of 3,123and attrition of 1,787.The attrition replacement of
1,787was calculated by applying the attrition rate of 13.5percentto soldiers regener-
atedduring Year2,i.e.,to the difference between the total accessionf 76,241and the
baseline accessiorequirement of 63,000. The attrition replacementfor the baseline
(nonregeneration) portion is built into the 63,000 requirement.We also adjusted the
Year3entry DEP by taking the end-of-year DEP from the previous year (22,141).This
completed regeneration of the first BCT. Next, we attempted to regenerate asecond

I wearrived atthenumber ofrecruiters for a420KAC by scalingdown the number of recruiters for a450KAC
proportionally (e.g., 6,440 x 420/450 = 6,011).

2 pataonrecruiting characteristicsare basedon information in the Regular Army (RA) Analyst database.

3 Asnoted above,the ceilings were basedon the marginal costof additional enlistment contractsand on past
Army policies. The ceilings apply to total TV advertising and to per-recipient averageenlistment bonus amounts.
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Table 4.2
Example of Regeneration Results for 450K, Average Recruiting Conditions, 5,821 OPRA
Foxhole Recruiters, and Lesser Enlistment Eligibility Policies

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
€y 2 ©) (4) () (6)

Accession goal 63,000 79,364 67,910 84,274 68,580 84,944
Entry DEP (entry pool) 15,750 15,750 22,141 22,141 22,203 22,203
Accessions 63,000 76,241 67,910 81,897 68,580 81,951
Shortfall N/A 3,123 N/A 2,377 N/A 2,993
Cosf

Recruiters 686,878 686,878 686,878 686,878 686,878 686,878

TV advertising 180,575 192,000 180,666 192,000 181,163 192,000

Total bonus 244,765 1,005,896 227,118 1,012,808 254,708 1,013,550

Total cost 1,112,218 1,884,774 1,094,662 1,891,686 1,122,749 1,892,428
Endof-year DEP 23,678 22,141 23,645 22,203 23,671 22,204

a1n thousands of 2015 dollars.

BCT,which, asfor Year2,added 16,364to the accessionrequirement. This again
resulted in only partial regeneration of aBCT,which was 2,377accessionsshort of
being complete for Year 3.

For Year4, we again adjusted the baseline accessiomequirement of 63,000
upward, in this caseby accounting for ashortfall of 2,377and attrition of 3,203 That
attrition value was calculated by applying the attrition rate of 6.75percentto soldiers
regenerated during Year 2 and a rate of 13.5percent to soldiers regenerated during
Year3.Wealsoadjusted the Year4 entry DEP by taking the end-of-year DEP from
the previous year (22,203)This again completed regeneration of the BCT started in
the prior year (Year 3) plus partial regeneration of a secondBCT. The shortfall for the
secondBCTin Year4was 2,993for maximum spending on advertising and enlist-
ment bonusesthat was consistentwith past Army policies.

In the end, under this scenario,the iterations over the three-year period regener-
ated two complete BCTs,plus their enablersand other supporting units and soldiers.
The estimated total costfor the complete BCTsis the sum of the total costentriesin
columns 2and 4 for Years2 and 3, respectively, and in column 5for Year4 14

We applied this setof stepsto eachof the different input conditions shown in
Table4.1for both the 920Kand 980Kscenarios.In addition, asnoted in Chapter Two,
we considered a historical accessionscenariothat assumedthat the Army canrecruit
the maximum number of accessionsseensince 9/11: 80,000per year. Approximately
80,000accessionsvere achievedin FY2002andin FYs200652008 during the Grow

Y The costin column 6is associatedwith a BCT that is only partially regeneratedin Year4.
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the Army campaign. This figure should not beseenasan upper limit onthe number of
recruits that the Army could bring in: In FY 2002 recruiting resourceswere fairly low,

andeligibility standardswererelatively high (lessereligibility); during FYs200652008,
acivilian unemployment rate that fell below 5percentcreatedvery difficult recruiting

conditions. In addition, in both casesthe accessionnumbers reflected the recruiting

goalsthat the Army wastrying to reach.Nonetheless,we explore the 80,000accession
scenarioasabenchmark for the maximum number of recruits that hasactually been
brought in during recent years.

Retention

Theretention analysis takesasinputs the numbers of soldiers entering the Army that
areoutputs from the accessionmodel above. It usesaMarkov -chain inventory projec-
tion model (IPM) to project forward how thesesoldiers progressthrough the system
basedon their rank and yearsof service (YOS)and the resulting shapeof the AC. The
following are the key inputs to the IPM:

A theinitial (starting) inventory of soldiers

A theobjective(final) inventory of soldiers

A the continuation ratesfi the proportion of soldiers in agiven grade and YOSthat
will continue to servein the following year (alsoknown asasurvival rate)

A promotion eligibility ranges fi enlisted soldiers are eligible for promotion after
accruing acertain number of months of service,asdetermined by Army policy.

The lastitem of promotion eligibility rangesreflects policy variables that canbe
manipulated in the IPM, reflecting, for example,aneedto promote more people earlier
to meet requirements for more NCOs in an expanding force. Continuation ratescan
similarly bemanipulated to reflect estimated effectsof retention incentives, or policies
(such asstop loss)designed to enablemore expansion.

Expanding the population of enlisted soldiers differs from expanding a civilian
organization insofar asleadersmust beexclusively 0 g r adfvam within; lateral entry
athigher gradesisuncommon. Thus, atany given time, the size (and shape)of the
Army isafunction of its size (and shape)at somepoint in the past, the number of new
recruits sincethen, and the number of soldiers who have left. When examining pro-
gressionthrough the A r myrdnks, asimilar construct holds: The number of soldiers
ataparticular grade is afunction of the number of soldiers in that grade at somepoint
in the past; the number promoted into that grade from the next lower grade; and the
number of soldiers who leave that grade, either by promotion, or by separation from
the Army.

In light of thesefacts,while the accessionmodel above askshow many new
recruits and soldiers the Army canbring in the door, the retention model is essentially
astock-and-flow model of cohorts that asks:How do theserecruits progress through
the A r myrénks, and what is the resulting shapeof the force?
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Available Policy Levers for Retention and AsstethGuidelines

The primary tools available to help the Army retain its size and determine its shape
include increasing promotion rates,decreasingtime-in-service requirements for pro-
motion, and increasing retention incentives to persuade soldiers to remain. The Army

regularly adjuststhesefactorsto suit its needsin maintaining anadequateinventory of
soldiers at higher gradesin the faceof changing circumstances.Accordingly, the IPM

canmanipulate thesefactorsto adjustthe flow of soldier cohortsthrough the systemto
achieve the objective ending inventory of soldiers.

Although allowed to adjustsuchfactors,the Army hasmyriad policies and histor -
ical precedentgoverning how soldiers progressthrough the systemand atwhat speed,
aswell aswhat sorts of retention incentives it may offer and to what types of soldiers.
The IPM takestheseguidelines into accountin setting its parameters.

Promotions

AR 600-8-19,2011sthe main policy document that governs how and how quickly
enlisted soldiers progressthrough the ranks. Forexample, Army regulation typically
requires that soldiers should acquire sevenYOSbefore advancing to the rank of staff
sergeant.Though there areexceptionsfi in someinstancescommanders canusewaiv -
ersto promote exceptional soldiersearly orin certain careersor specialty populations fi
the majority of the enlisted force progressesaccording to the main policies outlined by
the Army.

Accordingly, the IPM incorporates thesemajor promotion rules asinputs into its
stock-and-flow model but allows soldiers to bepromoted earlier if neededto shapethe
force. Promotions from E-1through E-4are0 d e ¢ e n t raadsaldees dretypically
promoted in lockstep, unlessthere is somereasonfor deviation from the normal. The
model therefore assumesthat nearly all soldiers are promoted to E-4 by the end of two
YOS.

Promotions to E-5and E-6are0 s e mi ¢ e n tsoldéefs aretypidadly, promoted
to E-5by four YOShbut canbe considered for promotion after asfew as18months in
service.Similarly, soldiersaretypically promoted to E-6after sevenYOShbut canbe
considered after only four YOS.We experimented with allowing the model to promote
soldiers after the minimum necessarytime in service, but this resulted in unrealistic
progressionsof rank for many soldiers. Thus, the model allows promotion to E-5by
three YOSand E-6by five YOS,which areearlier than the typical YOSat promotion
but not the earliest servicepolicy allows. Promotions to E-7,E-8,and E-9 are deter-
mined by centralized selectionboards,and AR 600-8-19doesnot provide specifictime-
in-servicecriteria for thesepromotions. In keeping with observed historical promotion
patterns, the model allowed promotion to E-7asearly asten YOS,to E-8asearly as
14 YOS,andto E-9asearly as18YOS.In Chapter Five, we discussthe implications
for averageNCO experiencewhen the Army promotes large numbers of them earlier.
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Wealsoconstrained themo d edlldivable ratesof promotions and accessiongo
ensurethat the shapeof the AC force doesnot fluctuate dramatically from yearto year.
Specifically, we setthe model not to allow the shareof soldiers in any grade to increase
or decreaseby more than 10percentin any given year. This doesnot meanthat the
numberof soldiers could not increaseby more than 10percentin any grade, but rather
that the overall shapeofthe ACHi the relativenumbers of soldiersin eachgradefi must
remain fairly stable.

Theseconstraints on promotion and on force shaping meanthat, in certain cases,
the accessionmodel produces more new recruits than the IPM canabsorb.This occurs
almost exclusively in casesn which the required recruit quality mix waslowered, and
the accessionmodel thus estimated that more than 100,000new recruits could be
produced eachyear. Therefore, in no casedid theseconstraints causeus to estimate a
shortfall when removing the constraintswould haveallowed usto meetthe targets.In
thesecaseswe assumedthat not all recruits were accessedand lowered the estimated
accession costsaccordingly).

Incentives for Retention

Another key input to the IPM is the continuation ratesfor soldiers at given ranks

and experiencelevels. Historically, retention incentives have beenoneofthe Ar my & s
main policy instruments for managing its force; more soldiers acceptthe incentive and
remain in service, raising continuation rates.AR 601-280,2011,is the most recentdoc-
ument outlining bonus eligibility and guidelines for how the Army can usefinancial
incentives to encourage AC reenlistments and retention. AR 601-280,Ch. 5,Secl.,

lists all the eligibility requirements, which differ slightly basedon YOSand other fac-
tors. However, two basicrequirements hold in all cases{1) The soldier must beactive-
duty Army, and (2)the soldier must reenlist for aminimum of three years.

Useoffinancial incentivesto retain its workforce isnot new for the Army or any of
the military services(Asch, Heaton, etal., 2010).The Army hasused bonus incentives
to shapeits personnel structure sincethe 18th century (Office of the Under Secretary
of Defense[Personneland Readiness],2005 p. 611:Asch, Heaton, etal.,2010p. 43).
Personnelmanagementand reenlistment bonusesbecameespecially important after
the U.S.military transitioned tothe All -Volunteer Forcein 1973 Asch, Heaton, etal.,
2010).During the following year, in 1974,Congress established the official Selective
ReenlistmentBonus (SRB)program, which largely remained in placewith only minor
adjustments until 2007.

In 2007the A r myS&RBprogram underwent significant changes,and the Army
beganaderivative program, the Enhanced SRB.The Enhanced SRBis the major
financial program the Army usesto encouragesoldiers to reenlist and constitutes one
of the most direct and commonly used policy levers available to the Army for man-
aging its active-duty enlisted workforce (Asch,Heaton, etal.,2010).The Enhanced
SRB specifies different bonus amounts dependingonthe s o | d YQ@Sr MGS, rank,
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and amount of additional obligated service (AOS), which are announced by military
personnel messagesAlthough AR 601-280requires aminimum reenlistment of three
years,the military personnel messagedypically list bonusamounts for AOS aslow as
12 months.

Forthis modeling exercise we calculated averagecontinuation ratesby gradeand
YOSthrough ananalysisof TAPDB recordsfrom 2003through 2012asthe input for
our baseline scenario.We then adjusted these continuation rates basedon estimates
from the literature on the effectsof reenlistment bonuseson retention. That is, we
turned the policy lever of increasedreenlistment bonuseso o radd adjusted overall
continuation ratesupward by an estimated effectsize. Later, we will discusshow the
bonuses were applied in more detail.

It isalsoworth noting that, starting in 2018the Army will phasein apension
plan thatincludes elementsof adefined contribution plan, paysabonusto soldierswho
have 12YOSand agreeto remain for four more years,and maintains retirement pay for
thosewho serve20YOS.Previous researchindicates that changesto retirement plans
cansubstantially influence retention throughout as o | d caeer® s

Retention Scenarios
We considered five scenarios in the retention model:

A a baseline case that takes averageontinuation rates from 20032012from
TAPDB data

A a0 | oestimatedeffectfrom introducing reenlistment bonusesthatincreasesthe
baseline continu ation rates somewhat

A acorresponding 6 h i estidate from reenlistment bonuses that has a larger
effect on the baseline continuation rates

A an upper-bound estimate that takes the average continuation ratesdrawn from
years 2007092009

A acorresponding lower -bound estimatethat takesaveragecontinuation ratesfrom
years 20032005.

Thelasttwo bounded estimated continuation rateswere meantto serveasasensk
tivity analysis and were chosento comprise recenth i s t bighgsbasid lowest recorded
continuation rates. They necessarily encompass theeconomic and political climates
of theseyears,the progression of the OIF/OEF wars,andthe A r myo@rsretention
policies, including reenlistment incentives and the use of stop -loss policies, which were
implemented to varying degreesduring this time, with a peak of 20.5percent of sol-
diers subject to stop loss inFY2005(Simon and Warner, 2010).

Ratherthan try to model separatelythe effectsof thesefactors, we treated the
continuation ratesfrom FYs20072009%nd FYs20032005 respectively, asthe best

5 See, for example, Asch, Mattock, and Hosek2015.
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and worst-casescenarios.Forexample, the lower -bound ratesrepresentatime of good
economicperformance and low retention bonuses?¢in contrast, the upper-bound rates
canbetaken asrepresentative of atime when the poor performance of the civilian

economy (atleastduring the latter half of the period), high retention bonuses,and the
useof stop losswere all contributing to keeping retention rateshigh. In Chapter Five,
we show a historical scenario that reflects the highest number of accessions andhe
upper bound of retention seenduring the past15years.Wereferto this asthe Grow
the Army scenariobecauseit assumesaccessionof 80,000new recruits per year, cou-
pled with the high continuation ratesseenduring FYs20072009 both of which are
representative of the Grow the Army campaign.

The remaining three scenarios manipulate continuation rates as inputs to the
IPM by turning an SRBpolicy on or off. As discussedabove,acontinuation (survival)
rate is the proportion of soldiers in agiven grade and with agiven YOSwho continue
on to servethe following year. The inverse of this continuation rate is, by definition,
an attrition rate: the rate at which soldiers leave the service. Most of thosewho leave
the servicedo soat expiration oftheterm of service(ETS)that is, atthe end of their
original (or previous) active-duty service obligation. Somesmaller fraction will attrit
in the middle of their term of service, becauseof behavioral infractions or other prob-
lems. Reenlistmentbonusincentives are meantto encouragesoldiers who arenearing
their ETSto sign on for another term. Accordingly, reenlistment bonusescanonly be
awarded to thosesoldiers eligible to reenlist, which has,since2005generally included
soldierswithin 24months oftheir ETS.Thus, the effectsof turning onabonuslever
will only affect those who canreceiveit.

The overall continuation rate of soldiers within agiven rank and YOScohort in
agiven year canbeexpressedasthe weighted averageof the reenlistment rate among
thoseeligible to reenlist and the rate of nonattrition among thosein the middle of their
terms:that is, the shareof soldiers eligible to reenlist (the sharewithin 24months of
their ETS)multiplied bythatc o h oreenli@tsent rate, plus the shareineligible to
reenlist multiplied by the rate of nonattrition for midterm soldiers.

In applying the effects of an SRB policy to the IPM, for each rank and YOS
cohort, we calculated the average continuation rate from FYs20032012,the average
shareof soldiers who arewithin 24months of their ETS,and the averagereenlist-
ment ratesfor thosewho areeligible to reenlist. We also observedthe nonattrition
rate of thosewho were ineligible. We then adjusted the overall continuation rates for
eachrank and YOScohort by adding our estimated effectsof an SRBpolicy to these
underlying reenlistment rates,applied only to the shareof thoseeligible to receivethe
bonuses.This meansthat the effectsof SRBsaresomewhat diluted when incorporated

B Wenotethat FY2005forms part ofour 0 | o W @ u natthdugh stop lossactually peakedduring this year.
Other conditions fi including astrong economy and the factthat the Army had not expanded recruiting pay-
mentsor eligibility substantially atthis point i overwhelmed the effectsof the stop loss, resulting in relatively low
retention during this year.
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into the overall continuation rates becauseSRBscan affect only a fraction of soldiers
in that cohort. Additionally, we adjusted the continuation ratesonly for soldiers with
lessthan 15YOS,since SRBsare generally not offered to soldiers with higher YOS.
Wedrew our choiceof the low and high estimated effectsfrom an SRBpolicy in Asch,
Heaton, et al., 2010,whose estimates align with other studies, which we summarize
briefly below.

History of the SRB Program and Its Effects on Reenlistment and Retention
Given how important retention bonusesareto Army officials for shaping the enlisted
force,many studies have estimated their effectson retention. However, in our searchof
the literature, all the published works estimating the effectsof SRBson reenlistments
used data before 2008, meaning the analyses focusedn effects of the SRB program
before the advent of the current Enhanced SRBprogram.

Theoriginal SRBprogram that Congressestablishedin 1974awarded soldiers an
amount basedonthe following equation: SRB= A0S x SRBMx MBP,where AOSis
in years,SRBMisthe SRBmultiplier, and MBP ismonthly basicpay (Asch, Heaton,
etal., 2010).The SRBMwas ultimately what the Army used to regulate bonus levels.
In general,the multiplier wasanumber from 0to 6and wasallowed to vary in half-
unit increments (Asch, Heaton, etal.,2010p. 44) 7' Theliterature onthe elasticity of
SRBgyenerally estimatesthe effectof aone-unit increasein the SRBMon the prob-
ability of reenlistment.

In 2007,the Army adjusted the reenlistment bonus program, establishing the
Enhanced SRB program. Themajor difference between the Enhanced SRB program
and the former SRBprogram is that the bonus amount for the Enhanced SRBprogram
no longer depends on amultiplier (the SRBM).Instead, bonusesunder the Enhanced
SRBprogram are afunction of MOS, rank, YOS,and the additional YOSasoldier
signs up for, up to five years (Asch, Heaton, et al., 2010,p. 49).

Tothe bestof our knowledge, no published studies have estimated the effectsof
this EnhancedSRBprogram onreenlistment since2007.This hasforced usto usean
estimate basedon the SRBMand meant that we had to update our elasticity estimate
to a dollar -value effect. Although this leaves open the question of whether the fun -
damental relationship betweenbonusincentives and reenlistment may have changed
sincethe policy change,Hansen and Wenger, 2002,found that differences in elastic-
ity estimatesacrossmultiple studies and over many yearsfor the effectsof incentives
on sailors are primarily the result of modeling differences and not of any changesin

v Specifically, Asch, Heaton, et al.,2010,p. 44, stateghat

[Negislation establishing the SRBprogram originally permitted SRBmultipliers from 0to 6. The law was
amended in FY 1989to permit multipliers of up to 10.Se€gOffice of the Under Secretaryof Defense(Person
nel and Readiness),2005,p. 625]. TheNavy isthe only serviceto have taken advantage of this increasein the
maximum multiplier.
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underlying responsivenessto pay. Weassumedthat asimilar underlying relationship
holds here.

Wetook our elasticity estimatesfrom Asch, Heaton, etal., 2010,Table 7.6,which
showsthat, for zonesA and Bcombined (where zondranslatestoas o | d YGS), 0 s
the S R B Meffecton the probability of reenlistment rangesfrom 3.5to 5.6percent-
agepoints, depending on whether the soldier is deployed. Asch, Heaton, et al., 2010
considered these to be thelower- and upper-bound estimatesfor the effects of SRBs
becauseconditioning on deployment islikely to overstate the effects,while not doing
soislikely to understate them. We chosethe estimatesthat combine the effectsfor
zonesA and B becausethe changesin bonus policy after 2007reduced disparities
betweenzonesA and Bin terms of averagebonus size (Asch, Heaton, etal., 2010).
These estimates are in the range of historical estimates from thebroader literature;
Simon and Warner (2010)summarize severalreviews of the literature from previous
studies, aswell astwo additional studies not covered in thosereviews, and note that
the estimated effectsof the SRBMtypically range between2and 6 percentagepoints.

Our lower-bound scenario from turning on a higher SRB is thata one-unit

increasein the SRBMleadsto a3.5-percentage-point increasein the probability of
reenlistment. Toput this into dollar terms, we took the most common reenlistment
term of three yearsin the absenceof anincentive (atamultiplier of zero),then added
six additional months to this for anew reenlistment term of 3.5yearswhen the SRBis
turned on (seeAsch, Heaton, etal., 2010,Table 7.9,for thosewho go from an SRBM
of zeroto an SRBMof onein zone A). Wemultiplied this new reenlistment term by
averagemonthly basepay of $2,351.40the amount for asoldier at grade E-4 with
more than four YOSin 2015(DefenseFinanceand Accounting Service,2016).This
implies that aone-unit increasein the SRBMtranslatesto anaverageincreasein bonus
size of $8,229.90n 2015dollars. In turn, taking A s ¢ ho@es -bound estimate, an
$8,229.90ncreasein bonussizeleadsto a3.5-percentage-point increasein the prob-
ability of reenlistment, or every $1,000additional in bonussizeincreasesreenlistments
by 0.43percentage points. The Asch,Heaton, et al., 2010,upper-bound estimate that
aone-unit increasein the SRBMleadsto a 5.6-percentage-point increasein the prob-
ability of reenlistment translatesinto a0.68percentage-point increasein the probabil -
ity of reenlistment for every $1,000ncreasein bonus size.

History supports an average bonus increase of approximately $8,000. First, a
one-unit increasein the multiplier matcheshistorical patterns for manipulating bonus
levels, particularly during the Grow the Army campaign (seeSimon and Warner,
2010/Fig. 1,p. 512).Second,we compared the modeled increasewith the actual dollar
increasesreported during this time. In FY 2001,the average SRBwas $8,436in nomi-
nal dollars, and 17,125nitial payments were given among the 64,982soldiers who
reenlisted. Thus,justover one-quarter of reenlisting soldiers receivedbonuses.During
the Grow the Army period (FYs20062008)the number of initial bonus payments
rosedramatically (reachingapeak of 65,156n FY 2006),asdid the bonus amount
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(reaching $10,600in FY 2006;$12,400in FY 2007;and $13,600by FY 2008,all in
terms of nominal dollars). Theproportion of soldiers receiving bonusesincreasedfrom
roughly 20325 percent during the early 2000sto a peak of 97 percentin FY 2006,
falling to 50060 percent in FYs2007 and200818

Given theincreasesnot only in bonus amounts but alsoin the sharesof reen-
listing soldiers receiving bonuses, we viewed the SRB policy in terms of its expected
value that is, the amount of the bonus, multiplied by the probability of receiving it. In
FY 2001the expectedvalue in nominal termswas $8,436x (17,125/64,982F $2,223.
In FY 2006, the expected value in nominal terms was$10,600x (65,156/67,307)=
$10,261, an increase of approximately $8,04@.

We therefore assumedan averagebonus increaseof $8,230(in keeping with the
one-SRBMincreaseduring Grow the Army) and calculated continuation rates given
the low - and high-SRBeffect sizes.Figure 4.3summarizes the continuation ratesthat
result from applying the low - and high-SRBeffects,aswell asthe continuation rates
from the baselineand upper-and lower -bound scenarios.Continuation ratesfor YOS1
and 2arecloseto 90percent,and the sharp drop in continuation ratesin YOS3and
4 is consistent with typical initial enlistment terms of 334 years. Continuation rates
tend to rise among thosewho electto reenlist after the first term, plateauing ataround
95percent by YOS 15.By construction, turning on the SRBincreasescontinuation
ratesslightly atall YOS.For most YOS, the upper-bound ratesare abovethe rates
estimated using the high-SRBeffects.However, the upper-bound ratesare lower than
most of the other ratesfor YOS1and 2,asaresult of somewhat higher attrition among
recruits during the FY200702009period. Similarly, the lower -bound ratesaretypi -
cally below the baselinerates.In any event, the averagecontinuation ratesdo not differ
significantly acrossscenarios,although evensmall differencescanhave notable effects
after the IPM compounds the differences over time.

Force Mix

We alsoexamined the extentto which the Army would haveto draw onthe RCto
support the ongoing level of commitment envisioned in the scenarios.As shown in
the timeline (Figure 4.2),we assumedthat the major increasesin AC accessionsoccur
during years2,3,and 4andthat it takesapproximately oneyearbetweenwhen the
Army startstrying to recruit anincreasednumber of accessionsand when the lastnew
recruit completesindividual training, plus anadditional yearfor the new unit to which
those additional recruits would be assignedto accomplish collective training. Thus,
our modeling assumesthat no substantial increment to deployable AC capacity will be

8 Initial bonuspayment amounts and number of bonusesarefrom FM&C budget estimates(various years).
Total number of reenlistments is from Asch, Heaton, et al., 2010, Table6.4.

1 Ifthebonusvalueswere converted into constantFY 2015dollars, theincreasewould beapproximately $9,089.
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Figue 4.3
Average Continuation Rates for Each of Five Scenarios, by YOS
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available during thefirst three yearsof the conflict. Instead, reserveforceswill haveto
operateatahigher deployment tempo to meetthe deployment targetsin the short run.

We made additional simplifying assumptions:

A AC and RC soldiers are perfectly substitutable.

A" All RC units require two months of predeployment training.

A RCunits require aone-month overlap for relief in placeor transfer of authority.

Tofind the duration of the cycle, we divided the cumulative supply of RC oper-
ating force manpower available for deployment over agiven periodfi anamount that
differed according to the scenariofi by the cumulative mobilization requirement for
RC forcesover that period. The mobilization requirement is significantly higher than
the actual requirement for forcesin theater becausepostmobilization training reduces
the operational availability of RCforces.Wesubtracted oneyearfi the nominal period
of mobilization fi from the resulting ratiofi the length of the entire cyclefi to find the

dwell time: 20

2 Wederived the cumulative mobilization requirement asfollows:

A RCunits areassumedto require two months of postmobilization training and (aswith AC units) an addi-
tional month of overlap and soareactually available for operational employment for only 9months ofa
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Dwell = |—||yeap1RCOperatlngForcel\/Ianpowegea,Bl

|—||nyeaF . Mob.Reqtfor RCOperatingForces,,,

Note that we estimated the cumulativeMOB:Dwell ratio; for example, if the ratio
is 1:3in Year5,the RCis not necessarilyoperating at 1:3in Year5, but hasbeeroper
atingat an averageratio of 1:3over the previous five years.In reality, neither units nor
soldiers are completely fungible, sothe cumulative MOB:Dwell rate for soldiers in the
required units will likely be higher.

Summary

Weexamined the A r myabilgy to regenerateactive duty end strength given the dif -
ferent scenarios,starting conditions, external conditions, and policy leversdiscussed
in this chapter. Table 4.3summarizes the various assumptions and scenariosthat we
considered. Chapter Five presentsthe results of the modeling basedon the methods
presented here.

12-month mobhilization cycle. Thus, the available operational capacity is 9/12 of the total mobilized force,
and we found the mobilization requirement by dividing the required operational capacity by 9/12.

A Tofind the required operational capacity, we added the amount we originally planned to obtain from the
RCatal:4ratio totheshortfall in AC capacity. Theoriginal RCcapacity is equaltototal rotational capac
ity divided by 5 (5 =1 + 4) x 9/12.

A Tofind theshortfall in AC operational capacity, we multiplied theshortfall in endstrength by 11/24, the
ratio of months available to overall cyclelength in atwo yearcycle,assumingal:1BOG:Dwell rate and
1 month overlap.
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Table 4.3

Summary of Conditions and Assumptions Considered for Modeling Accessions, Retention,

and Force Mix

I N¥eQa !'oAtAdGe 0

Condition

Range of Option€onsidered

Initial end strength
Scenario 1
Scenario 2

Regeneratiorobjective

Shortfall tofill
Scenariol
Scenaria2

Regeneratiortime

ACBOG:Dweltate

RCMOB:Dwelrate

Size ofentry DEP

980K(450Kactive)
920K (420Hactive)
Capacity provided by 547.4K (2009 baseline for Army)

118,700
160,000
Syears
11

1:4

25 percent of baseline accession mission

Recruitingstandards

Lessemrenlistmenteligibility 55 percent high school diploma, CategorigklA

10 percent waivers

Greaterenlistmenteligibility 45 percent high school diploma, CategorieBIA
20 percent waivers
10,000 priorservice recruits

Average historical rat¢2002;2012)
Low rateg(2003;2005)
High rates (20072009)

Based on combination of historical promotion rates, Army
regulations, and limiting share of soldiers in each grade to
change by10percent peryear

Continuationrates

Promotion rates

Unemployment rate (%)
Favorableecruitingconditions 8
Averagerecruitingconditions 6.5
Unfavorablerecruting conditions 5

Retentionbonussize Equivalent to oneaunit increase in SRB{&pproximately

$8,200)
Retention bonus elasticity

Low effect Oneunit increase in SRBM results in-pé&rcentagepoint
increase irretention

Higheffect Oneunit increase in SRBM results in pércentagepoint
increase irretention




CHAPTER FIVE

Modeling Results

Thischaptersummarizeskey resultsfrom the combined accessiorand retention model,

presenting the shortfall, that is, the difference betweenestimated AC end strength and

target end strength under avariety of external conditions and using different policy

options. We present shortfall in terms of enlisted AC end strength relative to the

enlisted AC end strength targetii 463,000for the 920K regeneration scenarios, and
454,000for the 980K scenariogi at the end of Year5.

Two points should benoted when interpreting theseshortfalls. First, the shortfall
shown for eachyearis basedon the number of soldierswho canactually bedeployed in
that year, not the number of soldiers onboard. As discussedin Chapter Four, although
accessionsand retention increasestarting in Year2,the first cohort of surge accessions
is not available to deploy soonerthan the end of Year3,while the third (last) cohort of
surge accessiongs not available to deploy until the end of Year5.Second,the shortfalls
aregiven in terms of the final end strength targets, implicitly assuming animmediate
increasein demand to the target levels. If the buildup in demand is gradual, the short-
falls will be lower than those shown for Years194.

Wealsoexaminethe extentto which the RCwould needto bemobilized tofill
the estimated shortfalls. In this event,we explicitly consider the casein which there is
animmediate needfor the full strength of deployable forcesand the casein which need
startsfrom abaselevel and increasesgradually to full capacity over time.

920K Scenario

Effects of Accessions and Retention Policies Under Average Conditions

We begin by estimating the potential for accessionand retention policies to meetthe
required targets for deployed forces at the end of a five-year time frame, given aver-
agecivilian employment conditions (that is,an unemployment rate of 6.5percent).
Figure 5.1shows the estimated shortfall i the number of enlisted soldiers short of the
target atthe end of eachyearfi and how this shortfall changesasthe Army utilizes dif -
ferent policy levers for accessions andetention.

53
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Figure 5.1
920K Scenario: Estimated Enlisted Shortfall Using Different Policy Levers

Yearslb2 Year3 Yeard Years
0
520,000
540,000
.=‘E 560,000
15}
e
»  £80,000
[ Baseline
5100,000 [ Increased recruiters
[ Increased recruiters, SR
5120,000 [l Increased recruiters,
SRB, greater enlistmer|
eligibility
£140,000

RANDRR16375.1

Thebaselineresultsin Figure 5.1(blue bars)consider acasein which the number
of recruiters isrelatively low, and only accessiomoliciesfi acombination of enlistment
bonuses and TV advertising fi are used to increase enlistment. The accessiomodel
suggeststhat, under this baselinescenario,the combination of enlistment bonusesand
TV advertising could bring in approximately 77,000recruits per year. At the end of
Year5, the size of the enlisted force is approximately 60,000soldiers below the target
of 463,000.

Additional accessionand retention policy approachescanfurther decreasethis
shortfall. Increasingthe number of recruiters (red bars)increaseshe estimated number
of accessiongo approximately 81,000per year,and thus lowers the shortfall to approx-
imately 50,000y the end of Year5.If the SRBisalsoincreasedasdiscussedin Chap-
ter Four, we estimatethat the increasein retention lowers the shortfall to justunder
40,000(greenbars) by the end of Year5.Forthe results in this chapter, we show the
low -SRBeffect (seeChapter Four). Appendix A shows that the results of assuming a
high-SRB effect aresimilar.

While these policy approaches mitigate the gap, they do not close it. However,
if optimal advertising and enlistment bonus policies, aswell asmore recruiters, are
coupled with anincreasein enlistment eligibility for new recruits (requiring that only
45percent, rather than 55percent, be high-quality recruits; allowing 10,000prior -
serviceaccessionsand increasing waivers from 10to 20percent),the modeling results
suggestthat the shortfall canbeeliminated by the end of Year5. Thereasonis that
allowing more lower -quality recruits increasesrecruiter productivity (in terms of the
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number of new recruits) substantially, sothat accessionsare estimated to reachmore
than 105,00Gnnually. While this accessionlevel hasnot beenseenin recentyears,
accession®fmore than 120,000vere common beforethe drawdown in the 1980s.

Effects of Different External Conditions

In this subsection, we estimate the effectsof different external factorsonthe Ar my 6 s
ability to regeneratethe AC. Forthe remainder of the analysespertaining to the 920K
scenario,we focuson results that assumethat the Army draws on all the available
accession andretention policy leversii increased recruiters, TV advertising, enlistment
bonuses,and reenlistment bonusedi but may or may not find it appropriate to lower

the required recruit quality mix.

Figure 5.2shows that if more stringent enlistment eligibility standards are used
(i.e.,ahigh-quality mix of enlisteesis targeted), then favorable recruiting conditions (a
high civilian unemployment rate) canlower the shortfall from 40,000(under average
conditions) to 26,000(under favorable conditions) by the end of Year5.In contrast,
unfavorable recruiting conditions (alow civilian unemployment rate) canincreasethe
shortfall to nearly 55,000.

Figure 5.3showsthe effectsof allowing greaterenlistment eligibility onestimated
shortfalls under different external conditions. Evenunder unfavorable recruiting con-
ditions, the Army could likely meetitstarget by the end of Year5if it were to accept
more lower -quality recruits and prior -service accessionsand to grant more waivers.
Thereasonisthat thesepolicies increasethe number of potential recruits somuch that

Figure 5.2
920K Scenario: Estimated Enlisted Shortfall Under Different Conditions

Yearslhb2 Year3 Yeard Years

0
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540,000

560,000

80,000
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B Favorable conditions
[l Average conditions
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[ Grow the Army

£100,000

£120,000

£140,000

NOTESAverage conditions refersto anunemploymentrate of 6.5percent;favorable conditions refers
to anunemploymentate of 8 percent;andunfavorable conditions refersto anunemploymentate of
5 percent. TheGrowthe Armyscenaridsbasedon 80,000recruitsper yearandretention ratesobserved
during FY2007¢20009.
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Figure 5.3
920K Scenario: Estimated Enlisted Shortfall Under Different Conditions, Greater Enlistment
Eligibility
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NOTESAverage conditions refersto anunemploymentate of 6.5percent;favorable conditions refers
to an unemployment rate of 8 percent; anohfavorable conditions  refers to an unemployment rate of
5 percent.
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there are more recruits than can be accommodated or are needed to meet targets. In
contrast, Figure 5.2showed that the Army would facesubstantially greater shortfalls
under unfavorable conditions than under favorable conditions if it were to maintain
lesserenlistment eligibility standards. Thesefindings suggestthat, if greatereligibility

isacceptable,increasing enlistmenteligibility canbeusedto reduce or eliminate short-
falls if the needfor growth occursduring unfavorable conditions.

While we canmodel the effectsof the civilian unemployment rate explicitly, a
number of factors are more difficult to quantify, including public sentiment about the
conflict and the overall propensity to enlist. In addition, while we model the major
policy leversthat the Army usesto recruit and retain soldiers, anumber of other levers,
such asstop loss, are not practical to model explicitly. We therefore show the results
of aGrow the Army scenario,which assumesthat the Army canaccessapproximately
80,000s0ldiers eachyear (in line with the numbers seenduring the Grow the Army
initiative) and that continuation ratesare equal to those witnessed during this period
(theupper-bound ratesdiscussedin Chapter Four). As discussedin Chapter Four, these
accessionand retention figures do not representupper limits but rather reflect avari-
ety of economic, social, and political conditions that prevailed during the Grow the
Army initiative, along with the A r mya@cgssion mission and other prevailing policies.
Nonetheless,this scenariorepresentsthe highestlevelsof recruiting and retention seen
since 9/11.
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Figure 5.2shows that the Grow the Army results arein fact quite similar to those
modeled under averageconditions for the high-quality recruit mix. This likely reflects
the factthat this period coveredarange of economicconditions: civilian unemployment
waslow atthe start of the period but shotup in FY 2008during thefinancial crisis.In
addition, our assumptions about enlistment bonuses, TV advertising, and SRBsare all
largely basedonthe amountsthe Army paid during the Grow the Army period.

We do note, however, that the Army expanded its enlistment eligibility criteria
to someextentduring the Grow the Army period. Why did this expansionnot lead
to the sort of rapid increasein accessionsseenin Figure 5.3?Although the number of
contractswritten increasedsubstantially (starting from an averageof 90,000per year
betweenFYs2006and 2008and reaching 102,000n FY 2009) the accessiommission
remained at80,000asdid the number of accessionst Thesefactssuggestthat, had the
Army wanted to accessmore lower -quality recruits during this time, it likely would
have been able to doso.

Implications for NCO Experience

Regardlessof external conditions, any regeneration scenariowill result in asurgein
new soldiers, requiring that more-seniorenlisted soldiers bepromoted more quickly to
retain afairly stableAC force shape.Onepotential concernisthat suchrapid promotion
could lead to asubstantial lowering of experienceamong midgrade and senior NCOs.
As noted in Chapter Four, the inventory model allowed promotions only within the
windows specified by the Army and required at leastthree YOShbefore promotion to
E-5and five YOSbefore promotion to E-6.

We measured average NCO experience by calculating the averageYOSfor sol-
diers in any given grade during eachyear of the expansion.2Table 5.1shows the aver-
age YOSin steady state (before expansion) and the minimum average YOS during
any of the expansion years. We focus here on three setsof scenarios:thoserequiring a
high-quality recruit mix (lesserenlistment eligibility), thoseallowing alower -quality
recruit mix (greater enlistment eligibility), and the Grow the Army scenario. For the
high-quality and lower -quality scenarios,we assumedthat the Army hasmore recruit -
ers and offers a higher SRB.

Forall grades,averageexperiencefalls during the expansion. Theeffectsaremost
pronounced for grades E-5and E-6, in which the averagenumber of YOSfalls by
more than 20percent (from 6.6yearsto around 5yearsfor E-5,and from 10.2years
to around 8yearsfor E-6). Thesenumbers representthe averagé&/OSfor soldiers in
thesegrades;to make room for the large cohorts of incoming soldiers, many soldiers
are promoted to grade E-5at three YOSand to grade E-6 at five YOS.

1 Based onRA Analyst data.

2 Wetook total man-YOSin agrade and divided by total number of soldiers in that grade.



Table 5.1
920K Scenario: Estimated NCO Experience
E5 E6 E7 E8 E9
Steady Steady Steady Steady Steady
State Minimum State Minimum State Minimum State Minimum State Minimum
Lesser enlistment eligibility
(high-quality mix)
Favorable conditions 6.6 5.2 10.2 7.8 16.2 14.7 19.1 17.7 24.1 22.9
Average conditions 6.6 5.3 10.2 7.8 16.2 14.7 19.1 17.7 24.1 22.9
Unfavorable conditions 6.6 5.3 10.2 7.9 16.2 14.7 19.1 17.7 24.1 22.9
Greater enlistment eligibility
(lower-quality mix)
Favorable conditions 6.6 4.3 10.2 8.5 16.2 14.7 19.1 17.3 24.1 22.9
Average conditions 6.6 4.5 10.2 8.5 16.2 14.1 19.1 17.3 24.1 22.9
Unfavorable conditions 6.6 4.8 10.2 8.0 16.2 14.9 19.1 17.2 24.1 22.9
Grow the Army 6.6 5.2 10.2 7.8 16.2 14.7 19.1 17.7 24.1 22.9

NOTESAverage conditions refersto anunemploymentate of 6.5percent;favorable conditions refersto anunemploymentate of 8 percent;and
unfavorable conditions refersto anunemploymentrate of 5 percent. TheGrowthe Armyscenaridsbasedon recruitingandretentionratesobserved

during FY2007¢2009.
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In Appendix B,we explore whether maintaining ao r e g e n ewre a tgfiethat
is, additional midgrade officers and NCOs who canserveasleadersin new units cre-
ated under any expansionfi canmitigate the decreasesn averageexperienceshown
in Table5.1.A regeneration wedge changesthe shapeof the force but not its overall
starting or objective conditions. The appendix reproduces the results from Table 5.1
with aregeneration wedge. The results suggestthat, with five yearsfor regeneration,
the resulting changesin average experienceare fairly small, and the benefits assoct
atedwith the changeswould haveto becompared againstthe costof maintaining the
wedge during peacetime.

Cost

Table 5.2 shows the incremental costs associated with increased accessions and
retentionfi that is, how much activating thesepolicies islikely to costthe Army to
meetits growth objectives. For accessionsgcostsrange from $776million to $1.02bil -
lion for the high-quality (lesser enlistment eligibility) scenarios. The costs are lower
under unfavorable conditions becausecompeting forcesareatwork. Ononehand, the
Army is competing with astrong civilian labor market, which would tend to increase
bonuslevels. On the other hand, the Army canfind fewer recruits during unfavorable
conditions, which would tend to decreasethe overall payout. Recallthat we capped
per-recruit bonusesattheir FY 200632008levels; presumably, if the Army were willing
to raise bonus levels without limit, it could meetits recruiting targets under virtually
anyconditions. Comparing the total amount of bonus payouts for the lower - and high-
quality scenariosshows that, while the averagelevelof bonusespaid is lower under

Table 5.2
920K Scenario: Estimated Incremental Costs of Recruiting and Retention

Average Incremental Annual Costs

Accessions Retention

Lesser enlistment eligibility (higluality mix)

Favorableconditions 1,021 475

Averageconditions 1,001 473

Unfavorableconditions 776 472
Greater enlistment eligibility (loweguality mix)

Favorableconditions 1,144 474

Averageconditions 1,247 475

Unfavorableconditions 1,222 477

NOTES: Numbers in millions2@fl5dollars. Average conditions refers to an
unemploymentateof 6.5percent;favorable conditions refersto anunemployment
rate of 8 percent;andunfavorable conditions refersto anunemploymentate of

5 percent.
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the lower -quality scenarios,the total amountis higher becauseof the large number of
recruits.

The estimated incremental costsfor increasing the useand size of SRBsto retain
soldiers are roughly $475million, with very little variation in expected incremental
costsacrossthe different scenarios.The costsvary little acrossscenarioshecauseincreas-
ing SRBsinduces very few additional soldiers to reenlist whowouldnototherwisénave
reenlistedRecallthat we estimated that increasing the SRBwould increasethe prob-
ability of reenlistment by only 3.5percentagepoints (under the conservative elasticity
estimate)and would apply only to thoseeligible for reenlistment who arenearthe expi-
ration of their current terms of service. Thesesmall effectsizesmeanthat the variation
acrossscenariosis vastly outweighed by the total incremental costsof introducing the
program. Weassumethat bonuseswould gofrom being alittle -usedtool for just a
fraction of soldiers to near universal application. This means the program pays bonuses
evento soldierswho would havereenlistedwithout it, and thesecostsdominate.

It is worth noting that, although the incremental costsof recruitment and reten-
tion bonusesarelarge, they are small relative to total compensation for the additional
soldiers regeneration requires. Meeting targets from abaseof 920Kwould require an
additional 127,00Cenlisted soldiers. In a2007report, the CBO estimated that average
cash,noncash,and deferred cashcompensationto amarried, enlisted soldier with rank
E-4was approximately $89,700equal to approximately $105,500n 2015dollars).3
A very rough estimate of the ballpark for the incremental annual compensation cost
can be found by multiplying the number of additional soldiers  (127,000)y average
E-4 compensationin 2015dollars. This exercisesuggeststhat the incremental, annual
compensation cost would be in the range of $13billion.

Implications for the Reserve Component
What do the estimated shortfalls in AC sizeimply for the RC?Webegin by considering
the immediate demand scenarioii in which the full target of deployable forces (with
AC operating at1:1land RCat1:4)isrequired immediately, asdepicted in Figure 5.4.
Table 5.3shows the estimated, cumulativeMOB:Dwell ratio that the RC would need
to achieveto backfill the AC shortfall, if the scenariorequired the target number of
deployable forcesimmediately. In this casesincewe assumedthat no new AC
recruits would beavailable for the first three years (one year of preparation and two
yearsof recruiting and training), the full shortfall would needto becoveredby the RC
for the first three years, resulting in a MOB:Dwell ratio of 1:1.6.
The additional AC forcesbegin to deploy atthe end of Year 3, with the final new
surge cohort deploying at the end of Year5. Thus the stresson the RC diminishes, so
that the cumulative MOB:Dwell ratio over asix-year period would beapproximately

3 Estimateof 2007compensationis from CBO,2007,Tab.2. Dollar value is translated into 2015dollars using
the online inflation calculator at BLS, undated a.
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Figure 5.4
Immediate Demand

Total required deployable strength
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Table 5.3
920K Scenario: Estimated MOB:Dwell Ratio Assuming Immediate Increase in Demand
Years 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6
Lesser enlistment eligibility
(high-quality mix)
Favorable conditions 1:1.6 1:1.7 1:1.8 1:2
Average conditions 1:1.6 1:1.7 1:1.8 1:1.9
Unfavorable conditions 1:1.6 1:1.7 1:1.7 1:1.9
Greater enlistment eligibility
(lower-quality mix)
Favorable conditions 1:1.6 1:1.7 1:1.9 1:2.1
Average conditions 1:1.6 1:1.7 1:1.9 1:2.1
Unfavorable conditions 1:1.6 1:1.7 1:1.9 1:2.1
Grow the Army 1:1.6 1:1.7 1:1.8 1:1.9

NOTESAverage conditions refers to an unemployment rate of 6.5 percefdyorable
conditions referstoanunemploymentateof8percent;andunfavorable conditions refersto

an unemployment rate of 5 percent. The Grow the Army scenario is based on recruiting and
retention rates observed during F2607;2009.

1:2.Thisdoesnot meanthat the RCwould still bedeployed at 1:2atthe end of Year6
but, rather, reflects the averageratio of the preceding six-year period.
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Table 5.3shows that lowering recruit quality could help to easethe stresson the
RCslightly in the later years; however, evenin this case the cumulative MOB:Dwell
ratio would average 1:2.1over the six-year period.

Wealsoconsideredanalternative scenarioin which demand beginsatabaselevel
equaltothe deployable capacity of the existing forces(920Kor 980KArmy, with AC
operating at 1:1and RCat 1:4),then gradually builds up to the total target deployable
strength (Figure 5.5).We assumedthat demand ramps up linearly from the baselevel
to the target level (sothat one-quarter of the ultimate increasein troops is needed by
the end of Year 1, one-half by Year2, and soon).

Table 5.4shows that, in this case,the MOB:Dwell ratio starts at 1:3.1during
Yearl,fallsto 1:2.3during Year4(by which time demand isfully ramped up, butthe
first cohort of AC surge troops hasjust deployed), then inchesback up to around 1:2.4
by the end of Year 6 asmore AC troops becomeavailable.

An alternative way to approach this issuewould beto assumethat the RCrotates
atacertain speed then estimatethe shortfall in available troops using different external
conditions and policies. Our baselineassumptions already factor in a 1:4MOB:Dwell
for the RC. Therefore, in the caseof an immediate buildup in demand, the shortfalls
would beidentical to the shortfalls in AC capacity. We alsotestedthe sensitivity of the
results to assuming that the RCrotatesat 1:3.In this case the interim shortfalls would
belower, but would persist. Ultimately, our finding that the shortfall persistsevenat

Figure 5.5
Gradual Buildup from Base Level of Demand

RC troops to backfill AC shortf

W

RC troops available to deploy at

Supply and demand

Year 1 Year 2 Year3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6

Time
RANDRR1637%5.5
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Table 5.4
920K Scenario: Estimated MOB:Dwell Ratio Assuming Linear Increase in Demand

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6

Lesser enlistment eligibility
(high-quality mix)

Favorable conditions 1:3.1 1:2.7 1:2.4 1:.2.3 1:2.3 1:.2.5
Average conditions 1:3.1 1:2.7 1:2.4 1:2.3 1:2.3 1:2.4
Unfavorable conditions 1:3.1 1:2.7 1:2.4 1:.2.3 1:2.2 1:2.3

Greater enlistment eligibility
(lower-quality mix)

Favorable conditions 1:3.1 1:2.7 1:2.4 1:2.4 1:2.5 1:2.7
Average conditions 1:3.1 1:2.7 1:2.4 1:2.3 1:2.5 1:2.7
Unfavorable conditions 1:3.1 1:2.7 1:2.4 1:2.3 1:2.4 1:2.6
Grow the Army 1:3.1 1:2.7 1:2.4 1:2.3 1:2.3 1:2.4

NOTESAverage conditions refers to an unemployment rate of 6.5 percefdayorable
conditions referstoanunemploymentateof8percent;andunfavorable conditions refersto

an unemployment rate of 5 percent. The Grow the Army scenario is based on recruiting and
retention rates observed during F2607¢2009.

the end of Year5 (beginning of Year6) unlessenlistment eligibility standardsarelow -
ered holds, even if the RCrotates atl:3.

980K Scenario

Effects of Accession and Retention Policies Under Average Conditions

When starting from aTotal Army of 980K (AC of 450K),acombination of increased
recruiters, TV advertising, enlistment bonuses,and SRBscancomecloseto achieving
targetsunder averagerecruiting conditions, with ashortfall of only around 15,000s0l-
diers at the end of Year5 (Figure5.6).

Similar to the 920K scenario,lowering quality canclosethe shortfall completely
by Year5.However, in the 980K scenario,the shortfall is fairly small evenwhile main-
taining lesserenlistment eligibility (ahigh-quality mix). For the high-quality mix, the
number of soldiers accesseder year in the 980K scenariois around 80,000to 85,000,
only slightly higher thanin the 920Kscenario*However, becausethe required increase
in the number of soldiers is substantially lower for the 980K scenario,the shortfall is
also smaller.

4 The number of accessionsestimated in the 980K scenariois due to the higher number of recruiters associated
with the larger starting force size.
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Figure 5.6
980K Scenario: Estimated Enlisted Shortfall Using Different Policy Levers
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Figure 5.7

980K Scenario: Estimated Enlisted Shortfall Under Different Conditions

Years b2 Year3 Yeard Years
0

520,000

540,000

560,000

Shortfall

£80,000

B Favorable conditions
[l Average conditions

[ unfavorable conditiong
[ Grow the Army

£100,000

120,000

140,000

NOTESAverage conditions refersto anunemploymentate of 6.5percent;favorable conditions refers
to anunemploymentate of 8percent;andunfavorable conditions refersto anunemploymentate of
5 percent.TheGrowthe Armyscenaridsbasedon 80,000recruitsper yearandretention ratesobserved
during FY2007¢2009.

RANDRR1637-5.7

Effects of Different External Conditions

Figure 5.7 shows the effect of external conditions on the shortfall, assuming that the
Army maintains lesser enlistment eligibility (high -quality mix) and uses enlistment
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bonuses, TV advertising, increased recruiters, and SRBsUnder favorable recruiting

conditions, the shortfall is virtually eliminated by the end of Year5.In contrast, if
recruiting conditions are unfavorable, the shortfall can double to more than 30,000.
If enlistment eligibility isexpanded (quality is lowered), external conditions havelittle

effecton the shortfall, the number of recruits is larger than canbeaccommodated
under any conditions (Figure 5.8).

Figure 5.7also shows the results from the Grow the Army scenario.In this case,
the shortfall isapproximately 28,000atthe end of Year5,similar to the unfavorable
conditions scenario.The reasonthe Grow the Army scenariomore closely mirrors the
unfavorable conditions scenarioin this 980K case,even though it mirrored the aver-
ageconditions scenarioin the 920Kcasejsthat it capsaccessionsat80,00(er year.
With alarger baseforce (980K rather than 920K), more accessionsare needed simply
to maintain the existing force;thus, incrementalccessionsareeffectively lower.

Table5.5shows that, asin the 920K scenario,the 980K scenariowould alsoentail
areduction in averageYOSfor NCOs. The size of the effectis approximately the same
for E-5becausepromotions to E-5must still occurrapidly to accommodatealarge
influx of soldiers. However, the reduction in average YOSis lessstark for E-6, falling
from 10.2YOSto 8.5YOSunder average conditions with lesser enlistment eligibility
(albeit still representing afall of almost 20 percent). Appendix B presentscorrespond-
ing results for the 980K scenariowith aregeneration wedge. As in the 920K scenario,
theresults show that awedge doesnot make asubstantial difference in terms of average
experience, given the five-year time line.

Figure 5.8
980K Scenario: Estimated Enlisted Shortfall Under Different Conditions, Greater Enlistment
Eligibility

Years kL2 Year3 Year4d Years
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T 160,000
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NOTESAverage conditions refersto anunemploymentrate of 6.5percent;favorable conditions refers
to an unemployment rate of 8 percent; anohfavorable conditions  refers to an unemployment rate of
5 percent.

RANDRR1637-5.8



Table 5.5
980K Scenario: Estimated NCO Experience
E5 E6 E7 E8 E9
Steady Steady Steady Steady Steady
State Minimum State Minimum State Minimum State Minimum State Minimum
Lesser enlistment eligibility
(high-quality mix)
Favorable conditions 6.6 5.2 10.2 8.5 16.2 14.8 19.1 17.7 24.0 23.1
Average conditions 6.6 5.2 10.2 8.5 16.2 15.2 19.1 17.8 24.0 23.1
Unfavorable conditions 6.6 5.3 10.2 8.5 16.2 15.2 19.1 17.9 24.0 23.1
Greater enlistment eligibility
(lower-quality mix)
Favorable conditions 6.6 4.5 10.2 9.2 16.2 14.2 19.1 17.5 24.0 23.5
Average conditions 6.6 4.5 10.2 9.2 16.2 14.2 19.1 17.5 24.0 23.5
Unfavorable conditions 6.6 4.7 10.2 9.0 16.2 14.4 19.1 17.4 24.0 23.1
Grow the Army 6.6 5.2 10.2 8.6 16.2 15.2 19.1 17.9 24.0 23.1

NOTESAverage conditions refersto anunemploymentate of 6.5percent;favorable conditions refersto anunemploymentateof8percent;and
unfavorable conditions refersto anunemploymentrate of 5 percent.TheGrowthe Armyscenaridasbasedon 80,000recruitsperyearandretention

rates observed during F2807¢2009.
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Table 5.6
980K Scenario: Estimated Incremental Costs of Recruiting and Retention

Average Incremental Annual Costs

Accessions Retention

Lesser enlistment eligibility (higduality mix)

Favorableconditions 1,038 500

Averageconditions 988 501

Unfavorableconditions 746 500
Greater enlistment eligibility (lowequality mix)

Favorableconditions 1,084 495

Averageconditions 1,210 495

Unfavorableconditions 1,194 495

NOTES: Numbers in millions2@f15dollars.Average conditions refers to an
unemploymentateof6.5percent;favorable conditions refersto anunemployment
rate of 8 percent;andunfavorable conditions refersto anunemploymentate of

5 percent.

Cost

Table5.6shows the incremental costsassociatedwith increasedaccessionsand reten-
tion. For accessions, costs range fron$746million to $1.038billion for the high-
quality scenarios. As with the 920K scenario, costs are higherfor greater enlistment
eligibility (lower-quality mix) scenariosbecauseof the larger number of recruits. The
estimated incremental costs for retention under the 980K scenario are roughly $500
million, againwith very little variation in expectedincremental costsacrossthe differ -
ent recruiting environments.

Implications for the Reserve Component

Table 5.7summarizes cumulative MOB:Dwell rates for the RC given immediate
demand for the target number of deployable forces.Under theimmediate demand sce
nario, the RCwould needto rotate at 1:2during the first 3years,with the cumulative
ratio decreasingto about 1:2.4by Year6.Building the AC fasterby lowering recruit
quality reducesthe cumulative stressonthe RCslightly by Year6.

A more gradual demand buildup (Table5.8)requires a MOB:Dwell ratio of
around 1:3during thefirst two years,rising to 1:2.7by Year4,by which time the full
complement of deployable troops is required, but when only the first AC surge troops
areready to deploy. Theratio then tapers off slightly by the end of Year6.

As in the 920K scenario, we can estimate the shortfall in available troops under
the assumption that the RCrotatesat 1:3.Recallthat, with an RCrotation of 1:4,the
shortfall could beeliminated atthe end of Year5under favorable recruiting conditions,
evenif eligibility standardswere not lowered. With an RCrotation of 1:3,the shortfall
canbeeliminated atthe end of Year5,evenunder averageecruiting conditions.
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23—28:? ggenario: Estimated MOB:Dwell Ratio Assuming Immediate Increase in Demand
Years £3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6
Lesser enlistment eligibility
(highrquality mix)
Favorable conditions 1:2 1:2.1 1:2.3 1:2.5
Average conditions 1:2 1:2.1 1:2.2 1:2.4
Unfavorable conditions 1:2 1:2.1 1:2.2 1:2.3
Greater enlistment eligibility
(lower-quality mix)
Favorable conditions 1:2 1:.2.2 1:2.3 1:2.5
Average conditions 1:2 1:2.2 1:2.3 1:25
Unfavorable conditions 1:2 1:2.2 1:2.3 1:2.5
Grow the Army 1:2 1:2.1 1:2.2 1:2.4

NOTESAverage conditions refersto anunemploymentate of 6.5percent;favorable conditions
refers to an unemployment rate of 8 percent; andfavorable conditions  refers to an
unemployment rate of 5 percent. The Grow the Army scenario is bas&@ 690recruits per
year and retention rates observed during R0®7c2009.

Table 5.8
980K Scenario: Estimated MOB:Dwell Ratio Assuming Linear Increase in Demand

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6

Lesser enlistment eligibility
(high-quality mix)

Favorable conditions 1:3.3 1:3 1:2.8 1:.2.7 1:2.8 1:2.9
Average conditions 1:3.3 1:3 1:2.8 1:2.7 1:2.7 1:2.8
Unfavorable conditions 1:3.3 1:3 1:2.8 1:2.7 1:.2.7 1.2.7

Greater enlistment eligibility
(lower-quality mix)

Favorable conditions 1:3.3 1:3 1:2.8 1:2.7 1:2.8 1:3

Average conditions 1:3.3 1:3 1:2.8 1:2.7 1:2.8 1:3

Unfavorable conditions 1:3.3 1:3 1:2.8 1:2.7 1:2.8 1:3
Grow the Army 1:3.3 1:3 1:2.8 1:.2.7 1:2.7 1:2.8

NOTE®\verage conditions referstoanunemploymentateof6.5percent;favorable conditions
refers to an unemployment rate of 8 percent; andfavorable conditions  refers to an
unemployment rate of 5 percent. The Grow the Army scenario is bas&9,000recruits per year
and retention rates observed during FX@07¢2009.



CHAPTER SIX

Conclusions and Implications for Preparation

In this chapter, we discusssomekey findings from the analysis of the Grow the Army
effort and discuss the modeling results. We also recommend specific measures the
Army should taketo prepare for future regeneration.Recallthat this analysisappliesto
only onegeneraltype of contingency: along-term, large-scalecounterinsurgency and
stability operation. For short-notice, intense operations, such as potential contingencies
in the Baltic Statesor in Korea, the Army probably cannot achieve a useful degree of
expansionin time to meetsudden demands for additional combat power.

Thesum of our analysesindicates that it would probably befeasiblefor the Army
to regenerateits deployable AC end strength within five years,with the first meaning-
ful increasein Regular Army operational capacity becoming available at roughly the
start of the third year. In this context, regeneration connotes expanding the Regular
Army from atotal size of 980K (AC of 450K)or 920K (AC of 420K)i the two future
end strengths considered in the 2014Army Posture Statement(McHugh and Odierno,
2014%i tomeetthe demandsof aprotracted, large-scalecounterinsurgency or stability
operation or operations of approximately the sameaggregatescaleof thosein Iraq and
Afghanistan at their peak.

However, while our analyses did not uncover any constraints that would make
suchregeneration infeasible, they suggestthat the effort would carry anumber of risks,
particularly when expanding from aTotal Army of 920K.What may be the most criti -
calrisk relatesto the factthat, while the Regular Army isexpanding, the Army asa
whole will still needto meetoperational demands. Thus, the Army will haveto draw
onits RCto anunprecedented extentto sustain high levels of operational commitment
until it accomplishesregeneration. The Army will alsoneedto beableto leverageexten-
sive contract support throughout the duration of the conflict. As we discuss in more
detail later in this chapter, the required rotation of the RCthat we estimated should
be feasible under the current authorities. However, RC forces may require mobiliza -
tion periods exceedingthe D o D éugent one-yearlimit for involuntary mobilization to
enablethe forcesto achievethe standard of proficiency neededto replaceRegular Army
forcesfor auseful period atacceptablerisk. In addition, although ARNG leadership has
expressedawillingness to operateatatempo of 1:2,post-9/11 experiencesuggeststhat
doing somay erode congressionalor public support for sustained useofthe RC.

69
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Successfulregeneration alsodependson key defenseleadersmaking tough deci-
sions early, in advance of a clear demand signal for alarger Army. Theseinclude the
decision to expand the Army itself, aswell assupporting decisionsto relax eligibility
criteria, increaseincentives, and offer the incentives to awider rangeof individuals. In
short, successfulregeneration depends on spending aconsiderableamount of money
and manpower asahedgeagainstthings going wrong. Evenif the necessarydecisions
aremade, thereisnoguaranteethat the Army will beabletoimplement them fully.
Many different analyseshave shown that the Army will struggle to obtain the neces
sary manpower if the economy is strong and unemployment is low.

The following sections expand on these broad findings and recommend measures
to mitigate the risks identified in the courseof this analysis. Besidesmaking important
decisions early, key recommendations include the needsto identify aspecific contin-
gency or contingencies that would require regeneration, to maintain adequateinfra-
structure and training capacity to accommodatealarge surgein Army accessionsand
to prepare the RCto support frequent and extensive mobilizations.

Major Findings

Current Policy Levers Will Probably Suffice to Enable Regeneration

Our researchindicates that the current suite of policy levers will probably suffice to
enablethe Army to regenerateatthe scaleand speeddesired within the overall context
of the All Volunteer Force.Table6.1summarizes the policy options available for regen-
erating the Army. It is important to note that many of thesepolicy optionsfi notably,
increasing end strength and various options for mobilizing the RCi rely on decision-
makers outside the Army.

When the Army last grew, in response to post-9/11 demand, senior leadership
used many of the options available (asindicated in Table 6.1): Theseoptions were
used at different points over the growth period and to varying degrees.End strength
increases,both temporary and permanent, enabled the Army to grow by increasing
the ceiling on the authorized number of soldiers across all three components. Force
management options, such as adjusting BOG:Dwell and MOB:Dwell ratios, helped
the Army increasethe number of deployable troops. Contractor support enabled the
Army to meetdemand without further growing or stressingits forces.In the realm of
recruiting and retention, the Army increasedits capacity through avariety of financial
incentives, waiver and eligibility changes,andinvoluntary stop-losspolicies.

Our modeling took increasesin end strength asgivens and focusedonthe recruit -
ing, retention, and force-managementoptions that could beusedto meetregeneration

1 Note that, depending on the circumstances, Individual Ready Reservecall-up cantake placeunder presiden-
tial reservecall-up (10USC12304)authority or under partial mobilization (10USC12302)authority.
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Table 6.1
Policy Options to Increase Army Capacity
End Strength Recruiting and
Increases ForceManagement Retention RC MobilizationAuthorities
Exceed end BOG:Dwefl Draft? Full mobilization
strength cap@ 10 US@2301(a)
Permanent end MOB:Dweft Recruitingincentive$ Recall of retired reservistsnder
strength increases full mobilizatiort
10 USC 12301(a)

Temporary end Civiliansupporf Retentionincentive$ 15-day statutet
strength increases 10 USC 12301(b)

Contractor Stop los& ADOSr

support? 10 USC 12301(d)

Waiver$ Partial mobilizatiofit

10 USC 12302

Presidential reserve calipt
10 USC 12304

Reserve emergency calp or
disaster response activation
10 USC 12304a

Activation for preplanned
missions in support of combatant
commanders

10 USC 12304b

20bserved during pos?/11 buildup.
b Selective Service System.

targets. Table6.2summarizes someof the key model results. Starting from aTotal
Army of 920Kwould likely resultin ashortfall atthe end of Year5if ahigh -quality
recruit mix is maintained (i.e., enlistment eligibility is not expanded). When starting
from 980K, it may be possibleto eliminate the shortfall by the end of Year5while
maintaining ahigh-quality recruit mix but only if recruiting conditions are favorable.
In both caseshowever, our modeling suggeststhat, if the Army iswilling to combine
generousincentives and aggressiveadvertising with expanded eligibility criteria, it may
bepossibletorecruit the manpower neededto both sustainand expandtheforce.
Theseanalysesimplicitly assumean operational environment aspermissive asthat
in Iragq and Afghanistan, in which the Army should be able to contract for many sus-
tainment and support services.Similarly, the Army would needto generateasubstan-
tial portion of required operating forcesusing the RC. As discussedin Chapter Four,
the first deployable surge AC troops will not be available until the end of Year 3, and
the final surge AC troops will bedeployed atthe end of Year5. Therefore, in all the
casesve considered,the RCwill becalled ontorotate atatempo of lessthan 1:3over
asix-year period. Wediscussthe feasibility of this rotation tempo in more detail later.



Table 6.2
Summary of Key Modeling Results

Cumulative RC MOB:Dwell

Cumulative RC MOB:Dwell

Average Shortfall (immediate demand) at (gradual buildup in demand) at
Quality Recruiting Annual at End of
Scenario  Recruiters Mix Conditions Accessions Year 5 Year 3 Year 6 Year 3 Year 6
920K High High Favorable 87,051 25,578 1:1.6 1:2 1:2.4 1:2.5
920K High High Average 81,088 39,975 1:1.6 1:1.9 1:2.4 1:2.4
920K High High Unfavorable 74,990 54,620 1:1.6 1:1.9 1:2.4 1:2.3
920K High Low Favorable 104,552 T 1:1.6 1:2.1 1:2.4 1:2.7
920K High Low Average 103,526 T 1:1.6 1:2.1 1:2.4 1:2.7
920K High Low Unfavorable 99,626 T 1:1.6 1:2.1 1:2.4 1:2.6
920K Grow Grow Grow 80,000 44,552 1:1.6 1:1.9 1:2.4 1:2.4
the Army the Army the Army

980K High High Favorable 89,985 1,334 1:2 1:2.5 1:2.8 1:2.9
980K High High Average 83,428 15,236 1:2 1:2.4 1:2.8 1:2.8
980K High High Unfavorable 77,141 30,688 1:2 1:2.3 1:2.8 1:2.7
980K High Low Favorable 97,800 T 1:2 1:2.5 1:2.8 1:3
980K High Low Average 97,800 T 1:2 1:2.5 1:2.8 1:3
980K High Low Unfavorable 97,326 T 1:2 1:2.5 1:2.8 1:3
980K Grow Grow Grow 80,000 27,712 1:2 1:2.4 1:2.8 1:2.8

the Army the Army the Army
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Conditions Matter

Eventhough existing policy levers may suffice to support alarge-scaleregeneration,
there is no definitive answer to whether regeneration will be feasible under specific
future circumstances.Feasibility dependsboth on external conditions and on the will -
ingnessof the Army, DoD, the President,and Congressto useexisting policy tools
and onthe willingness of the American public to respond to their use.Wemodeled
the effectthat economicconditions might haveonthe A r myabilgy torecruit new
soldiers; all other things being equal, asTable6.2illustrates, alow unemployment rate
canincreasethe likely shortfall by tensof thousands of soldiers. But equally important
are various external conditions that are not aseasily quantified. Political conditions
may affectcongressionalwillingness to increaseend strength capsrapidly. As we dis-
cussin more detail later, rotating the RCataMOB:Dwell ratio fasterthan 1:3may not
be feasible, given the political climate.

Specificconditions of the conflict will alsomatter. During the Grow the Army
period, contractors were extensively employed in providing training, procurement, and
other support, both domestically and in the conflict areas.If the future conflict zone
is not considered sufficiently safeor appropriate for contractors, the demands on the
military may be much higher, requiring anevenlarger increasein troop size.In addi-
tion, during the OEF/OIF conflicts, anumber of Army positions werefilled by soldiers
from other services(see,for example, Bates,2007).Tothe extent that this may not
bepossiblein future conflicts, future regeneration requirements for the Army may be
higher than thosewe have assumed.The paceof the increasein demand for deployable
troops isalsoacritical factor, particularly in determining how quickly the RCwill need
to rotate while building up the AC.

Feasibility will alsodepend onwhat policy leversthe Army iswilling to use.Our
analysis assumedthat the Army would employ enlistment bonusesand SRBsin the
range of those seenduring the Grow the Army initiative. If Congressauthorizes and
the Army offers substantially higher bonuses then both accessionsand retention could
bemuch higher than projected, and regeneration could be more easily accomplished.
It isalsopossible,though, that budgetary conditions will belessfavorable than during
Grow the Army and that the bonusesthat the Army canoffer will belessthan those
we considered in our analysis.

RegenerationWould PlaceSubstantialStresson the ReserveComponent,Especially
When Starting from920K
All the regeneration scenarios we considered would require the RC to rotate at less
than 1:3for anumber of years (Table 6.2). Table 6.3summarizes the current setof
authorities that govern the circumstancesunder which reservistscanbeactivated and
any restrictions on their use.

The post-9/11 conflicts relied on only two of theseauthorities: partial mobi-
lization and active duty for operational support (ADOS). Partial mobilization was



Table 6.3
Accessing the RC for Operations
Statutory Source Authority Utilization Process Intended Use Limitations
Involuntary 10 US@2301(a) Congress Requires congressionaRapid expansion of w No personnelimitation
(full mobilization) declaration of war or armed forces to meet w Duration plus @nonths
nationalemergency  an external threat to w Applicable to all reservists
national security (inactive andretired)
10 USC 12302 President Requires presidential Manpower required to @ Maximum 1 million Ready
(partial mobilization) declaration of national meet external threat to Reservists on activeuty
emergency (President national emergency or ® Not more than 24 conseeu
must renewannually) domestic emergency tive months
w Used for OIF/OEF contin
gencyoperations
10 USC 12304 President Requires presidential Augment AC for ®w Maximum?200,000Ready
(presidential reserve notification to operational missions or Reservists on activéuty
callup for situations Congress support for domestic w Maximum30,000Individ-
other than during war or response to weapons ual ReadyReservists
national emergency) of mass destruction or w Limited to 365 days active

10 USC 12304a Secretaryof Defense
(Assistance in response

to a major disaster or

emergency Title 10

reserves only)

10 USC 12301(b)
(15day statute)

Servicesecretary

terrorist attacks

Governor ofaffected
state requests
assistance

Secretary of Defense
may involuntaily order
any unit to active duty
T2ttt 20Ay 3
request

Emergency response to
national emergency ah
disasters

A2 SNy 2 NRa

Authority to order Annual training or
reservist to active duty operational mission
gAlGK2dzi YSYoSNDa
consent

€€

duty

Prohibited for support of
federal or state govern
ment during marAmade or
naturaldisasters

No personnelimitation
Limited to continuous
period of not more than
120days

15days active duty once
peryear

D2 S NY 2 NRa
required for National
Guard
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Table 6.3 Continued

Statutory Source Authority Utilization Process Intended Use Limitations
10 USC 12304b Servicesecretary May order any unito  Augment AGor w Maximum of60,0000n
(preplanned missions in active duty to augment missions in support of active duty at any one time
support of combatant the AC combatant commander ® Limited to 365 consecutive
commanders) Must submit to requirements days
Congress a report w Manpower and costs are
on circumstances of specifically included and
order to active duty identified in the defense
and follow prescribed budget for anticipated
policies and procedures demand
w Budget information
includes description of
the mission and the antici
pated length of time for
involuntary order toAC
Voluntary 10 US@2301(d) Servicesecretary Authority to order Operational missions w Applicable to Ready
(ADOS) reservist to active duty (volunteers) Reserve
g A0K YSYoSNna O2yaSyid w Noduration
In case of National w D2PSNYy2Nna 02y

Guard,governor
also must consent to
voluntary activation

required for National
Guard

SOURCES: RAND Arroyo Center compilation, October 2014.
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alsothe most commonly used mobilization authority in previous conflicts. With the
exception of ADOS (which is voluntary), the RC mobilization authorities available
to senior leadership are dependent on the nature of the underlying conflict and the
statutory authority granted to the President, Congress,or the service secretaries.For
example, full mobilization enables the rapid expansion of the armed forces with all
RCmilitary personnelfor the duration of the conflict plus six months, but exercis-
ing this authority requires acongressionaldeclaration of national emergency or war.
Both partial mobilization and presidential reserve call -up authority require presidential
action before RC soldiers canbe mobilized. 2Mobilizing the RCunder 10USC 12304a
in responseto a national emergency or disaster requires both the affectedgover nor 6 s
requestfor assistanceand the Secretaryof D e f e rappeo@akfor mobilization of Title
10reserves.Only mobilization under 10USC12301(b)the 15-day statute),under 10
USC 12304b (preplanned missions in support of combatant commanders), or under
10USC12301(d)voluntary mobilization under ADOS) canbeexercisedunder the
Secretary of theA r myadtBority alone.

Becausemobilization authorities can be specific to certain types of conflict, the
Army islimited in its use of this policy option to increaseits capacity. For example, if
thereisanofficial declaration of anational emergencyor war, reservistscould beinvol -
untarily mobilized under full mobilization or partial mobilization, the mostexpansive
of the authorities. Conversely, if the next needisin responseto adomestic terrorist
attack or a natural disaster, the Army is limited to the mobilization a uthorities and
their troop level and time restrictions specific to such events.

Therequired RCrotation that we estimated should befeasibleunder the current
authorities. However, DoD policy callsfor amaximum period of involuntary mobiliza -
tion of oneyear (excluding individual skill training and postmobilization leave)(DoD
Directive 1235.102011).SomeRC forces may require mobilization periods exceeding
the current one-year policy limit to enablethem to achievethe standard of proficiency
neededto replaceRegular Army forcesfor auseful period atacceptablerisk.

DoD policy alsoaims for a1:5MOB:Dwell ratio for RCpersonnel, when pos-
sible (DoD Directive 1235.102011)Although, asdiscussedin Chapter Two, ARNG
leadership hasexpressedawillingness to operate at atempo of 1:2(Grass,2013)post-
9/11 experiencesuggeststhat doing somay erode congressionalor public support for
sustained useof the RC. One particular issueis that the current interpretation of par-
tial mobilization authority i under which forcesmay be mobilized for no more than
24consecutivemonths atatime but may bemobilized repeatedlyfi may becalled into
question.

2 Partial mobilization requires a presidential declaration of national emergency that must be renewed annually
(10USC12302) Presidential reservecall-up authority doesnot require adeclaration of war or national emer-
gency, but it doesrequire written presidential notification to Congress(10USC 12304(f)).
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Recommendations

The following recommendations addressactions that lie largely within the remits of
DoD and the Army. Theseefforts require public support to succeed Political leadersfi
especiallythe Presidentii must beprepared to expend political capital to generateand
sustainthe necessarylevel of public support and createacontextin which measuresto
expand the Army can succeed.

The Departments of Defense and Army Should Develop Planning Scenarios
Requiring Regeneration

Thestudy describedhereassessedhe broad feasibility of regenerationatacertainscale
and speedand identified the kinds of measuresthat the Army would needto accom-
plish that sort of regeneration. However, the Army needsto develop and resourcespe-
cific capabilities to enable regeneration. Such capabilities include recruiters, institu -
tional trainers, infrastructure equipment, and leaders in units, among other things.
The Army must determine how many of thesepeople or things it needsto maintain in
the inventory and how many it must produce aspart of regeneration. A conflict that
required amore highly skilled mix of recruits or onethat was fought where contractors
could not bedeployed would createmuch more serious challengesand would require
additional preparation, suchasretaining additional soldierswith certain skills or pre-
paring to pay much higher enlistment bonuses.Developing and planning for specific
scenarioswould allow the Army to make more-informed decisions about how bestto
invest current resources in preparing for potential regeneration. More important, it
would enablethe Army toidentify specificrequirements, include themin itslong-term
program, and assesshe degreeto which the necessarycapabilities areon hand.

Assess Alternative Ways to Posture the Army for Regeneration

Todate, analysis hasfocused on how to generatethe raw human capacity to staff
an expanding Army. Considerably less thought has been devoted to posturing the
Army to receive and manage the expansion. The Army has considered several different
approachesto expansion over its history, including but by no meanslimited to: estab
lishing cadreformations, undermanning units during peacetimeto befilled outin war,
drawing on manpower from its generating force,and relying on RCunits tofill critical
gapsin larger units (roundout). TheArmy should explore which of theseapproaches,or
what combination thereof, bestposturesthe Army to expand rapidly in time of crisis.

Prepare the Reserve Components for Rapid and Higbquency Deployment

Forthe scenarioswe considered,the RCwill becalled on atarotational frequency
ator below 1:3over asix-year period under any external conditions. The chief of the
National Guard Bureau hascommitted to supporting aBOG:Dwell of 1:2(Grass,
2013),but the RC never reachedthat level in recent overseascontingency operations.
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Our analysis indicates that the ARNG may have to make good on that commitment
intheinitial stagesofaconflict. Infact, MOB:Dwell ratiosin thevicinity of 1:3raised
political challengesin the early stagesofthe wars in Afghanistan and Irag, and the
deployment ratios that may be required for animmediate surge in demand, or when
starting from 920K, could drive the ratio well below ratios seenin recenthistory.
Moreover, the averageratio is likely to understate stressfor RC units that are in high
demand.

Thus, it will be critical to prepare the RCand its stakeholders today for the pos-
sibility of rapid, high -frequency deployment in the event of a conflict that requires
regeneration. Our current researchdoesnot shedlight on what particular form such
preparation should take, but our findings make it clearthat the Army will needto rely
heavily onthe RCfor asubstantial time. Failure to prepare stakeholdersin advancefor
thesecommitments risks disruption in atime of crisis.

Preparation may alsoinvolve changing policies that limit RCemployment. At the
very least,it will beimportant to clarify the current interpretation of the partial mobi-
lization authority fi that is, mobilizing reserveforcesfor no more than 24consecutive
months atatime but allowing repeatedmobilizations. In addition, current DoD policy
limits mobilization (excluding individual skill training and postmobilization leave)to
oneyear.3Shortagesof Regular Army units may compel the Army to call on RCforces
for more-demanding missionsthan they havebeenrequired to perform recently. Aswe
noted in Chapter Two, RC brigades employed in such demanding roles in the 20059
2006 period conducted six months of predeployment training. Meeting the chief of
the National Guard B u r e aomiitment to provide forceson the ground for awhole
year would certainly require exceeding the one -year limit established by current policy.

Maintain CertainCritical Skillsin the Army Todayto Reducethe Stresson the Army
During Regeneration
Wehavefocusedonthe A r myabilgty to bring in asufficient numberofo gener i c 6
recruits to rebuild the AC. However, it will not besoeasytofill avariety of specialized
functions on short notice. For example, pilots, medical staff, and special operations
forces typically require additional training, and it may be impossible to build such
skills in ashort time. Shortfalls in the AC for thesespecific functions may be mitigated
to someextentby the useof soldiers from the RCor the Individual ReadyReserves
who have the appropriate skills. The challenge s likely to be exacerbatedby the fact
that rapid regeneration fi particularly starting from 920K i will likely require some
lowering of the average quality of recruits, thus reducing the share of recruits from
which positions in highly skilled MOSs can befilled.

A similar point of preparation today involves maintaining awedge of additional
midgrade officersand NCOswho canserveasleadersfor theincoming surge of acces

3DoD Directive 1235.10, 2011.
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sionsduring regeneration to enablerapid expansion of the Army in responseto some
future crisis. Our baselineanalysisii which doesnot start with suchawedgefi shows
that regenerationis likely to decreaseaverageYOSin gradesE-5and E-6 by 20percent
or more. Incorporating awedge of soldiers in gradesE-5through E-9 mitigates the fall
in averageexperienceamong theseranks but only by asmall amount. Maintaining a
wedge of leadersii aswell assoldiers with MOSsthat have long training lead timesi
hasimplications for both costand readinessoft o d doycé,which vary depending on
where soldiers arestationed. Whether the costsassociatedwith this approach areoffset
by the potential reduction in risk would thus beafruitful avenuefor future study.

Maintain Army Capacity for Contingency Contracting

As noted in Chapter Two, sustaining operations in Afghanistan and Irag required in

excessof 200,000contractors during critical periods. In 2011,the Commission on

Wartime Contracting concluded that contractors 0 h a pedormed vital tasksin sup-

port of U.S.defense, diplomatic, and development objectives. But the cost has been
high. Poorplanning, management,and oversight of contractshasled to massivewaste
and hasdamagedtheseo b | e ¢ {Commessian on Wartime Contracting in Iraq and

Afghanistan, 2011,0 F o r e w dheccdmmission attributed these shortcomings to

shortfalls in capability and capacityintheg o v e r n maguisiti@nsvorkforce. Asthe

Army reducesits end strength, the natural tendency will beto reduce the acquisition

workforce to levels commensurate with the supported force. The Army should resist
that tendency. As Army operating forces decrease,the need to contract support and

sustainment capacity may well increaseand will certainly not decrease.In short, the

ability to managealarge contracted workforce islikely to becomeevenmore critical to

sustaining operational capacity.

Develop Contingency Plans

As we have already noted severaltimes, our analysis hasnot identified any definitive

limit tothe Ar myabilgty to regenerateatthe speedand on the scaledescribedin
this analysis. It has,however, indicated that theseefforts arefraught with risk. The
maximum accessionghe Army was ableto achieveduring the Grow the Army initia -
tive were around 80,000a year, evenwith expanded eligibility criteria. As discussed
in thetext, that wasthe A r myobjective atthe time, sowe cannotassumeit consti-
tutes alimit. It may beawarning, however. For that reason,asthe Army plans for
rapid expansionof the Regular Army, it should alsodevelop contingency plans should
that expansion falter. Thosecontingency plans will almost certainly hinge on amuch
higher degree of mobilization of the Ar myR&s

Decide Early
Our analysis shows that, given certain external conditions and assuming that the
Army canuseand is willing to use certain combinations of policy levers, meeting or
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approaching regenerationtargetswill befeasible.However, our analysisassumedthat
the decision to regeneraterapidly would bemade atthe start of the conflict and that all
policy leverswould bein placeby the end of the first year of the conflict to deliver the
first meaningful increment of capability by the third year of the conflict. Forexample,
when regenerating from 920K ,acceptingagreaterenlistment eligibility (lower -quality
mix) of recruits will likely benecessaryto meettargets by the end of the fifth year. We
assumedthat this decisionwould bemadewhen recruiting isfirst ramped up. Expand-
ing enlistment eligibility atthe end of the third year, for example, would likely not be
sufficient to make up for lower accessionsn previous yearsand to meettargetsby the
end ofthefifth year. Similarly, it takestime toincreasethe number of recruiters and
train them and to increaseadvertising effort and haveit pay off. Weassumedthat these
policieswould beput in placeduring thefirst yearafter the decisionto expand has
beenmade and that bonuses,TV advertising, and recruiter capacity areall being used
atoptimal levelsby theendofthefirst year.If thereisaconcernthat therewill notbe
sufficient lead time to secureTV advertising and put recruiters into place,an alterna-
tive may beto maintain ahigher entry DEP.However, previous researchsuggeststhat
maintaining ahigher entry DEPislikely to becosteffective only if thereisnot suffi -
cientlead time to optimize TV advertising and incentives and only under favorable or
average recruiting conditions (Orvis et al., 2016).

If decisions can be made evenmore quickly than we have assumed, increased
recruiting and retention may even be possible during the first year. Similarly, we
assumedthat it takestwo yearsfrom the time the Army starts trying to recruit addi-
tional soldiers for the new soldiers to complete both individual and unit training. Tothe
extentthat the training schedulecanbecompressed,the number of deployable troops
canbeincreased(and the stresson the RC decreased)more quickly. An increased
training pacewould depend crucially onhaving evenmore trainers and training facili -
ties available.

Asnotedinthisc h a p inteodu@t®n, thesewill bedifficult decisions.In making
them, officials will haveto allocate significant amounts of scarceresourcesasahedge
against eventualities they wish to avoid. Committing resourcesto increasedrecruit-
ing, retention, and training reducesthe amount of resourcedi in terms of money and
human capital i available for other, potentially equally important efforts. If events
unfold according to plan, the Army will divest thoseregeneratedcapabilities without
everhaving usedthem. Doing sowill exposeofficials to being called to accountfor
0 wa s t themegairces.Nonetheless, it may beprudent, atthe start of anew conflict,
toexplicitly prepare for apotential postconflict stabilization phase,which may require
more capacity than theinitial phase.Preparation neednot necessarilyincreasethe size
of the onboard workforce but could involve such measuresasrequesting the author -
ity to increase end strength if needed, buying options for increased TV advertising,
and preidentifying onboard personnelwho could serveasadditional recruiters. If the
experienceof OIF and OEFhastaught no other lesson,it is that events canseldom be
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counted on to go according to plan. As that experiencehasfurther indicated, having
soldiers but not needing them incurs far lessregretii albeit higher costsi than needing
them and not having them. Forthat reason,adecisionto goto war should beadeci-
sion to expand the Army.

Conclusion

This analysis indicates that regeneration is theoretically feasible, if the Army haspre-
pared for that contingency and if DoD officials make and implement challenging and
unpalatable decisions early. Our modeling demonstrates that expanding from both
980K and 920K is possible but that decisionmakers should be considerably more cau-
tious about assuming that regeneration is a sufficient hedge againstthe 920KAr my 8 s
potential capacity shortfalls.

Bothregenerationscenariosalsoentail substantial risk. In all casesve considered,
the RCforceswould have to operate at MOB:Dwell ratessignificantly below 1:3,and
in many casesbelow 1:2,for severalyearsto sustainthe A r myofesational capacity.
Theseratios could decreasefurther if RCunits aredeployed for more-demanding mis-
sionsand if their predeployment training thus takeslonger. Meeting regeneration tar-
getswill alsoalmost certainly require lowering eligibility standardsimmediately and
keeping them low longer than they were during the Grow the Army effort.






APPENDIX A

Additional Modeling Results

This appendix presentsthe full suite of inventory modeling results. We begin by com-
paring the estimated shortfall under eachof the five conditions examined in the reten-
tion model:

A abaselinease that takes averagecontinuation rates from 20032012from
TAPDB data

A alowestimated effectfrom introducing reenlistment bonusesthat increasesthese
baseline continuation rates somewhat

A acorresponding highestimate from reenlistment bonusesthat hasalarger effect
on these baselinecontinuation rates

A an upperboundestimate that takes the averagecontinuation rates drawn from
FYs20072009

A acorresponding lowerboundestimate that takesaveragecontinuation ratesfrom
FYs2003%2005.

We focus here on the results that assumean increased number of recruiters
and ahigh-quality accessionmix. The baselineresult isthe sameasthat shown in
Figure 5.1,with no SRB.The low -SRBeffect result corresponds to the SRBresult
shown in Figure 5.2,while the high-SRBeffectillustrates that the shortfall may be
somewhat smaller with the more-optimistic reenlistment effectsfrom the previous lit -
erature. Note that the more optimistic SRBeffectyields asmaller shortfall than what
we would expectif continuation rateswere equal to the highest averagerates seenin
recentyears(FYs200762009 the upper -bound results); this may reflect the factthat
FYs200762009included aperiod with avery tight civilian labor market. Nonetheless,
the low -SRB high-SRB,and upper-bound effectstell asimilar story: that the shortfall
would bein the range of 35,000to 40,000soldiers atthe end of three yearsof surge
recruiting when starting from 920K (Figure A.1).

Thelower -bound results reflect continuation ratesequalto the lowest seenin
recentyears (FYs20032005).0n one hand, theseratesreflect atime when the Army
was not trying to grow and may thus betoo pessimistic to reflect arealistic regenera
tion scenario.Onthe other hand, theseratescanbetakento illustrate the potential
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Figure A.1
920K Scenario: Estimated Enlisted Shortfall Under Different Conditions

Yearslb2 Year3 Yeard Year5

520,000
540,000
< 560,000
S
o
e
»n 1£80,000
[E Baseline
100,000 [ SRB low effect| |
[ SRB high effec
£120,000, [E Upper bound |
[ Lower bound
£140,000!

RANDRR1637A.1

effectsof decreasedpropensity to reenlist, even more-attractive labor market condi-
tions than during FYs2006352007 or other factorsthat may lower continuation rates
in the future. Suchlower rateswould result in ashortfall of more than 60,000soldiers
at the end of three yearsof surge recruiting when starting from 920K.

Figure A.2 shows results for the 980K scenario. The low -SRB high -SRB,and
upper-bound results all suggestashortfall in the neighborhood of 10,0000 15,000
soldiers at the end of three years of surge recruiting. The lower-bound continuation
ratessuggestamuch higher shortfall of nearly 40,000more in line with the shortfalls
typically seen in the 920K scenario.

TablesA.1 and A.2 summarize shortfall estimatesfor the full range of scenarios
considered.
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Figure A.2
980K Scenario: Estimated EnlistedShortfall Under Different Conditions
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Table A.1

920K Scenario: Summary of All Results

Shortfall, Year 5

Average

Enlistment Recruiting Annual SRB SRB Upper Lower
Recruiter$ Eligibilityb Condition& Accession$ Baseline Low Effect High Effect Bound Bound
Low Lesser Favorable 81,550 49,228 39,110 32,777 40,203 62,756
Low Lesser Average 77,091 59,733 49,632 43,408 50,935 73,139
Low Lesser Unfavorable 70,848 74,620 64,668 58,856 66,194 87,604
Low Greater Favorable 103,769 T T T T 1,138
Low Greater Average 102,254 397 T T T 14,925
Low Greater Unfavorable 94,635 18,374 7,743 1,429 8,880 32,464
High Lesser Favorable 87,051 36,003 25,578 19,170 26,838 49,799
High Lesser Average 81,088 50,168 39,975 33,642 41,252 63,762
High Lesser Unfavorable 74,990 64,721 54,620 48,470 55,959 77,979
High Greater Favorable 104,552 T T T T T
High Greater Average 103,526 T T T T 4,003
High Greater Unfavorable 99,626 6,597 T T T 20,994
Grow the Arm§  Grow the Arm§  Grow the Arm§ 80,000 54,573 44,552 38,405 45,187 67,729

aLow implies 5,433 OPRA foxhole recruitenggh implies 6,011 OPRA foxhole recruiters.
b esser implies that 55 percent of recruits are high quality, that there are no ps@wice accessions, and that 10 percent of recruits receive waivers;

greater implies that 45 percent of recruits are high quality, that there are 10,000 {geovice accessions, and that 20 percent of recruits receive

waivers.

CFavorable , average , andunfavorable

recruiting conditions correspond to unemployment rates of &, &nd 5 percent, respectively.

d This is the average accessions expected during the three surge recruiting years; this average includes only access@wubly aised in the
retention model, given force shaping constraints.

€ Grow the Army corresponds to a scenario with 80,000 accessions per year.
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Table A.2
980K Scenario: Summary of All Results

Shortfall, Year 5

Average

Enlistment Recruiting Annual SRB SRB Upper Lower
Recruiter$ Eligibilityb Condition$ Accession$ Baseline Low Effect High Effect Bound Bound
Low Lesser Favorable 85,669 20,232 9,606 4,590 8,897 33,837
Low Lesser Average 79,397 35,467 25,068 18,480 23,963 47,898
Low Lesser Unfavorable 73,000 50,925 40,785 34,312 39,777 62,642
Low Greater Favorable 97,800 T T T T T
Low Greater Average 97,800 T T T T T
Low Greater Unfavorable 96,544 T T T T 6,158
High Lesser Favorable 89,985 10,567 1,334 T 799 24,435
High Lesser Average 83,428 25,818 15,236 9,178 14,152 38,788
High Lesser Unfavorable 77,141 40,991 30,688 24,121 29,604 53,057
High Greater Favorable 97,800 T T T T T
High Greater Average 97,800 T T T T T
High Greater Unfavorable 97,326 T T T T T
Grow the Arm§  Grow the Arm§  Grow the Arm§ 80,000 38,267 27,712 20,987 26,009 50,263

aLow implies 5,821 OPRA foxhole recruitenggh implies 6,440 OPRA foxhole recruiters.

b esser implies that 55 percent of recruits are high quality, that there are no ps@wice accessions, and that 10 percent of recruits receive waivers;
greater implies that 45 percent of recruits are high qualityat there are 10,000 prieservice accessions, and that 20 percent of recruits receive
waivers.

CFavorable , average , andunfavorable recruiting conditions correspond to unemployment rates of 8, 6.5, and 5 percent, respectively.
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retention model, given force shaping constraints.
€ Grow the Arm y corresponds to a scenario with 80,006cassions per year.
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APPENDIX B

Sensitivity of Results with Regeneration Wedges

Tables5.1and 5.5showed that average YOSdeclined under virtually all regeneration
scenarios, particularly at lower ranks, assoldiers are quickly promoted through the
ranks to fill expanding requirements for NCOs. One possible method for improving
averageYOSduring rapid regenerationisto retain aregeneration wedge of midgrade
officers and NCOs during adrawdown period who canserveasleadersin new units
createdunder any expansion. We experimented with sucharegeneration wedge asa
robustnesscheckto seewhether and how it would affectour overall resultsand, in par-
ticular, how it would affectaverageYOSfor enlisted soldiers. Weconsideredthe effects
of this wedge for both the 920K and the 980Kscenarios.

The regeneration wedge we tested made assumptions different from those in
Chapter Five about the force shapdut did not changethe overall starting or objec
tive conditions for total force strength Under the wedge, authorizations arereallocated
from lower enlisted ranks (E-10E-4) to higher enlisted ranks (E-50E-9) and to officer
ranks (O-300-6). First, to increasethe number of officers, we relaxed the assumption
of enlisted soldiers constituting 80 percent of AC end strength and assumedinstead
that they constituted approximately 78.5percentatthe start, meaning alarger shareof
the total starting AC force were officers in Year 1. Doing soreduced starting enlisted
authorizations from 360,500under the 980K scenarioto 355,500and from 336,500
under the 920K scenarioto 330,000.(By the end of the regeneration window, we
assumedthat enlisted soldiers onceagain constituted 80percent of the total AC force.)
This skimming of enlisted authorizations to provide additional officer authorizations
wasequally distributed (in terms of percentagereduction) acrossenlisted ranks. Addi -
tional officers would needto beretained and promoted over time to fill theseauthori -
zations. Secondwe reallocated authorizations within the enlisted ranks, from E-10E-4
to E-50E-9. Slotswere reallocated away from gradesE-1to E-4,and toward gradesE-5
to E-9in proportion to the original shareof authorizations in eachgrade level.

TableB.1summarizesthe starting conditions for the regeneration wedge and how
that compareswith baseline.Note that the total number of enlisted authorizations is
lower becausesomeauthorizations are moved over to the officer ranks.

Wereranthe various scenariosdescribedin Chapter Five of the main report using
this wedge to explore how it affected average experiencelevels and to determine the
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Table B.1
Regeneration Wedge Starting Conditions
980K Scenario 920K Scenario
Alternative Alternative
Manning Manning

Grade Baseline Profile Wedge Baseline Profile Wedge
E9 3,384 3,647 263 3,158 3,502 344
E8 10,734 11,571 837 10,018 11,111 1,093
E7 37,829 40,777 2,948 35,307 39,159 3,852
E6 59,026 63,625 4,599 55,091 61,100 6,009
E5 73,123 78,820 5,697 68,248 75,693 7,445
E4 107,386 95,636 ¢11,750 100,228 84,975 ¢15,253
EXE3 68,986 61,437 ¢7,549 64,387 54,588 ¢9,799
Total 360,468 355,513 ¢4,955 336,437 330,128 ¢6,309

resulting shortfalls of soldiers under anumber of different external conditions. As in
Chapter Five, we assumedthe Army drew on all its available accessionand retention
policy leversfi anincreasedlevel of recruiters, TV advertising, enlistment and reenlist-
ment bonuses, and possibly relaxing eligibility criteria.

Shortfall resultswith the wedge were broadly similar to thosein Chapter Five.We
do not describethoseresults in detail herebut rather focus on how the wedge affected
averageexperiencelevels of the enlisted ranks. Recallthat Tables5.1and 5.5presented
results on averageexperiencelevels of NCOs without any regeneration wedge for the
920Kand 980Kscenarios respectively. Both Tables5.1and 5.5showed that average
experiencelevels fell for all grades, particularly E-5and E-6,assoldiers were rapidly
promoted to make room for incoming cohorts.

TableB.2repeatsthe presentation of Table5.1from the main report, applying
the results from the wedge to the 920K scenarioto show the averageYOSin steady
state(beforeexpansion)and the minimum averageYOSduring any of the three expan-
sionyears.As in Table5.1,we focus on three setsof scenarios:those requiring ahigh-
quality recruit mix (lesser enlistment eligibility), those allowing a lower -quality recruit
mix (greater enlistment eligibility), and the Grow the Army scenario. For the high-
quality and lower -quality scenarioswe assumedthatthe Army had increasedrecruit -
ing resources optimally and offered a higher SRB.

Here, the averageexperienceof soldiers atthe lowest grade, E-5,is virtually iden-
tical to that found without a wedge (Table5.1)when a high-quality recruitment mix
is enforced. If more low -quality recruits are recruited, average experience levels slightly
improve by roughly 0.3years,on average,relative to the no-wedge option in Table5.1.
Larger improvements in averageYOSare seenatgrade E-6,which gainsanaverageof



Table B.2
920K Scenario with Regeneration Wedge: Estimated NCO Experience

ES5 E6 E7 E8 E9
Steady Steady Steady Steady Steady
State  Minimum State  Minimum State  Minimum State  Minimum State  Minimum
Lesser enlistment eligibility
(high-quality mix)
Averageconditions 6.6 5.3 10.2 8.5 16.2 15.3 19.1 18.0 24.0 23.2
Favorableconditions 6.6 5.3 10.2 8.5 16.2 15.4 19.1 17.7 24.0 23.2
Unfavorableconditions 6.6 55 10.2 8.5 16.2 15.3 19.1 18.0 24.0 23.2
Greater enlistment eligibility
(lower-quality mix)
Average conditions 6.6 4.8 10.2 9.2 16.2 14.4 19.1 17.8 24.0 23.2
Favorable conditions 6.6 4.6 10.2 9.2 16.2 14.4 19.1 17.8 24.0 23.2
Unfavorable conditions 6.6 5.2 10.2 8.5 16.2 15.2 19.1 17.7 24.0 23.2
Grow the Army 6.6 5.4 10.2 8.4 16.2 15.3 19.1 18.0 24.0 23.2

NOTESAverage conditions refersto anunemploymentate of 6.5percent;favorable conditions refersto anunemploymentateof 8 percent;and
unfavorable conditions refersto anunemploymentrate of 5 percent. TheGrowthe Armyscenariasbasedon 80,000recruitsperyearandretention
rates observed during F2807¢20009.
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0.5to 0.7YOSacrossall the external conditions we examined relative to the no-wedge
results in Table5.1.This improvement implies that the wedge reducesthe lossin aver-
ageexperiencelevelsfrom roughly 20percentto roughly 10percentfor grade E-6.
Thisimprovement in averageexperiencelevelsatlower gradesis not offset by any loss
of experienceamong higher grades,asE-7,E-8,and E-9 all enjoy relative increasesin
average YOSwith this wedge relative to no wedge.

TableB.3repeatsthis exercisefor the effectsof the regeneration wedge on average
YOSunder the 980K scenarioand should becompared to the resultsin Table5.5.It
shows a slight improvement in average experience levels acrossll grades, particularly
lower grades.

Theresultsin TablesB.2and B.3suggestthat, under afive -yeartime frame to
regenerate,use of awedgefi retaining higher-ranking enlisted soldiers and NCOs to
serveasleadersunder any buildup fi doesnot significantly reducethe risk associated
with the lowering of experiencelikely to occur during arapid buildup. Theseresults
suggestthat the possible increasesin averageNCO experienceare slight and would
have to be compared againstthe costsassociatedwith maintaining suchawedge
during peacetime.



Table B.3
980K Scenario with Regeneration Wedge: Estimated NCO Experience

ES E6 E7 E8 E9
Steady Steady Steady Steady Steady
State Minimum State  Minimum State  Minimum State  Minimum State  Minimum
Lesser enlistment eligibility
(high-quality mix)
Averageconditions 6.6 5.6 10.2 8.6 16.2 15.7 19.1 18.0 24.1 23.4
Favorableconditions 6.6 5.4 10.2 8.9 16.2 15.7 191 18.0 24.1 234
Unfavorableconditions 6.6 57 10.2 8.7 16.2 15.9 19.1 17.8 241 23.4
Greater enlistment eligibility
(lower-quality mix)
Average conditions 6.6 4.8 10.2 9.7 16.2 14.2 19.1 19.0 24.1 234
Favorable conditions 6.6 4.8 10.2 9.7 16.2 14.2 19.1 19.0 241 234
Unfavorable conditions 6.6 5.0 10.2 9.4 16.2 14.7 19.1 17.8 24.1 234
Grow the Army 6.6 5.6 10.2 8.6 16.2 15.9 19.1 17.8 24.1 23.4

NOTESAverage conditions refersto anunemploymentate of 6.5percent;favorable conditions refersto anunemploymentateof 8 percent;and
unfavorable conditions refersto anunemploymentrate of 5 percent.TheGrowthe Armyscenaridasbasedon 80,000recruitsperyearandretention
rates observed during F2807¢2009.
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Abbreviations

AC
ADOS
AFQT
AOS
AR
ARNG
BCT
BLS
BOG
CBO
CMF
DEP
DoD
DMDC
DSG
ETS
FM&C
FY
GAO
IPM

active component

active duty for operational support
Armed Forces Qualification Test
additional obligated service

Army regulation

Army National Guard

brigade combat team

U.S.Bureau of Labor Statistics
boots-on-the-ground
Congressional Budget Office

career managementfield

delayed entry pool
U.S.Department of Defense
Defense Manpower Data Center
Defense StrategicGuidance
expiration of the term of service
Financial Managementand Comptroller
fiscal year

Government Accountability Office

inventory projection model
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MBP
MOB
MOS
NCO
OEF
OIF
OPRA
OUSD(C)
RA Analyst
RC

RRF
SRB
SRBM
TAPDB
TTHS
TRADOC
USAR
uscC

YOS
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monthly basic pay

mobilization

military occupational specialty
noncommissioned officer

Operation Enduring Freedom
Operation Iraqgi Freedom
On-Production Regular Army

Office of the Under Secretaryof Defense(Comptroller)
Regular Army Analyst

reserve components

Required Recruiting Force

Selective ReenlistmentBonus

Selective Reenlistment Bonusnultiplier
Total Army Personnel Database
transients, trainees, holdees, andstudents
U.S.Army Training and Doctrine  Command
U.S.Army Reserve

U.S.Code

years of service
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The 2014 Army Posture Statement considered two future Army end strengths: one that includes
an active component (AC) of 450,000, as part of a Total Army of 980,000 (980K), and one
that includes an AC of 420,000, as part of a Total Army of 920,000 (920K). These force sizes
call into question the Army s ability to regenerate itself to higher strength levels in a timely
way should the nation require it to do so. This analysis modeled the Army s ability to increase
its AC end strength over a  ve-year period starting from a Total Army of 980K and starting
from a Total Army of 920K so that the Army could provide the number of deployable troops
available at the end of the last con ictin 2010 (what we term a 550K AC). The analysis
indicated that the policies the Army and the Department of Defense currently have at their
disposal are likely adequate to expand the force to provide the capacity associated with a
550K AC, starting with either the 980K or 920K Total Army. The analyses did not uncover
any constraints that would make such regeneration infeasible but did suggest a number of
risks, particularly when expanding from a Total Army of 920K. Potentially the most critical risk
revolves around the fact that the Army as a whole will still need to meet operational demands
even as the AC is expanding. Thus, the Army would have to draw on its reserve components
(RC) to an unprecedented extent to sustain high levels of operational commitment until it
accomplishes regeneration.
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