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Preface 

H ow ready for war do U.S. military forces need to be during peacetime? 
The question has special importance in the austere budget climate fac
ing the nation, since maintaining a high level of readiness can be . ex-

pensive. The appropriate answer may also have changed in recent years be
cause of significant reductions in the threats to U.S. security. 

The Congress has expressed particular interest in one important factor in 
determining military readiness: the portions of forces serving on active duty 
and in the part-time reserve. In recent years, the Congress has mandated in
creased reliance on existing types of reserves and has also called for experi
menting with new types of reserve units. 

This study, requested by the Committee on the Budget of the United States 
Senate, analyzes the cost and effects of various mixes of active and reserve 
forces, including both existing types and new ones. The study does not, how
ever, attempt to select one appropriate mix of active and reserve forces. This 
approach is in keeping with the mandate of the Congressional Budget Office 
(CBO) to provide objective analysis without making recommendations. 

Lane Pierrot of CBO's National Security Division prepared the report un
der the supervision of Robert F. Hale Neil M. Singer also supervised the pre
paration of the report and assisted in the later stages of its preparation. 
William P. Myers of CBO's Budget Analysis Division performed the cost 
analysis. Karen Ann Watkins provided valuable assistance during the 
analysis, as did Marc Shachtman and Jonathan I. Berg. The analysis of Army 
capability is based in large part on analysis performed by Frances M. Lussier 
of CBO, and the analysis of Navy capability is based on work by Michael B. 
Berger, formerly of CBO. Victoria A. Greenfield, Lisa Siegel, and David 
Mosher ofCBO, and Stanley A. Horowitz of the Institute for Defense Analyses, 
provided useful comments on an earlier draft of the study. The author and 
CBO, however, bear full responsibility for the final product. 

Paul L. Houts edited the manuscript. Chris Spoor provided editorial 
assistance. Cindy Cleveland prepared a number of drafts of the study. Judith 
Cromwell assisted in preparation of a later draft. With the assistance of 
Martina Wojak-Piotrow, Kathryn Quattrone prepared the report for publica
tion. 

Robert D. Reischauer 
Director 
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Summary 

W 
ith the Cold War over, U.S. military 
forces are being reduced because of 
decreases in the threat to U.S. secu-

rity interests and accompanying cuts in the 
defense budget. How many of the remaining 
forces should be on active duty, and how 
many in the part-time reserves, is a major 
point of contention. Some Members of Con
gress have expressed a strong preference for 
increasing the portion of the force in the "se
lected" reserves--that is, those reserves who 
typically drill part of the time. These Mem
bers note the lower cost associated with se
lected reserve units and the additional warn
ing time likely to be available before a major 
war. The Administration, however, has rec
ommended proportional cuts in selected re
serve and active forces, arguing that the most 
likely future threats to U.S. security would 
arise with insufficient warning to call up, 
train, and deploy large numbers of reserves. 

Maintaining large numbers of selected 
reserves may also provide more capability, 
and cost more, than is required in a world 
where the warning time before a major war 
could be measured in years. Future threats 
may permit the United States to employ new, 
relatively inexpensive types of reserve units. 
These units would rely more on stored equip
ment and would be filled out in time of war 
with personnel who do not train in peacetime. 

Criteria for Choosing 
the Right Mix of Active 
and Reserve Forces 

Several criteria deserve consideration in the 
debate over the active/reserve composition of 
the future military: 

o Costs; 

o Reserve response times; 

o Total capability (active and reserve) 
needed; and 

o Limits on the peacetime use of reserves. 

Costs 

Selected reserve units cost less to operate in 
peacetime than do active units, though the 
difference in cost varies considerably among 
different types of units. Reserve ships cost 
about 80 percent as much to operate as active 
units; air units about 60 percent to 70 percent 
as much. Ground combat units in the Army 
and Mari~e Corps operate at roughly one
quarter the cost of an active unit. New ~ypes 
of reserve units, which would be sparmgly 
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manned in peacetime and would rely more on 
stored equipment, might cost as little as 5 per
cent to 10 percent as much to operate. 

Reserve Response Times 

Partly because they train only part time in 
periods of peace, some selected reserve units 
would require more time to mobilize and pre
pare for war than would active units. As with 
costs, the delay varies widely among types of 
units. Air units, as well as some ground units 
in the Army that provide logistical support, 
are ready to mobilize and fight on short notice. 

. Airlift and ground support units from the 
selected reserve were sent to the Persian Gulf 
in the first few days of the buildup, along with 
active units. Ground combat units in the 
selected reserves would probably require more 
time to mobilize and prepare for combat, per
haps several months to a year. New types of 
reserve units could require substantial peri
ods, with delays ranging from several months 
to several years. 

Total Capability Needed 

The importance of these delays depends on the 
type of conflict, which in turn determines the 
total military capability that would be re
quired. In a major war, such as one against 
forces like those of the former Soviet Union or 
a major new military power, a large military 
force would be needed. But it would take 
years for such a threat to materialize, more 
than enough time to mobilize any type of re
serve unit if mobilization begins promptly. 
Nor should increased reliance on reserves pose 
a problem in smaller military contingencies of 
the sort that have occurred since World War 
II. The largest of these, the Panama operation 
in 1990, involved 27,000 U.S. troops and could 
be handled by active-duty forces. Delays in 
mobilization could, however, be important in a 
large regional contingency such as the Persian 
Gulf War. Depending on the degree of addi
tional reliance on reserves and the nature of 
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those reserves, carrying out a future Opera
tion Desert Storm might not be possible to do 
as quickly as was done in late 1990 and early 
1991. 

Limits on the Peacetime 
Use of Reserves 

There are also specific limitations on the 
peacetime use of reserves. Some missions (for 
example, the operation of nuclear forces) are 
not well suited to part-time reserves. Nor can 
part-time reserves be used to maintain a 
continuous presence overseas during peace
time. Recruiting problems may also limit the 
numbers of selected reserve units that can be 
maintained in peacetime. Many selected re
serve units recruit heavily among people who 
have previous experience in the active mili
tary. A large increase in the portion of the 
force serving in the selected reserve would 
eventually force the reserves to accept more 
people without previous military experience. 
In time of war, such people would require 
more training than personnel with previous 
service, leaving the selected reserves less 
ready for mobilization and combat. 

In the following sections, these criteria are 
used to analyze the Administration's plan and 
three alternative approaches. 

The Administration's 
January 1992 Plan 

In January 1992, the Administration sub
mitted a plan that would sharply reduce the 
number of military forces, particularly those 
in the Army and the tactical Air Force. For 
example, between 1990 and 1997, the number 
of active and reserve divisions in the Army 
would be reduced by 10, including six divi
sions from the active forces and four from the 
selected reserves. The Administration pro
poses to offset this reduction by creating two 
new cadre divisions that would be lightly 
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Summary Table 1. 
Forces for 1990, the Administration's 1997 level, and Alternatives to the Administration's Plan 

Administration's Plan Alternatives 
1990 1997 II Ill 

Army Divisions 

Active 18 12 9 9 6 
Selected Reserves 10 6 9 6 4 
Cadre (25 percent) 0 0 0 3 0 
Cadre (5 percent) 0 0 0 0 8 
Cadre in the Army National Guard _Q 2 _l _l 2 

Total 28 20 20 20 20 

Air Force Wings 

Active 24 15 13 13 7 
Selected Reserves 13 11 13 11 5 
Teamed (25 percent) 0 0 0 2 0 
Stored (10 percent)a _Q _Q _Q _Q ...H 

Total 37 26 26 26 26 

Navy Ships 

Active 515 418 375 375 313 
Selected Reserves in Battle Forces 31 16 59 16 8 
Nested Ships, Ships Stored 

with Partial Manning, or Reserve 
Ships Not in Battle Forcesa ___li 21 21 94 164 

Totalb 565 485 485 485 485 

Navy Wings 

Active 13 11 10 10 5 
Selected Reserves 2 2 3 2 2 
Teamed (25 percent) 0 0 0 1 0 
Stored (10 percent)a _Q _Q _Q _Q __& 

Total 15 13 13 13 13 

Marine Corps Brigades 

Active 9 8 6 6 4 
Selected Reserves 3 3 5 3 3 
Cadre (25 percent) 0 0 0 2 0 
Cadre (5 percent) _Q _Q _Q _Q 4 

Total 12 11 11 11 11 

SOURCE : Congressional Budget Office. 

NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding. 
a. The services have a number of pieces of stored equipment that are not included in these estimates but that might be available in a 

large conflict. Stored equipment in Alternative Ill would probably be available more quickly than this other equipment. 

b. The Navy typically refers to battle force ships. The 1990 battle forces level was 546; in 1997, that level would drop to 434. 
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manned in peacetime. Thus, the Army would 
experience a net reduction of eight divisions 
(see Summary Table 1). Forces in the other 
services are also to be reduced. 

Fewer forces require fewer people, but the 
mix of active and selected reserve personnel 
would not change under the Administration's 
plan. Approximately 418,000 active military 
personnel would be eliminated between 1990 
and 1997 in all the services; selected reserve 
military personnel would decline by about 

Summary Table 2. 

234,000. The Army absorbs most of the per
sonnel reductions. After all the changes, the 
reserves' share of total manning in the De
partment of Defense (DoD) would remain at 
about 36 percent, its 1990 level. 

As a result of the reductions in forces, and 
the accompanying cuts in investment spend
ing, the Administration expects funding to be 
almost $90 billion less in 1997 than it was in 
1990, a reduction of about 27 percent (see 
Summary Table 2). (All costs are in billions of 

Costs and Impact on Military Manpower of the Administration's Plan and Alternatives 

Army 
Navy/Marine Corps 
Air Force 
Other DoD Programs 

Total 

Army 
Active 
Reserves 

Navy 
Active 
Reserves 

Air Force 
Active 
Reserves 

Marine Corps 
Active 
Reserves 

DoD Total 
Active 
Reserves 

Administration's Plan 
1990 1997 

Cost (Billions of 1993 dollars 
of total obligational authority) 

88 53 
112 76 
104 72 

23 _l§ 

327 238 

Military Manpower 
(Thousands of people) 

732 536 
754 567 

580 501 
153 118 

535 430 
202 200 

197 159 
_____12 35 

2,044 1,626 
'1,153 920 

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office estimates . 

a. These changes could probably not be made before the year 2000 or later. 

Changes Alternatives Would 
Make to Administration's 

Pia nned 1997 Level 
II lit a 

-3.6 -5.6 -12,0 
-2.0 -3.6 -14.5 
-0.5 -0.8 -6.5 
0.0 0.0 0.0 

-6.1 -10.0 -32.1 

-71 -73 -150 
119 0 -45 

-13 -23 -106 
27 4 -3 

-8 -9 -51 
7 0 -18 

-27 -27 -68 
__]]_ 0 0 

-119 -132 -375 
180 4 -66 
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1993 dollars of total obligational authority.) 
The largest share of the savings (41 percent) 
would come from the Navy, though the Army's 
smaller budget would experience the largest 
proportional reduction, almost 40 percent. 

The Administration's plan would create a 
military force that is overwhelmingly superior 
to the forces of regional powers, such as those 
in the Middle East. Because of this superi
ority, the United States could be involved in 
one regional contingency while withholding 
forces for another or maintaining units over
seas. Under the Administration's plan, the 
United States would also have a substantial 
fraction of its military on active duty, which 
would permit rapid deployment of a large 
force. 

The Administration's plan would not, how
ever , increase the portion of U.S. forces that 
are in the reserves. Such a shift could save 
money and, according to some in the Congress 
and some former military leaders, would be 
appropriate in view of changes in the threats 
to U.S. security. 

Alternative 1: Rely More 
on Selected Reserves 

Alternative I would make the same total cuts 
in active and reserve military forces as the 
Administration proposes, but active forces 
would absorb most of the cuts. Selected re 
serves would be reduced only modestly and, in 
a few cases, reserve forces would actually in
crease in number. For example, the Army, 
which would be the most affected by this 
alternative, would still have 20 divisions in 
1997, including two cadre divisions, as it 
would under the Administration's plan. But 
only nine of those divisions would be active 
units, while the selected reserves would retain 
nine divisions (see Summary Table 1). Simi
lar types of changes would be made in the oth
er services. 
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Under this alternative, the selected re
serves' share of total DoD manning would in
crease from 36 percent today to 42 percent in 
1997, the highest since at least the mid-1960s. 
Compared with the Administration's plan, 
active manning would decrease by 119,000 
between 1990 and 1997, and manning in the 
selected reserves would increase by 180,000. 

Operating costs in 1997 would be reduced 
under Alternative I by about $6.1 billion from 
the Administration's planned level. Most of 
these savings ($3.6 billion) would come from 
the Army. Operating costs would fall because 
selected reserve units are cheaper to operate 
than similar types of active units. Eventually, 
the procurement budget might also yield addi
tional savings if, as has been the case in the 
past, selected reserve units operate with older 
or relatively less capable equipment. 

Once all reserve units are mobilized, the 
military capability of U.S. ground forces-
which are the ones most affected--would be 
slightly greater under this alternative than 
under the Administration's plan because a few 
Army brigades that the Administration would 
eliminate are maintained. But the greater 
reliance on selected reserves would slow war
time mobilization for some units; indeed, 
ground combat units in the reserves could re
quire from several months to a year to mobi
lize and prepare for combat. 

As a result, this alternative would provide 
about 25 percent less ground capability than 
the Administration's program in the first 
month after mobilization (see Summary Fig
ure 1). After several months, capability would 
be about 20 percent less . 

Such a delay might not matter in planning 
for a major war, which would probably occur 
only after a warning of a year or more, or for a 
smaller contingency that the 1.5 million per
sonnel who remain on active duty could 
handle. A different approach might be needed 
to carry out a large regional contingency such 
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as the Persian Gulf War. The active forces 
available under this alternative would be 
modestly more capable than those the United 
States actually used in the Persian Gulf War. 
But in a future war some units may be with
held for other conflicts or may remain de
ployed overseas. In that case, in order to de
ploy as many forces as they did in Operation 
Desert Storm, U.S. leaders would have to call 
up reserve combat units and wait long enough 
for them to prepare for war. This step might 
add several months to a year to the time 
needed to prepare for future ground combat in 
conflicts the size of the Persian Gulf War. The 
exact amount of any delay would depend on 
the precise timing and duration of a future 

Summary Figure 1. 

conflict, as well as how soon the President 
called up reserve units and the amount of 
training they were provided. 

This alternative might also create recruit
ing problems for the selected reserves. As the 
number of active personnel declined sharply 
but the number of selected reserves did not, 
the reserves could be forced to recruit more 
people without previous military service. 
Greater dependence on personnel without that 
experience would reduce the ability of the 
reserves to fight well early in a war. Under 
this alternative, the severity of recruiting 
problems would vary by service, affecting the 
Army and Navy most heavily. 

Cumulative Capability of U.S. Ground Forces After Varying 
Training Periods in the Base Force and Options 

With Cadred With Stored Unitse 

Oto 30 30to 90 90to 360 360or More 720or More 

Days Needed for Training After Mobilization 

I Alternative 1 I Alternative 2 I Alternative 3 

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office from data from the U.S. Army, the National Guard Association of the United States, and The 
Analytic Sciences Corporation. 

a. Active units only. 

b. Active units plus reserve roundout and roundup units. 

c. Active units plus all selected reserve units. 

d. Active units, all reserve units, and cadre divisions. 

e. Active units, all reserve units, cadre divisions, and stored units. 
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Alternative II: 
Increase Reliance on 
New Types of Reserves 

If recruiting problems make it difficult to 
increase reliance on selected reserves, ~r if the 
selected reserves offer too much capability for 
a major war that would only occur after years 
of warning, then the country could rely more 
on new types of reserve units. These units-
including cadre divisions in the Army and 
Marine Corps, teamed squadrons in the Air 
Force, and nested ships in the Navy--would be 
lightly manned and would have much of their 
equipment stored in peacetime. 

New Types of Units 

Alternative II would make the same cuts in 
total forces as under the Administration's 
plan, but the cuts in active forces would be 
larger. To offset deep cuts in these units, new 
types of reserve units would be created. The 
Army, for example, would create five new cad
re units, three more than planned. In peace
time, these cadre units would be manned with 
relatively senior active-duty personnel, at a 
level equal to about 25 percent of the manning 
of an Army division. A portion of the equip
ment in these cadre divisions would be kept in 
operation during peacetime to facilitate train
ing, but most equipment would be stored. In 
time of war, cadre units would be filled out 
with personnel serving in the Individual 
Ready Reserve, which usually consists of in
dividuals who have served on active duty but 
who do not train in peacetime. This cadre con
cept is similar to one the Army has proposed, 
though the Army apparently intends to man 
its cadre units with selected reserves in peace
time and may fill out units with conscripts in 
time of war. 

Analogous changes would be made in the 
other services. The Marine Corps would cre
ate cadre units similar to those in the Army. 
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The Air Force would create teamed squadrons 
of aircraft. In peacetime, these teamed squad
rons, whose equipment would be stored, would 
be paired with squadrons in the selected re
serves that operate the same type of aircraft. 
In time of war, personnel for a teamed squad
ron would come partially from its affiliated 
selected reserve unit (which would have extra 
manning in peacetime because of this mis
sion), partly from the Individual Ready Re
serve, and partly from pilots on active duty. 
The Navy would create nested ships, including 
a mother ship that is manned in peacetime 
and stored ships that would be manned only in 
time ofwar. The Navy is experimenting with 
reserve units similar to nested ships. 

Effects on Cost and Capability 

Compared with the Administration's plan, 
Alternative II would reduce operating costs by 
$10 billion in 1997. Such savings are larger 
than those under the first alternative in part 
because the new types of reserve units are 
cheaper to operate. 

Most of the reserve recruiting problems that 
might occur under the first alternative should 
be avoided under this one because the peace
time share of personnel serving in the selected 
reserve rises only slightly, from 36 percent to 
38 percent. But the services might have to al
ter their peacetime manning policies to ensure 
that enough nondrilling personnel were avail
able in the Individual Ready Reserve to meet 
the wartime needs of the new types of reserve 
units. 

New types of reserve units would take long
er to mobilize and prepare for war than active 
or selected reserve units. Teamed squadrons 
might require two to three months to prepare 
for war, substantially more than selected re
serve squadrons, and nested ships could need 
as much as six months. How much longer is 
particularly uncertain for ground combat 
units. In 1991, the Army estimated that its 
version of cadre units would require 12 to 15 
months to prepare for war. But this study 
assumes the units would be manned in 
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peacetime with active personnel, which might 
speed mobilization. Alternatively, the Army 
has recently estimated that divisions in the 
Army National Guard would take a year to 
mobilize. Hence, the service may eventually 
provide estimates of longer postmobilization 
delays for cadre units. Even with the current 
Army estimate, the buildup of U.S. forces 
would be slower under this alternative than 
under either the Administration's plan or 
Alternative I (see Summary Figure 1). 

The importance of these delays would vary 
according to the type of conflict. For many 
conflicts, the added delay is irrelevant because 
the new types of reserve units would not have 
to be used. Smaller regional contingencies 
(like the Panama operation in 1990) would be 
handled by forces on active duty. Even for a 
large regional contingency like Operation 
Desert Storm, this alternative probably main
tains enough forces on active duty and in the 
selected reserve so that new types of units 
would not have to be mobilized. As was the 
case under Alternative I, however, there 
might _be delays associated with greater reli
ance on selected reserves. 

Thus, the main issue may be the amount of 
warning time before a major war against a 
resurgent Soviet threat or some new military 
power. If the warning before such a war is 
judged sufficient to permit calling up new 
types of reserves units--and it may well be-
then this alternative represents a less expen
sive way to meet future U.S. military needs 
than does Alternative I. 

The new types of reserve units involve ap
proaches that have not been tried before in the 
United States. Thus, before pursuing this 
alternative, the Congress could mandate tests 
of new types of reserve units that are more 
extensive than those now being carried out by 
the services. 

Alternative III: 
Use Stored-Equipment 
Units for Reconstitution 

On August 2, 1990, President Bush noted 
that, because there would probably be a long 
period of warning before any future war, the 
United States should be able to reduce its mili
tary in peacetime and build new forces in time 
of war. In peacetime, the United States would 
maintain the industrial capacity to build new 
weapons and the senior personnel to provide 
wartime leaders for new units. According to 
the Administration, this new concept--re
ferred to as reconstitution--might permit sub
stantial savings. The Administration has not 
specified what forces might be associated with 
this new concept. The Administration possi
bly envisions forces like those under its plan 
or Alternatives I or II. Alternatively, a quite 
different military might be created around the 
concept of reconstitution. 

Units with Stored Equipment 

Such a military might consist of a small num
ber of forces on active duty and in the selected 
reserves. The Army, for example, might have 
only six active divisions and four selected re
serve divisions, a reduction of almost two
thirds compared with levels in 1990. 

New units would be created, but almost all 
the equipment in these units would be stored 
in peacetime. Also, the units with stored 
equipment would be manned sparingly, typi
cally at levels equal to only about 5 percent or 
10 percent offull manning. In time of war, the 
units with stored equipment would be called to 
active duty and filled out with conscripts. Ma
jor changes would also be made in the other 
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services (see Summary Table 1). Because of 
the far-reaching nature of these changes, this 
alternative would be difficult to implement by 
1997. But it represents one blueprint for the 
military of the next decade. 

Costs and Capability 

Under Alternative III, operating savings 
alone could eventually amount to at least 
$32.1 billion a year, three to five times the 
savings under the two previous alternatives. 
As with all of the alternatives, the Army 
would contribute the largest share of savings 
of the four services ($12 billion). In addition to 
operating savings, this alternative might 
yield substantial savings in procurement. 
Estimating the magnitude of those savings, 
however, requires analysis that goes beyond 
the scope of this study. 

Alternative III would solve some of the 
manning problems inherent in the two previ
ous options. Selected reserves would grow al
most as much as with Alternative I as a share 
of the total force (from 36 percent to 41 per
cent); thus, problems in recruiting reserves 
might be similar to those of Alternative I. But 
the units with stored equipment would be 
filled out with conscripts in time of war; hence, 
problems associated with maintaining a large 
number of nondrilling reserve personnel in 
peacetime would be avoided. In addition, total 
manning for this alternative would be much 
lower, so recruiting might be easier in gen
eral. 

Units with stored equipment under this al
ternative would be considerably less ready for 
war than any of the other types of units con
sidered in the study. Indeed, they might take 
several years to become ready to fight. Such 
units would, however, be available in less 
than the time required to purchase equipment 
and build an entirely new unit. 

Moreover, as with the other alternatives, 
the importance of the delay would vary. The 
active forces in this alternative would be too 
small to field the overwhelming firepower em
ployed in Operation Desert Storm, with only 
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about 60 percent of the capability of the active 
forces in the Administration's planned forces. 
If such a war arose, it should not be necessary 
to call up the units with stored equipment, but 
the United States would have to call up most 
or all of its remaining selected reserves, par
ticularly ground combat reserves, and wait 
until those units became ready for war. This 
wait would delay the response to such a con
tingency. Fortunately, the United States 
faces few potential adversaries with the capa
bilities of prewar Iraq, and the speed with 
which Iraqi forces capitulated suggests that 
the war might have been won with fewer 
troops. Nevertheless, the success in Operation 
Desert Storm does not eliminate the risk 
associated with maintaining a much smaller 
military because no one can know the circum
stances of a future version of Operation Desert 
Storm. 

Alternative III, with its small active and 
selected reserve forces, raises other risks and 
uncertainties. In the event that a hostile 
power began building its military forces, 
Alternative III would offer less insurance 
against a lack of timely decisions by U.S. lead
ers. Also, rather than put much of its military 
at risk, the United States might choose not to 
get involved in a future conflict, a decision 
with unpredictable consequences. Under this 
alternative, overseas deployments of U.S. 
forces would be much curtailed or even elimi
nated, which would delay any military re
sponse in a future crisis. Finally, this alterna
tive involves far-reaching changes in military 
forces and in that respect raises organiza
tional uncertainties. 

The forces under this alternative should, 
however, be adequate to handle smaller re
gional contingencies of the sort that have 
arisen since World War II. Moreover, a small 
active and selected reserve force, coupled with 
a substantial number of units with stored 
equipment, may be adequate in a world in 
which a major war is likely to occur only after 
years of warning. Thus, Alternative III repre
sents one means of responding to new U.S. 
security needs at substantially lower cost. 





Chapter One 

Introduction 

T 
he United States has a long history of 
relying on the part-time soldier. Re
serve forces fought in large numbers in 

the American Revolution and in both world 
wars. At the end of 1991, personnel serving 
in the reserve forces of the U.S. military 
totaled about 3.6 million, far more than the 
almost 2 million people serving on active 
military duty.l Only about 1.2 million of 
these 3.6 million reserves--those in the se
lected reserves--routinely train in peacetime 
and are aligned with military units in plans 
for war. Another 0.6 million reserves, who 
serve in the Individual Ready Reserve, have 
military experience but do not normally train 
in peacetime. In time of war, individual 
ready reserves are usually expected to fill 
positions left vacant by active personnel and 
selected reservists who move to their wartime 
jobs. Virtually all of the remainder of U.S. re
serve personnel are military retirees serving 
in the Retired Reserve. 

Many Members of Congress and some mili
tary analysts have supported an increase in 
the role of the reserves, particularly the se
lected reserves. The reduction or even the 
elimination of threats to U.S. security by the 
former Soviet Union greatly reduces the like
lihood of a major war. If one should occur, 
there would presumably be a substantial 
period of warning before hostilities commence, 
thus permitting heavier reliance on selected 

1. End strengths as of end of September 1991. See Depart
ment of Defense, Reserve Forces Policy Board, Reserve 
Component Programs for FY 1991 (February 28,1992). 

reserves. Moreover, selected reserve units-
particularly those in the ground forces--can be 
operated in peacetime at a fraction of the cost 
required to operate active units; in that way, 
they help the services accommodate smaller 
budgets. 

Nor does relying on selected reserves al
ways mean significant reductions in military 
capability. Even though they cost less to op
erate in peacetime, some types of reserve units 
perform very well in military exercises. For 
example, air reserve units frequently win 
competitions that pit them against their 
active-duty counterparts (air guard squadrons 
placed first in the Air Force's "Gunsmoke" 
fighter competition iu 1989 and 1991). Thus, 
selected reserve forces, combined with a re
duced number of active units, may provide 
plenty of timely combat capability for the 
types of military contingencies likely to con
front the United States in the future. 

Although the selected reserves have strong 
supporters, critics have raised concerns about 
increasing dependence on them. The critics 
argue that new threats--the 1991 war with 
Iraq is an excellent case in point--will require 
rapid reaction that active forces can best pro
vide. Reserves who train only part time and 
must be called to active duty in time of crisis 
may not be able to fight on short notice. Con
versely, critics argue that selected reserves 
may provide too expensive an insurance policy 
against larger wars that now seem so un
likely. Since large wars are likely to occur on
ly after years of warning, adequate insurance 
might be provided by reinstituting conscrip-
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A National Guard soldier on weekend training: 
Some 1.2 million Americans are members of the 
selected reserves, reservists who train part time in 
peacetime. (Photo courtesy of National Guard 
magazine.) 

tion or using new types of reserve forces that 
do not train in peacetime. 

Critics also note that some types of selected 
reserve units, especially units such as the 
highly capable air reserves, are not markedly 
cheaper to operate than active forces.2 The 
selected reserves themselves sometimes ques
tion their ability to take over a much larger 
share of defense commitments becauRe of the 
difficulty in recruiting large numbers of addi
tional personnel who have needed skills and 
are willing to train part time. Many people 
enter the reserves only after they have been in 
the active military; if the size of the active 
military is reduced, a smaller pool of person
nel with previous experience will be left for 
the reserves to recruit. 

So far, the Department of Defense (DoD) 
has concluded that large changes in the mix of 
active and reserve personnel are not appro
priate . On January 4, 1991, DoD delivered a 
Congressionally mandated study on the com
position of its forces--the Total Force Policy 

2. The Total Force Policy Report to the Congress was 
delivered in 1991, in response to Section 1101(d)(2) of the 
N a tiona! Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 
1990 and 1991 (P.L. 101-189), pp. 40-42. 
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Report to the Congress. The study suggests 
that relatively large cuts in active and reserve 
forces are feasible, since the threats facing the 
United States have diminished appreciably. 
However, at least in terms of the total num
bers of personnel, reserve and active forces are 
reduced proportionally; thus, no change in the 
mix of these forces takes place. 

The Total Force Policy Report does propose 
forming several new types of reserve units, 
including cadre units in the Army and stored 
or nested ships in the Navy (see Chapter 3). 
Although these units would be less ready to 
fight than either active forces or current types 
of selected reserve units, the new units would 
provide additional combat capability in less 
time than would be needed to build entirely 
new units_ Such a response might be neces
sary should the United States have to recon
stitute a large military force to meet a resur
gent threat from the former Soviet Union or to 
meet some other large military contingency 
not currently anticipated. 

Although the Total Force Policy Report was 
intended to provide a basis for assessing the 
appropriate mix of active and reserve forces , 
some Members of Congress do not believe that 
the study provided an adequate review of the 
reserve issue. Indeed, the House Committee 
on Armed Services stated that it was "unre
sponsive to tasking" and "of marginal utility 
in analyzing the budget request for reserve 
end strengths." To add to that, the Senate 
Committee on Armed Services devoted several 
pages of its 1991 report to the deficiencies of 
the DoD report and the Administration's re
serve policies.3 Moreover, since completion of 
the study, the breakup of the former Soviet 
Union has further altered the security threats 
that the United States is likely to face . Per
haps for these reasons, the conference report 
accompanying the 1992 defense authorization 

3. House Committee on Armed Services, National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993, Re· 
port 102-60 (May 13, 1991), pp. 234 and 235; and Senate 
Committee on Armed Services, National Defense Autho· 
rization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993, Report 102· 
113 (July 19, 1991), pp. 202-205. 
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bill required another review of reserve issues 
to be completed by December 1, 1992.4 

Clearly, the Department of Defense and the 
Congress will both be debating the pros and 
cons of reserve issues as they shape the mili
tary forces that will protect U.S. interests af
ter the Cold War. The lessons learned during 
the war in the Persian Gulf will enlighten that 
debate. The war in the gulf involved the first 
involuntary call-up of large numbers of re
servist s since DoD articulated its Total Force 
Policy in 1973, a policy that calls for inte
grating active and reserve forces into one 
fighting force . 

Current Composition 
of the Force 

DoD can call on full-time active-duty people, 
part-time selected reserves, and other reserv
ists who have wartime military commitments 
but typically do not participate in military 
training at all during peacetime. 

Active-Duty Personnel 

The four major active-duty services consist of 
the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps. 
DoD can generally assign personnel on active 
duty in these services at all times, without 
concern for overtime pay or leave. Personnel 
can be deployed anywhere and are required to 
perform any legal military order to the best of 
their abilities. 

4. Conference report on H.R. 2100, the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993, 
November 13, 1991, Section 402 (in the Congressional 
Record, November 14, 1991, p. H9887). The Conferees 
directed that the Secretary of Defense submit the report 
to the Congress within 15 days after receiving it from the 
study group. The Secretary--with assistance from the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff--is also directed to 
provide an assessment of the study group's analysis to 
the Congress by February 15, 1993. 
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At the end of 1990, the United States had 
about 2 million people on active duty. The 
Army had the largest number of active-duty 
personnel, with about 730,000 people. Navy 
and Air Force manning levels are similar at 
580,000 and 535,000, respectively. The 
Marine Corps, with 197,000 active-duty mem
bers, has the lowest level of manning (see 
Figure 1). 

Selected (Drilling) Reserves 

Selected reserves are military personnel who 
practice or drill only part time in peacetime 
but can be called to active duty in the event of 
a war or crisis. The reserve components also 
pay the salaries of a number of people who 
work full time. These personnel--typically re
ferred to as Active Guard/Reserve--are dis
cussed later. 

In peacetime, selected reservists typically 
drill for one weekend a month and two weeks 
in the summer, or about 40 days a year at a 
minimum. Many reservists work more than 
40 days per year at their reserve positions. 
For example, the Army National Guard esti
mates that the number of paid days for its 
part-time personnel averages about 70. Some 
guard personnel also volunteer days and so 
work more than 70 days per year. Since most 
reservists have full-time jobs, their avail
ability for additional military service in peace
time is limited, though reservists do volunteer 
for extra duty either in their reserve units or 
through being recalled to temporary active 
duty. Indeed, peacetime operating levels in 
some reserve units--such as those that operate 
tanker aircraft--are higher than their active
duty counterparts. 

Because reservists usually train less, DoD 
attempts to assign most missions needed in 
peacetime and early in a war to the active 
components; those missions needed later in a 
war are in the reserves. For example, combat 
units that depend heavily on the reserves in
clude Army divisions and tactical airlift units 
that would be deployed later and that would 
move materiel in a theater of war. 
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Figure 1. 
Active, Guard, and Reserve End Strengths in 1990 and 1997 
(Total for the Department of Defense and the Services) 

End Strenqth in Thousands 

Reserve 

Guard 
2,500 

Active 

2,000 

Army 

1990 1997 1990 1997 1990 1997 1990 1997 1990 1997 

SOURCE : Congressional Budget Office based on Department of Defense data. 

A few missions that are used almost exclu
sively in war are made up entirely of reserve 
personnel. These include Army divisions that 
would train replacements for troops killed or 
wounded in action. Other units only in the 
reserves include Marine Corps civil affairs 
groups and naval units that provide security 
for U.S. ports. 

Organization and Reliance on Reserves 
by Service. The United States has about 1.2 
million selected reservists who serve in one of 
six organizations.5 Each of the four active 
services has a reserve component. Two of the 
services, the Army and Air Force, also have 
national guard components that report to 
state governors in peacetime but would be
come part of the active service in war. 

The services vary widely in their reliance 
on the reserves. At the end of fiscal year 1991, 
for example, the Army had the largest number 
of reservists (756,000) of any of the services 
and a larger fraction of reserves (52 percent) 

5. The U.S. Coast Guard also employs reservists . This 
study does not discuss Coast Guard reservists since it 
focuses on personnel in the Department of Defense and 
the Coast Guard falls under the Department of Trans
portation. 

in its overall strength. This heavy reliance on 
reserves may reflect the nature of Army re
quirements. In the past, the Army has had to 
be ready to fight a major land war that would 
involve large numbers of troops . Army re
serve units are significantly less costly to op
erate in peacetime than active-duty units, 
which has made them an attractive way to 
hedge against military needs in a major war. 

The Navy and Marine Corps place the least 
emphasis on the reserves. For example, the 
Navy has only about 152,000 selected reserve 
personnel, roughly 21 percent of its combined 
force of active-duty and selected reserve per
sonnel. Navy ships are expected to operate ex
tensively in peacetime, which increases the 
need for active-duty personnel. Moreover, the 
Navy strives to maintain a large shore-based 
establishment manned with active-duty per
sonnel at least in part to provide its personnel 
with opportunities to serve ashore. 

The Air Force falls between the other ser
vices with regard to relying on reserves. It has 
about 203,000 selected reserves, about 28 per
cent of its combined force of active-duty and 
selected reserves. The peacetime operations of 
most Air Force reserve units require reserv-
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ists to spend less time away from their home 
stations than the peacetime operations of re
serve ships, which enables the Air Force to 
rely more heavily on reserves. The Air Force 
may also be able routinely to keep more units 
in the reserves because of the commonality be
tween skills required in commercial aviation 
and those in the military, and also because it 
has more discretion than does the Navy in 
terms of where it can locate its units. 

Types of Personnel in the Selected Re
serves. Not all those who serve in the se
lected reserves are part-time personnel. The 
reserves employ substantial numbers of full
time people in different categories. One cate
gory is civilians--termed military techni
cians--who are also in the reserves and would 
be called to active duty during a war or crisis; 
another is Active Guard/Reserve personnel 
who work full time but are paid out of Guard 
or Reserve military personnel accounts. In 
1991, the share of full-time personnel in each 
service's reserve manning ranged between 5 
percent in the Marine Corps and 21 percent in 
the Air Force. Full-time personnel provide 
maintenance and administrative support for 
reserve units. The additional capability that 
they bring comes at a cost, since full-time per
sonnel are more expensive than those who are 
part time. In addition, the average pay grade 
of full-time support personnel tends to be 
higher than the average pay grade of active
duty personnel, thereby further increasing the 
cost of full-time support. Full-time support 
personnel in the reserves may have higher 
grades on average because the reserves typi
cally employ full-time support personnel in 
leadership positions that would also have 
higher grades on average in the active mili
tary. 

The reserve components also receive assis
tance from active-duty personnel who are as
signed to positions with reserve units but are 
paid by the active services . About 17,300 
active-duty personnel--mostly in the Navy 
(8,900) and Marine Corps (5,400)--were as
signed or attached to reserve component or
ganizations as of January 1992. 
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Many reserve personnel have also had pre
vious service on active duty. The services vary 
in their mix of personnel with previous ser
vice. Most Air Force and Navy selected re
serve enlisted personnel have had prior active 
service, but the Army and Marine Corps re
cruit large numbers (47 percent and 78 per
cent) with no previous military experience. 
Those choices may reflect the amount of train
ing time required for jobs in the services. In 
the Air Force and Navy, the costs of the higher 
pay grades for personnel with previous experi
ence are probably less than the expense of 
training new personnel. The Army and Ma
rine Corps--with fewer positions requiring ex
tended training--can bring more people di
rectly into the reserves and so hold down the 
average pay grade. The amount of time to 
train new recruits for the Army is somewhat 
lower on average than for the Air Force and 
the Navy, though all services have a number 
of jobs requiring highly technical skills. 

N ondrilling Reserves 

During a mobilization for a major war, two 
additional pools of military labor would be
come available to DoD--the Individual Ready 
Reserve and the Retired Reserve. These 
people do not typically drill or receive pay dur
ing peacetime. But they would provide a sub
stantial source of personnel during a major 
war . Together these nondrilling reserves to
taled about 2.4 million people by the end of fis
cal year 1991, or almost twice the number in 
the selected reserves. There is also a small 
component--the "standby reserve"--with about 
30,000 people in 1991. 

Individual Ready Reserve. More than 
600,000 personnel are in categories termed In
dividual Ready Reserve (IRR) or Inactive Na
tional Guard. They are typically relatively 
young people who have a military-service obli
gation remaining after completing their terms 
of active duty. Today, each person who en
lists is required to provide eight years of mili
tary service either on active duty or in some 
category of the reserves. Thus, for example, if 
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a person served for three years on active duty, 
he or she would still have an obligation tore
main in either the selected reserve or the Indi
vidual Ready Reserve for five years. 

Although DoD assumes that personnel in 
the Individual Ready Reserve would be used 
in a full mobilization, it usually does not align 
them with specific units. Instead, it plans to 
assign them to fill out units as needed and to 
replace active or selected reserve personnel 
who become combat casualties. DoD does at
tempt to keep track of them during peacetime 
call-ups. During these call-ups the services 
screen personnel for physical fitness, test 
skills, and update other information about the 
IRR. DoD has the legal right to call up IRR 
personnel for screening purposes and to pay 
them for showing up. But since full call-up in 
peacetime might engender public opposition, 
fewer than the total number of IRR personnel 
are called up. 

Retired Reserve. The rest of the nondrilling 
reserve--about 1.8 million in 1991--are retired 
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military personnel who receive pensions and 
have a continuing service obligation.6 During 
a major war, these Retired Reserves might fill 
support and headquarters positions, thus free
ing other active and reserve personnel for 
combat duty, or provide critical skills that are 
in short supply in the active or ready reserve 
forces . For the Persian Gulf War, for example, 
a modest number of retirees, many of whom 
had medical skills, were recalled to active 
duty, primarily by the Army.7 

6. A number of these retirees have disabilities··about 
225,000 as of December 1991--and might not be avail
able to serve in the military again. Also, more than 
200,000 retirees in December 1991 were 60 years of age 
or older. Some of those personnel might elect not to 
serve. 

7. The Air Force and Marine Corps recalled about 700 
retirees during the war with Iraq. The Army recalled 
the largest number of retirees, about 1,250 people. The 
Navy did not call any retirees to active duty. Most Army 
retirees provided assistance to dependents during the 
war, but others performed such jobs as helicopter pilots 
and medical specialists. The remainder of this study 
does not deal with the Retired Reserve . In this study, the 
term "nondrilling reserves" refers to personnel in the 
Individual Ready Reserve. 
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Issues Involved in the Mix 
of Active and Reserve Forces 

W hat criteria should be used in decid
ing about the mix of active-duty and 
reserve forces? How have these cri

teria been altered by the far-reaching politi-
cal changes in recent years? The Total Force 
Policy Report to the Congress, which was de
livered to the Congress in January 1991, pro
vides some guidance on the Defense Depart
ment's perspectives about the use of reserves. 
This chapter focuses on four broad criteria 
that were considered in the study and will al
most certainly be considered in any further 
decisions relating to reserves: 

o What the costs will be; 

o How much total capability (reserve and 
active) is needed; 

o How quickly forces are likely to be 
needed; and 

o What the limitations are on the uses of 
reserves. 

Costs of Active 
and Reserve Units 

Reserve units generally cost less to operate in 
peacetime than comparable active-duty units, 
though the amount of savings varies widely by 
type of unit.l Procuring equipment for re-

serve units may also cost less because reserve 
equipment is frequently older or less capable 
or both. 

In wartime, however, fully mobilized re
serve units would be expected to cost roughly 
the same as their active counterparts. In this 
study, all references to costs apply to peace
time costs unless otherwise noted. 

Operating Costs 

In terms of direct and indirect operating costs, 
Army and Marine units that fight ground 
wars are the cheapest reserve forces to operate 
when compared with active units (see Table 
1). A "heavy" division in the Army National 
Guard (heavy divisions have--mechanized or 
armored--more equipment and personnel than 
Army "light" divisions) costs only about $0.6 
billion, or about 25 percent of the cost of an ac
tive heavy division stationed in Europe. A 
Marine division--part of a Marine expedition
ary force that also includes ships and aircraft-
costs about 30 percent of its active-duty 
counterpart. 

1. For a detailed discussion of the analytic issues involved 
in estimating costs for active and reserve units, see John 
F. Schank, Susan J . Bodilly, and Michael G. Shanley, 
Cost Element Handbook for Estimating Active andRe
serve Costs (Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, 
September 1990); and Glenn A. Gotz and others, Esti
mating the Costs of Changes in the Active/Reserve Bal
ance (Santa Monica, Calif. : RAND Corporation, Sep-
tember 1990). · 
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Table 1. 
Estimated Annual Steady State Operating and Support Costs 
for Selected Active and Reserve Forces (In billions of 1993 dollars) 

Direct and Percentage 
Indirect Costs of Total of Active 

Type of Unit Costsa Overheadb Costs Costs 

Army 
Divisions 

Active heavy in Europe 1.4 0.8 2.3 100 
Guard heavy 0.4 0.2 0.6 25 
Active heavy in CONUS 1.0 0.5 1.6 100 
Cadrec 0.3 0.1 0.4 25 
With stored equipmentd 0.9 e 0.1 5 

Navy 
Ships 

20 active frigates 0.6 0.2 0.8 100 
20 reserve frigates 0.5 0.2 0.7 85 
20 nested frigates 0.1 e 0.2 25 
20 stored frigates 0.1 e 0.1 10 

Carrier Air Wing sf. g 
Active 0.3 0.2 0.5 100 
Reserve 0.2 0.1 0.3 60 
Two active 0.6 0.3 0.9 100 
Two stored 0.1 e 0.1 10 

Marine Corps 
Brigades 

Three active 1.9 0.6 2.5 100 
Three reserve 0.5 0.2 0.7 30 
Active 0.6 0.2 0.8 100 
Cadrec 0.2 0.1 0.2 25 
With stored equipmentd e e e 5 

Air Force 
F-16 Wingsh 

Based in Europe 0.3 0.1 0.4 100 
Guard 0.2 0.1 0.3 70 
Three active in CONUS 0.8 0.3 1.1 100 
Three stored based in CONUS 0.1 e 0.1 10 

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office based on Department of Defense budget data. 
NOTES: Numbers may not add to totals because of rounding. CONUS= continental United States. 
a. Direct operating and support costs are those that are tied closely to individual units and come from the primary program elements 

of the budget such as divisions, F-16s, frigates, tactical support, or fleet air defense. CBO divided the mission and central support 
program elements of the budget into two parts--a variable portion that CBO calls indirect and a fixed part that CBO calls 
overhead. CBO describes the 50 percent of the support elements of the budget that vary with small changes in force structure as 
indirect costs. 

b. Overhead represents a proportional reduction in what CBO calls the fixed portion of the mission and central support program ele-
ments of the budget. CBO assumes that these costs could change with large changes in the number of active and reserve forces. 

c. 25 percent of active manning. 
d. 5 percent of active manning. 
e. Less than $50 million. 
f. Each wing is assumed to contain about 80 aircraft. 
g. Active S-3 aircraft were used as proxies for reserve S-3 aircraft . 
h. Each wing is assumed to contain about 72 aircraft. 
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In contrast, ships in the Naval Reserve offer 
much more modest savings in comparison 
with active ships, partially because they have 
high operating tempos and because a large 
percentage of their crews work full time. They 
cost almost as much as active units. Air units 
in the Navy and Air Force cost about 60 per
cent to 70 percent of comparable units on ac
tive duty. 

These estimates are based on direct and in
direct operating costs. Direct operating costs 
pay for personnel and operating costs of the 
unit itself. Indirect operating costs pay for 
combat support that is not part of the unit it
self (such as some artillery units in the Army) 
and for portions of the costs of training, medi
cal care, repair of facilities, and other support 
needed by the unit. 

Differences Among Models. The cost esti
mates in Table 1 are derived from a Congres
sional Budget Office (CBO) model that esti
mates costs based on budget factors. The De
fense Resources Model (DRM) estimates direct 
costs for units based on the dollars associated 
with a particular type of unit in the budget. 
Indirect costs are estimated by relating costs 
to units through proxy variables such as num
ber ofpersonnel.2 

Other cost models produce results that dif
fer in degree, though the overall relationships 
are generally not changed. For example, the 
Air Force has a model that--based on costs of 
aircraft squadrons (each of which typically 
contains about 24 aircraft)--indicates an even 
lower relative cost for reserve units than does 
the Defense Resources Model. Overall costs in 
this Air Force model are also lower than those 
of the DRM, suggesting it is capturing a 
smaller share of the Air Force budget than the 
DRM. Annual operating costs in the Total 
Force Policy Report to the Congress reflect 
similar patterns, though costs are generally 

2. For a more detailed description of the Defense Resources 
Model, see Congressional Budget Office, Operation and 
Support Costs for the Department of Defense (July 1988), 
pp 13-16 and Appendix A. 

assumed to be somewhat lower than those 
shown in Table 1. The figures reflect DoD's 
exclusion of costs indirectly related to equip
ment operated. 

Effect of Including Overhead Costs. In ad
dition to the costs directly and indirectly re
lated to forces, other operating costs are com
monly assumed not to vary in size as the num
ber of forces changes, especially if such 
changes are small. These costs--which CBO 
terms overhead--include expenses for portions 
of training, medical care, base operating sup
port, and logistics facilities. 

Although overhead costs might not alter 
with small changes in numbers of forces, they 
should vary with large changes--including 
some of the changes discussed in this study. 
Over head costs are also substantial, amount
ing to about 35 percent of all operating costs. 
Thus, they should be considered in a complete 
analysis of costs. 3 

What share of the over head costs should be 
allocated to reserve forces? Some overhead 
costs probably relate to reserve forces very 
little, though in other cases the reserves prob
ably place a burden on defense at least pro
portional to their direct and indirect operating 
costs. Examples of overhead costs that would 
not relate to reserve forces at all include costs 
for military family housing, which is provided 
only to active-duty personnel. Costs that prob
ably are less than proportional for reserve 
units include medical costs, since the depen
dents of reservists have access to military 
medical care only if reservists are on active 
duty for longer than two weeks. Costs that 
may be proportional to direct and indirect 
costs include those for training. Overhead 
costs associated with reserve units that may 
be more than proportional to direct and in
direct operating costs include costs for some 
maintenance of various facilities. These facili-

3. For such an analysis, see Congressional Budget Office 
letter on DoD's proposed 25 percent force cut from Robert 
D. Reischauer to Chairman Lea Aspin, House Committee 
on Armed Services, July 9, 1990. 
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ties are ones whose operating costs are funded 
in active service accounts, even though re
serve units use them. 

Estimates of overhead costs, based on esti
mates from CBO's Defense Resources Model, 
assume that overhead costs for both active and 
reserve forces are allocated in proportion to 
direct and indirect operating costs (see Table 
1). Including overhead, total costs for active 
and reserve units are, of course, larger than 
costs excluding overhead. But the general cost 
relationships remain unchanged. Reserve 
ground units, including those in the Army and 
Marine Corps, are cheapest when compared 
with active-duty forces. Reserve ships in the 
Navy are most expensive; air units in the Air 
Force and the Navy fall in between ground 
units and ships. Costs and savings of units in 
this study include direct, indirect, and over-
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head. Portions of overhead costs would prob
ably be saved in the long term, but it may be 
unrealistic to assume that overhead costs will 
be reduced in the short term. 

Procurement Costs 

It may also cost less to buy equipment for the 
reserves than for active units because the re
serves often--but not always--have older and 
less effective equipment. Thus, increasing the 
reserve share of DoD's forces might enable the 
services to reduce their procurement budgets 
if DoD were also willing to accept the de
creased capability from having less effective 
equipment. 

Most equipment is not bought specifically 
for the reserves, however, which makes it dif-

An Ohio Air National Guardsman of the 121st Tactical Fighter Wing loads a bomb onto an A-7: Reserve air 
units typically cost about one-third less to operate than comparable active-duty units. (Photo by Maj. Jean 
Marie Beall, National Guard magazine.) 
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ficult to estimate with precision the effects of 
changes in the numbers of reserves on pro
curement budgets for the next few years. Such 
estimates require arbitrary allocations of costs 
between reserve and active units for ongoing 
procurement programs. Moreover, near-term 
procurement plans are determined more by 
the maturity of a particular weapon program-
is it ready to be bought?--than by the specific 
mix of active and reserve units. Hence, the 
cost estimates in this study assume that 
changes in the mix of active and reserve units 
do not alter procurement costs. 

Despite this assumption, DoD could choose 
to reduce its procurement costs in the long 
term if it equips reserve forces as it has in the 
past and has a larger share of the force in the 
reserves. One approach to approximating 
long-term effects might be to use indices that 
add up the number of weapons in active and 
reserve units, assigning a weight to each 
weapon on the basis of its combat utility (for 
example, tanks are more important than 
rifles) and its lethality (the newest M1A1 
tanks are more lethal than older M60 tanks). 
These scores are discussed more fully in Chap
ter 4, where they are used to assess combat 
capability. 

Typically, divisions in the Army National 
Guard have scores that are from 5 percent to 
50 percent lower than scores of comparable 
active-duty divisions. Scores are lower be
cause the reserves frequently receive equip
ment from active units; it "trickles down" to 
Guard divisions when newer models in the 
active components replace it. For example, 
most Guard divisions have M60 tanks, or at 
best M1 tanks, whereas active divisions have 
the latest model of tank, the M1Al. Most 
Guard divisions have the older AH-1 attack 
helicopters instead of the newer AH-64 
Apache helicopter. Older weapons imply less 
frequent replacement, and less capable weap
ons tend to be less expensive. As a result, 
these lower scores suggest that even when 
their equipment needs to be replaced, procure
ment costs for reserve divisions might eventu
ally be less, on average, than those for active
duty divisions. 

In the Air Force, reserve units typically 
have lower weapons scores than comparable 
active-duty units, and they operate older air
craft. Both again suggest that procurement 
costs for reserve units could eventually be 
lower. The planes in reserve units have lower 
scores because the reserves have a larger 
fraction of less capable aircraft. Although the 
Air Force's reserve components operate many 
ofthe same planes as active units, the reserves 
tend to fly older models. 

The Navy uses a combination of the strate
gies discussed above to equip its reserve units. 
Naval air units typically receive their equip
ment from active units, though they have re
ceived some planes directly (the F/A-18 fighter 
and attack aircraft, for example). Naval Re
serve ships are mostly frigates, making them 
on average slightly younger than the Navy's 
fleet overall. But the Navy views frigates as 
being less capable than a variety of other sur
face combatants. 

Although weapons scores may suggest the 
direction of long-term trends, they provide 
only a rough guide to long-term procurement 
costs for reserve and active units. The weights 
that are used to derive the scores are based on 
combat capability, which is roughly related to 
costs (though the relationship may not be 
proportional).4 Revising the weights to reflect 
costs would be a major effort that has not been 
undertaken in this study. Moreover, as was 
noted above, the maturity and priority of par
ticular weapon programs have more influence 
over procurement costs in the next few years 
than do changes in the mix of active and re
serve divisions. 

Also, the services could alter their current 
approaches and place newer, more capable 
equipment in the reserves if these units come 
to play a more important role. Anticipation of 

· such a change in policy may have prompted 

4. See The Analytic Sciences Corporation, Tacair Perform· 
ance!Cost Analysis: Trends over Time (Arlington, Va .: 
TASC, 1981), prepared for the Director, Net Assessment 
Office of the Secretary of Defense. The study relates the 
costs. of tactical aircraft to a preliminary version of the 
TASC capability indices used here . 
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DoD's recent Total Force Policy Report to the 
Congress to conclude that the equipment costs 
for reserve units would be equal to those for 
active forces. The study argued that the size of 
the total force, rather than its composition, 
dictates procurement. The services them
selves may be moving in the direction of 
equipping active and reserve forces with simi
lar equipment. In recent years, the services 
have equipped some reserve units with new, 
highly capable weapon systems. 

How Much Total 
Capability Is Needed? 

Although reserve units are generally cheaper 
than their active-duty counterparts, cost 
should not be the only criterion for determin
ing what is needed. The United States must 
also consider its domestic needs and its needs 
for military capability in wartime. 

Wartime Requirements 

Today, wartime requirements for U.S. mili
tary forces are determined largely by needs to 
respond to regional contingencies such as the 
recent ones in Iraq and Panama. Secretary of 
Defense Dick Cheney, in a letter to the 
Congress, confirmed this point: "The planning 
focus is now on responding to regional 
threats--such as the one which just occurred in 
the Persian Gulf--and crisis response." The 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General 
Colin Powell, has described requirements for a 
contingency force, a key part of the Adminis
tration's plan for a smaller military, based on 
the need to respond to smaller conflicts that 
might arise quickly in many parts of the 
world. 

A U.S. military designed to respond to re
gional contingencies can be substantially 
smaller than a military designed to fight a 
major war involving the former Soviet Union. 
But how much smaller? The answer depends 
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on numerous judgments that have not yet 
been made. The United States must decide 
whether it wants to deploy a substantial 
number of forces--including naval, air, and 
ground forces--around the world during peace
time. The country must also assess the desir
ability of maintaining active-duty forces suffi
cient to carry out large military operations, 
such as Operation Desert Storm, thereby 
avoiding any delays associated with calling up 
substantial numbers of combat reserves. Fur
ther, Department of Defense planning in
cludes contemplation of two regional contin
gencies occurring simultaneously. Some 
people would also argue that a large threat 
could emerge in the future. 

Both the United States and Russia have ex
pressed a strong desire to improve relations. 
Nevertheless, the Russian federation still pos
sesses many weapons. A dictatorial govern
ment could conceivably seize power and gain 
control of these weapons. Any such attempt 
would give the United States and its allies 
substantial warning. Moreover, such a step 
might also lead to civil war, which could de
stroy some or even most of the weapons. Until 
the weapons are destroyed or disabled, how
ever, it seems prudent to consider their capa
bilities. 

In light of the sharp change in foreign cir
cumstances, the United States must confront 
anew the long-standing question about mili
tary forces for wartime: how much is enough? 
This study cannot answer that question. The 
alternatives in the study do, however, consider 
a range of sizes for the total U.S. military. 

National Guard and 
Domestic Missions 

Domestic missions may influence the required 
size of the National Guard, which reports to 
state governors in peacetime. The Guard per
forms a number of such missions. National 
Guard personnel routinely aid local emer
gency workers during the natural disasters-
floods, fires, hurricanes, earthquakes, and 
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blizzards--that occur annually in parts of the 
country. Guard personnel have also assisted 
when strikes paralyze essential services, dur
ing mine disasters, and during domestic dis
turbances. Relatively small percentages of 
the states' Guard manning have been called 
up for most such events. Even in 1968, when 
extensive domestic disturbances occurred in 
the wake of the assassination of the Reverend 
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., and in connec
tion with protests about the Vietnam War, 
less than a third of the nation's Guard per
sonnel were called to active duty. 

On several occasions, however, states have 
called on large percentages of their Guard 
personnel. California called a majority of its 
Army Guard personnel during the riots in Los 
Angeles this year. Moreover, Guard personnel 
have a variety of different specialties. Even if 
a relatively low percentage of all personnel 
are called to active duty, most or all personnel 
with particular specialties may be called up. 

Under some assumptions, domestic mis
sions could require retaining a larger N a
tiona! Guard than would be necessary to meet 
foreign needs. States that occasionally need 
additional Guard personnel can request assis
tance from other states or from the President, 
who can send active-duty personnel to assist 
in domestic crises. But state governors may 
not want to rely on personnel from other states 
or on active-duty personnel. The country 
should possibly also plan for a situation in 
which the demands of a foreign war occur at 
the same time as a major domestic crisis. In 
that case, portions of the Guard would be de
signed primarily to meet domestic needs. 
These portions would presumably be equipped 
differently than today's Guard forces, with, for 
example, more military police. 

These arguments notwithstanding, the 
need to be ready to fight foreign wars will 
largely determine the size of the National 
Guard and the other reserve forces. That has 
been the case in the past, and the remainder of 
this study assumes that wartime require
ments remain the basis offuture planning. 

How Quickly Are 
Forces Needed? 

Military forces are of little value if they arrive 
after a war is lost. Thus, how much warning 
the United States is likely to have before the 
onset of future conflicts, and how rapidly vari
ous types of military units can be made ready 
for war, are extremely important issues. In
deed, the portion of total military forces that 
can be kept in the reserves turns on this issue. 

Likely Warning 

Historical experience is mixed regarding the 
length of the period of warning before the in
volvement of a large number of U.S. military 
forces. The Korean War arose with relatively 
little notice. North Korea invaded South 
Korea in June 1950, and U.S. Army divisions 
were deployed to Pusan by July. But several 
years elapsed in the Vietnam War between 
commitment of U.S. military personnel and 
large-scale deployment of ground forces. Even 
reserve units at the lowest level of readiness 
for war could arguably have been made ready 
within that period. 

More recent history lends support to the 
idea that conflicts can arise rapidly, leaving 
relatively little time to call up and train re
serve forces. The invasion of Kuwait appar
ently came as a surprise to most policymakers. 
Some analysts might argue that Iraq's Presi
dent Hussein gave signals of his intentions to 
invade about a month before the invasion took 
place.5 But even if the United States had cor
rectly interpreted his intentions, U.S. policy
makers required time to devise a strategy for 
responding to the crisis. During that period, 
the President did not begin a massive call-up 

5. Department of Defense, Conduct of the Persian Gulf War: 
Final Report to Congress (April1992), pp. 4-8. Actually, 
the United States had incorporated a scenario in its 
planning guidance similar to events leading up to the 
war as of the late 1980s (see Appendices C and D of the 
report) . 
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of reserves, and future Presidents may also de
lay reserve call-ups. 

How ready are reserve forces to fight on 
short notice? Reserve readiness varies widely 
among ground, air, and naval units. 

Readiness of Reserve 
Ground Units 

Evidence about the readiness of ground units 
is mixed. A substantial body of evidence 
suggests that many ground units, particularly 
ground combat units, are not as ready to be 
deployed as their active counterparts. But 
some reserve ground units may be nearly as 
ready as active-duty units, or at least could be 
brought close to that standard. 

Readiness is a term DoD uses to indicate 
how rapidly a unit will become available if 
needed and how well it will perform in com
bat. 6 Readiness can be assessed based on fac
tors that are likely to influence it, such as the 
peacetime training of personnel and how 
much of a unit's equipment is ready for com
bat. DoD collects measures of training and 
equipment repair for a variety of units under 
the Status of Resources and Training System, 
which are also referred to as C-ratings. Readi
ness can also be assessed based on DoD's esti
mates ofthe time required before units can be 
deployed. 

Evidence from C-Ratings. Evidence of 
lower readiness in ground combat reserves 
comes from DoD's C-ratings (see Table 2). C
ratings measure the readiness of units on a 
scale from C-1 to C-4. DoD describes a unit 
that is C-3 as having resources and training to 
undertake major portions of its wartime mis
sion, though not necessarily all missions. 
Available C-rating measures, shown in Table 
2, indicate that, in 1987, 76 percent of Army 

6. For more discussion of DoD's readiness concept, see Con
gressional Budget Office, Operation and Support Costs 
for the Department of Defense. 
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Table 2. 
Reserve Readiness: Percentage of 
Reserve Units Reporting "Marginally Ready" 
(C-3) Rating or Better in 1987 

Percentage 
of Units 

Reserve Rating C-3 
Service Component or Better 

Army Guard 76 
Reserve 56 

Marine Corpsa Reserve 67 

Navya Reserve 97 

Air Force Guard 94 
Reserve 90 

SOURCE : Congressional Budget Office from Department of 
Defense, Reserve Component Programs, Fiscal 
Year 1987 (February 2, 1988). 

a. Navy and Marine Corps do not have National Guard 
components. 

Guard units and 67 percent of the Marine 
Corps forces reported a rating of C-3 or better. 

These C-ratings provide only a rough guide 
to current readiness. DoD stresses that the 
ratings, though measuring a unit's resources, 
do not necessarily reflect its capability in 
conflict. 7 Moreover, ratings for most reserve 
forces were last publicly available in 1987. 
During the years when they were available, 
ratings for reserve units demonstrated an up
ward trend. If that trend has continued in the 
years since 1987, current C-ratings might sug
gest that reserve ground forces are signifi
cantly more ready for war than the C-ratings 
for 1987 suggest. But funding for units has 

7. Department of Defense, Reserve Component Programs, 
Fiscal Year 1987 (February 2, 1988), pp. 161-163. A 
number of criticisms have been directed at DoD's unit 
rating system. In addition to concerns about whether 
the ratings relate to combat capability, there are con
cerns about their being subjective and uneven in mea
suring units. For a discussion of a number of readiness 
measures, see S. Craig Moore and others, Measuring 
"Military Readiness and Sustainability (Santa Monica, 
Calif.: RAND Corporation,1991). 
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A member of the 48th Infantry Brigade, Georgia 
Army Guard, trains at the National Training 
Center at Fort Irwin, Calif., after the brigade was 
mobilized for Operation Desert Storm. (Photo by 
Maj. Jean Marie Beall, National Guard magazine.) 

dropped sharply since this period; as DoD bud
gets have declined, so the readiness of reserve 
units could also be lower today. 

Notwithstanding the evidence from C
ratings and other sources, some ground com
bat units may be almost as ready for war as 
some of their active counterparts. For ex
ample, some Army "roundout" brigades have 
received high-quality equipment and special 
attention from active-duty managers. (Round
out brigades are units with about 3,000 people 
that are designed to mobilize in time of war, be 
deployed with their affiliated active-duty divi
sion, and provide about one-third of the com
bat capability for that division.) DoD's mobili
zation plans for war in central Europe as
sumed that roundout units had higher readi-

ness. During the Cold War era, DoD esti
mated that these roundout units could be de
ployed to Europe for a central European war 
in about a month, or about the same deploy
ment time as for active divisions based in the 
United States. Full reserve divisions were ex
pected to be deployed much later. 

Marine Corps ground combat units may 
also be more ready than the C-ratings would 
suggest. The Marine Corps provided CBO 
with its own internal readiness measures that 
award Marine reserves higher scores than 
those shown in Table 3. Indeed, on the in
ternal measures, virtually all reserve units 
were scored as ready for mobilization. 8 These 
scores may not measure, however, the same 
capabilities as DoD C-ratings. 

Evidence from Operation Desert Storm. 
At the height of Operation Desert Storm, al
most 225,000 reserve personnel had been 
called to active duty and more than 100,000 
were serving in Saudi Arabia. Thus, Opera
tion Desert Storm provided considerable evi
dence concerning the ability of the reserve 
forces to assist in meeting a major regional 
contingency. But the evidence has not re
solved the controversy about the readiness of 
the ground combat reserves. 

Critics of their readiness note that combat 
reserve units, even the roundout units that 

8. The evaluation systems are the Marine Corps Combat 
Readiness Evaluation System (MCCRES), which mea
sures training against certain set standards, and the 
Mobilization Operational Readiness Deployment Test 
(MORDT), which measures reserve responsiveness in 
mobilization exercises with no notice. Virtually all units 
tested under the MCCRES since 1984 passed, and a high 
number of units were scored as ready for mobilizations 
(no more than 12 percent failed in any year since 1984). 
These results may suggest that the tests are too easy, 
however. All readiness measures experience a variety of 
statistical problems. 

CBO has no detailed data on how the Marine Corps 
scores are derived and hence cannot comment on them in 
detail. But the high level of successful scores may lead 
one to question the difficulty of these tests, especially as 
to how well they predict real combat or mobilization 
outcomes. 
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Table 3. 
Evaluation of Performance at the National Training Center of the 48th National Guard Brigade 
in 1991 and the Three-Year Average for the Active Ill Corps for 1986 to 1989 

Guard Active 
{48th Brigade} {Ill Cor12s} 

Percentage of Rounds Percentage of Rounds 
Targets per Targets per 

Type of Trial Killed Kill Killed Kill 

Day Defensive 69 4.0 80 4.7 

Night Defensive 55 5.1 47 6.9 

Offensive 57 9.0 34 10.9 

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office based on data supplied by the National Guard Association of the United States. 

supposedly were highly prepared, were not 
considered ready for combat early in Opera
tion Desert Storm.9 One example was the 
24th Mechanized Infantry Division, an active
duty unit deployed early to the Persian Gulf. 
The reserve brigade intended to round out the 
active division--the 48th Mechanized In
fantry Brigade from Georgia--was not in
cluded in the initial call-up of reserve person
nel on August 9, 1990, and was never deployed 
to the Persian Gulf. Instead, an active-duty 
brigade--the 197th Separate Brigade--was 
substituted for the roundout unit. DoD made 
a similar decision for the First Cavalry Divi
sion's roundout brigade--the 155th Armored 
Brigade of the Mississippi Army Guard was 
replaced by the 1st brigade of the 2nd Ar
mored Division from Fort Hood, Texas. 

DoD's decision to substitute active-duty bri
gades for the reserve roundout brigades may 
suggest that even the relatively ready round
out units are not considered ready to fight 
early in a war. But the Secretary of Defense 
stated that the decision not to call up these 
roundout brigades was related not to their 
readiness but to a desire to limit the size of the 

9. Robert L. Goldich, The Army's Roundout Concept After 
the Persian Gulf War (Congressional Research Service, 
October 22, 1991); and General Accounting Office, Na
tional Guard: Peacetime Training Did Not Adequately 
Prepare Combat Brigades for Gulf War, GAO/NSIAD
Q1-263 (September 1991). 

reserve call-up.lO That assertion may be 
supported by DoD's decision not to call up any 
combat units from the air reserves immedi
ately, even though these units are generally 
viewed as highly ready. DoD also argued that, 
at the time of the initial reserve call-up for 
Operation Desert Shield, the law would not 
allow enough time to deploy a reserve combat 
unit to the Persian Gulf and still permit a 
substantial period of service. At the time of 
the first reserve call-up on August 9, the law 
required that--without further Congressional 
action--reserves the President called to active 
duty could serve no more than 180 days. 

Ground combat units were eventually 
called to active duty, but the use made of them 
did not resolve concerns about their readiness. 
Soon after November 5, 1990, when the Con
gress extended the maximum period of service 
for reserve combat personnel to 360 days, the 
Secretary of Defense authorized the call-up of 
the two roundout brigades noted above, plus 
the 256th Mechanized Infantry Brigade from 
Louisiana. The 48th Infantry Brigade and the 
256th Infantry Brigade were activated on 
November 30, 1990, and the 155th Armored 
Brigade on December 7, 1990. 

10. Letter from Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney to the 
House Committee on Armed Services, September 1990. 
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Army reserve combat units called to active 
duty first underwent individual and unit 
training at their units; then they were to be 
sent to the Army's National Training Center 
(NTC) at Ft. Irwin in California for evaluation 
of their readiness for combat. At the end of the 
ground-war phase of Operation Desert Storm, 
the 48th Mechanized Infantry Brigade had 
completed its training at the NTC. But the 
two other brigades never completed sufficient 
training to get to the NTC before the ground 
war was over. 

Both the Army's Inspector General and the 
General Accounting Office wrote reports sug
gesting that these units had substantial readi
ness problems. Thus, despite roughly triple 
the amount of time to prepare that was as
sumed in the war plans of the Cold War era, 
roundout units did not see combat in the Per
sian GulfWar.ll 

Other Evidence from Operation Desert 
Storm. Despite this adverse evidence, reserve 
proponents argue that the performance of the 
48th brigade at the Army's National Training 
Center indicates that it was ready for combat. 
Units at NTC undergo a highly rigorous peri
od of training under conditions designed to ap
proximate actual combat. During the train
ing, NTC compiles scores for units that train 
there. Those scores record the percentage of 
available targets that the units kill in simu
lated warfare. NTC also records how many 
rounds units require to kill their opponents. 
Those scores, then, are one reasonable indica
tor of readiness. 

During their period at NTC, the battalions 
of the 48th brigade achieved attrition per
centages lower than the average of the scores 
for similar active units that trained there in 
daytime defensive exercises, but their scores 

11. Both the Congressional Research Service and the G€n
eral Accounting Office propose a number of possible 
solutions to the problem of lessened readiness in re
serve units. These solutions include eliminating the 
roundout concept completely, restructuring the units 
to incorporate more active leadership, and improving 
reserve evaluation and training. See Goldich, The 
Army's Roundout Concept After the Persian Gulf War; 
and G€neral Accounting Office, National Guard. 

at night and in offensive operations were 
higher (see Table 3). Also, though the overall 
average for day exercises was lower, the 121st 
Infantry Battalion of the 48th brigade set a 
new record for daytime defensive scores in its 
second round of testing, killing 93 percent of 
the targets presented. In addition, the reserve 
units expended fewer rounds per kill on aver
age in all types of tests than did active-duty 
units. Given these scores, reserve proponents 
argue that the 48th brigade would have been 
roughly as ready for combat had it been mobi
lized in August 1990, when its parent division 
was deployed, as active units that were sent to 
the Persian Gulf. 

The active Army argues that it may be mis
leading to compare these scores.12 According 
to the Army, the 48th brigade was allowed 
more chances at the training ranges than the 
active-duty units typically are. The Army also 
argues that the target array the 48th brigade 
faced may have been less extensive than the 
threat the active-duty III Corps faced, and 
that the Guard unit had more time to shoot at 
targets. 

The Marine Corps' experience with ground 
combat reserves indicates that these units can 
be used early in combat and may support the 
evidence of the Marine Corps' internal evalua
tions. The Marine Corps called up the largest 
percentage of reserves of any of the four ser
vices, almost 30 percent of its ready reservists 
as of February 8, 1991 (including its Indi
vidual Ready Reservists). Many of these units 
were sent to the Persian Gulf. Expressing 
apparent surprise at how well Marine reserve 
units performed, General Carl E. Mundy, Jr., 
the Commandant of the Marine Corps, said, 
"They did do well. With regard to the Re
serves, they performed better than we prob
ably expected them to . ... [T]hey came when 
they were called, they came in the numbers in 

12. Information paper from the U.S. Army to the Con
gressional Budget Office on the 48th brigade's live fire 
performance at the National Training Center, January 
29,1992. 
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which they were called, and they did what 
they were supposed to do. "13 

Why would the Marine Corps use its combat 
reserves and the Army not? Neither C-ratings 
nor funding for the Marine Corps reserve 
units are substantially different from Army 
units. Thus, those factors offer no explana
tion. The Marine Corps may have judged that 
reserve units had to be called up, even if they 
had lower readiness levels, since most of its 
active forces were deployed to the Persian 
Gulf. But the Marine Corps did not indicate 
that reserve units were lower in readiness 
than the active units sent to the gulf. 

Perhaps the most plausible explanation 
stems from differences in the size of units in 
the two services. Combat reserves in the Ma
rine Corps are typically organized in smaller 
units (usually companies or battalions) that 
can be incorporated into larger active-duty 
units. In contrast, reserve combat units in the 
Army are typically larger (brigades or divi
sions) and are intended to fight on their own, 
or at least to fight under reserve commanders. 
Because training may be simpler, it may be 
easier to maintain smaller units at a high 
state of readiness in peacetime, and smaller 
units can be integrated into larger units com
manded by full-time, active-duty personnel. 
Therefore, the relatively smaller size of its re
serve units may have facilitated the greater 
use of reserves by the Marine Corps. 

Readiness of Ground Support Units. Al
though controversy surrounds the readiness of 
Army combat units, there is less controversy 
about the readiness of the Army's support 
units. Combat units man rifles, tanks, and 
other weapons that engage in combat; most 
support units provide various types of logis
tical assistance, though a few provide addi
tional firepower. Support units include truck 
companies, medical companies, and equip
ment maintenance companies. Artillery 

13. James D. Hessman and Vincent C. Thomas, Jr., "The 
Best Spokesman in the Corps: Interview with USMC 
Commandant Gen. Carl E. Mundy Jr.," Sea Power 
(November 1991), p. 14. 
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units--termed combat support--fire a variety of 
munitions. 

Some policymakers have argued that it is 
easier to keep support units in the reserves. 
Their missions may be more discrete so that 
they may be able to train for more of their 
missions in smaller units--perhaps at a com
pany level. Also, jobs performed in support 
units are more like.ly to have civilian counter
parts than the jobs performed in combat units. 
Hence, ground support units may be more 
ready than ground combat units. In Opera
tion Desert Storm, the Army called up more 
than 100,000 support personnel. Some of the 
Army support units were mobilized quite 
early, a number within the first two months of 
the operation--including transportation de
tachments and companies and quartermaster 
units--to support active deployments. DoD 
commanders, including General Colin Powell, 
have made glowing comments about the per
formance of the support units. 

Several larger Army combat support units 
were actually engaged in the shooting war. 
General Carl E. Vuono, former Chief of Staff 
of the Army, described two artillery brigades, 
the 142nd and 196th Field Artillery Brigades, 
as "performing well, making a substantial 
contribution to the Army's firepower in the de
sert."14 

Summary of Judgments About Ground 
Reserves. Clearly, the evidence about the 
readiness of ground reserves is mixed. Sup
port units are generally viewed as ready. The 
firepower scores of Army combat units at the 
National Training Center, and the apparently 
successful use of reserves by the Marines, ar
gue that some ground combat units in there
serves can also be ready for short-notice con
tingencies. But most other studies have 
reached less favorable assessments about the 
readiness of the Army ground combat units 
that were called up for Operation Desert 

14. Testimony of General Carl E. Vuono, former Chief of 
Staff of the Army, before the House Committee on 
Armed Services, February 20,1991. 
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Storm. Ultimately, DoD did not choose to em
ploy these units. 

DoD's judgment about the use of ground 
combat reserves for short-notice conflicts is 
reflected in last year's study of reserves. The 
Total Force Policy Report to the Congress con
cluded that reserve combat forces should not 
be used for contingencies lasting fewer than 
60 days. Moreover, in designing the contin
gency portion of the Administration's planned 
smaller military--the contingency force is in
tended to provide the initial military response 
during regional crises--DoD concluded that 
the force should be composed largely of active
duty personnel. Even the support units for the 
contingency force for the early days of a con
flict are largely drawn from active-duty forces, 
even though the Army Reserve has tra
ditionally supplied most support units. 

The Army has made new estimates for the 
availability of reserve units that reflect ex
periences in the war with Iraq and other fac
tors. The Chief of Staff of the Army, General 
Gordon R. Sullivan, testified recently that 
reserve roundout brigades would take about 
90 days to become available and full reserve 
divisions might take up to a year of training to 
become combat ready (see Table 4). These 
higher estimates may reflect an assumption 
that, before deployment to a war, combat re
serve units would have to receive training at 

Table4. 

the National Training Center or a similar fa
cility. Because the number of available fa
cilities is limited, providing such training 
could significantly delay the time when re
serve units become available for combat. 

These new estimates of delays before avail
ability are much longer than those assumed 
during the Cold War period. At that time, 
DoD assumed that reserve divisions would re
quire only about two months before they could 
participate in a major war (see Table 4). 
Roundout brigades were assumed to be ready 
in a month or less. 

According to reserve proponents, these low
er estimates are more representative of actual 
reserve capabilities and are not inconsistent 
with experience in Operation Desert Storm. 
Supporters argue that the decision to use 
active Army combat units rather than reserve 
roundout units in Operation Desert Storm 
proves nothing about the usefulness of reserve 
units in future contingencies. They question 
whether the active brigades that were de
ployed to the Persian Gulf in place of the re
serve brigades were any more ready than the 
National Guard brigades that remained at 
home. Since the active brigades did not go to 
NTC for evaluation, firepower scores and 
other assessments that might resolve this is
sue are not available. The reserves also point 
to the excellent performance of reserve units 

Assumptions About Mobilization for Selected Reserve Units 

Service Unit 

Army Roundout Brigade 

Division 

Navy Ships 

Air Force Fighter Squadron 

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office. 

NOTE: CONUS = continental United States. 

Assumptions About Training Time 
Needed After Mobilization 

One to three months longer than active Army divisions 

Two months to a year longer than active Army divisions 

About equal to nondeployed active ships 

About equal to CONUS-based active units (two weeks) 
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that were deployed, such as the field artillery 
brigades; they suggest that the roundout 
brigades that were not deployed might have 
also done well if they had had the chance. 

Reserve proponents also note that a period 
of waiting is typically required before airlift 
and sealift assets are available to transport 
reserve equipment from the United States to 
an area of conflict. During that period, re
serve units would have time to eliminate any 
deficiencies in readiness. Such a situation 
would imply that DoD would have to phase 
deployments differently from the phasing dur
ing Operation Desert Storm, when separate 
brigades were deployed fairly early. But the 
delay before the ground war suggests that 
there may have been some flexibility in when 
the units were sent overseas. 

Readiness of Air Reserves 

In contrast to ground combat units, air units 
in the Air Force appear to have readiness 
similar to that in ·active-duty units. DoD 
estimates of deployment times during the Cold 
War period bear out this point. Many air re
serve units in the Air Force were slated to be 
deployed at about the same time as those ac
tive units that were based in the continental 
United States. C-ratings also suggest high 
degrees of readiness for Air Force air reserve 
units. Between 90 percent and 94 percent of 
Air Force units reported ratings of C-3 or 
better, which means that hardly any units 
were C-4 (not ready for combat). 

Fewer data are available for air reserve 
units in the Naval Reserve, but they too may 
be quite ready. The C-ratings for Naval Re
serve air units were not reported separately 
from the estimates for Navy ships.15 How
ever, discussions with the Naval Reserve sug
gest that the Navy may be more comfortable 
with using reserves for air units than for 

15. The Department of Defense compiles separate scores 
for those units, but only the aggregate scores are pub
licly available. 
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ships. Naval personnel in the air reserves also 
point to a variety of exercises and competi
tions in which they perform as well as or 
better than their active counterparts. 

What accounts for the high level of readi
ness of air reserve units? Part of the reason is 
that they train a lot and have a substantial 
number of full-time personnel to assist in 
maintenance and administrative tasks. Both 
these factors are reflected in the operating 
costs of these units, which--as was noted 
above--are typically about two-thirds of the 
costs for active-duty counterparts for both Air 
Force and Navy units. 

High readiness in reserve air units may also 
be the result of the experience of reserve 
pilots. Because almost all reserve pilots have 
served on active duty, the average number of 
hours they have flown during their careers 
may be higher than the average for pilots on 
active duty. Although flight performance 
varies somewhat in relation to the amount of 
recent flying hours, studies suggest it is more 
directly related to the lifetime number of 
hours flown.16 Some analysts have also sug
gested that cohesion is high among air units 
because there is low personnel turnover. In 
contrast, reserve ground units tend to have 
more turnover .1 7 

Although units in both services are typi
cally viewed as highly ready, Navy and Air 
Force air reserve units were used quite dif
ferently in the war with Iraq. Three combat 
squadrons from the Air Force Reserve and Air 
National Guard were called to active duty. In 
addition, tankers and airlift aircraft from re
serve units in the Air Force made major con-

16. See Matthew S. Goldberg, The Relationship Between 
Flight Hours, Boarding Rates, and Landing Grades 
(Alexandria, Va.: Center for Naval Analyses, 1986); 
Stanley A. Horowitz, Colin P. Harmon, and Paul R. 
Palmer, "Relating Flying-Hour Activity to the Per
formance of Aircrews" (Alexandria, Va.: Institute for 
Defense Analyses, 1987); and T.E. Cedel and R.P. 
Fuchs, "An Analysis of Factors Affecting Pilot Pro
ficiency" (final study report, Air Force Center for 
Studies and Analysis, December 1986). 

17. Department of Defense, Reserve Component Programs, 
Fiscal Year 1991 (February 28, 1992), p. 43. 
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tributions early in the crisis by helping to 
deploy U.S. forces to the Persian Gulf. Yet the 
Navy made little use of its reserve air units, 
deploying only a few search and rescue 
helicopters to the war. In fact, the Navy called 
up only about 20,000 reservists, even though 
the service had authority to call up 44,000 
people. 

Why the difference in the two services' use 
of reserves? The different patterns of use may 
reflect the composition of the forces in the two 
services. The Navy, which has relatively few 
reserve units, did not need to use reserves. 
But the Air Force needed to employ its reserve 
units to prosecute the war successfully since it 
has in the reserves about a third of its fighter 
forces, 50 percent of its strategic airlift crews, 
and 25 percent and 43 percent of tanker 
aircraft and crews. respectively (as well as 17 
percent of its strategic airlift aircraft). IS 

Readiness of Navy Ships 

The overall readiness of the Navy's reserve 
units, including both ships and aircraft, is 
high: about 97 percent reported a rating of C-
3 or better in 1987. Supporting that conclu
sion is DoD's assumption that Naval Reserve 
ships would be available for deployment as 
rapidly as any active ships except those al
ready deployed overseas. 

Success in recent deployments, including 
the deployment of minesweepers to the Per
sian Gulf in 1988, supports those estimates. 
Before making these deployments, however, 
the Navy replaced most reserve crew members 
with active-duty personnel, though some re
serve personnel who volunteered for deploy
ment were on board. Substituting active-duty 
personnel for reserves is not that difficult for 
the Navy: in peacetime, roughly 65 percent of 
the crew of a reserve ship consists of full-time 

18. Mission percentages are taken from Department of De
fense, Reserve Component Programs; the aircraft per
centages are of primary authorized aircraft. Most of 
the aircrews are in associate programs in the Air Force 
Reserve. 

Crewmen hoist a buoy aboard a Naval Reserve 
minesweeper: In the deployment to the Persian 
Gulf, Naval Reserve personnel trained with active
duty personnel on minesweepers. (U.S. Navy photo 
by J02 Lance Johnson.) 

personnel. But the substitution makes it 
difficult to judge the ability of Naval Reserve 
ships to be deployed quickly in a major war 
when active-duty personnel would not be as 
readily available to act as substitutes. 

Alternatively, the reserves argue that, dur
ing the 1988 deployment, training the active 
crew members who replaced reservists took 
longer because they were not familiar with the 
reserve vessels. Moreover, Operation Desert 
Storm may validate the relatively high readi
ness of reserve ships. Two reserve mine
sweepers--MS0449 and MS0509--were de
ployed to the Persian Gulf. These mine
sweepers, along with two active ships, were 
transported to the area on heavy sealift ships. 

That trip took about three to three and one
half weeks. While the minesweepers were 
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being transported, reserve and active crews 
received training, primarily on the types of 
mines Iraq was likely to use, and both reserve 
and active crews arrived in the area at about 
the same time. Both active and reserve crews 
apparently performed well. Although the 
Navy did not call any other reserve ships to 
active duty during Operation Desert Storm, 
the reason is probably that the Navy did not 
need the types of ships that make up this fleet . 
Most reserve ships are frigates used to detect 
and attack submarines. 

Political Willingness 
to Use Reserves 

Not only must reserve units be ready for war, 
but elected leaders must be willing to call 
them to active duty. Before Operation Desert 
Storm, some analysts argued that the Presi
dent and other leaders might be unwilling to 
use reserves in anything but a global war. 
They pointed to the relatively low participa
tion of reserves in the Vietnam War. At the 
height of that war, more than 500,000 active 
military personnel were in Vietnam, but only 
about 35,000 reserves were mobilized.19 

The experience in Operation Desert Storm 
should have calmed those concerns. The 
Secretary of Defense initially authorized the 
call to active duty of 48,800 reserves. The ini
tial call-up took place only a few weeks after 
Ir aq invaded Kuwait. Subsequent orders au
thorized the services to call as many as 
360,000 reserve personnel to active duty. In
deed, the decision announced on January 19, 
1991, which formally extended to one year 
(rather than six months) the service time re
servists could be retained on active duty, sug
gests that the sensitivity of declaring a na
tional emergency was less in the recent war 
than in previous crises.20 

19. Indeed, many viewed a reserve enlistment as a way of 
avoiding service. See Martin Binkin and William W. 
Kaufman, U.S. Army Guard and Reserve: Rhetoric, 
Realities, Risks (Washington, D.C. : Brookings Institu
tion, 1989), pp. 52 and 53. 
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Some analysts and policymakers argue that 
reserves should be used in almost all conflicts, 
large or small, in order to prevent the United 
States from getting involved in wars that do 
not have strong public support. The process of 
calling up the reserves fosters debate over the 
merits of the war and implies a political 
commitment that might otherwise be lacking. 
This was apparently one of the factors that 
influenced the composition of the total force 
policy in the aftermath of the Vietnam War.21 

Specific Limitations 
on Reserves 

Even if reserve units can be ready sufficiently 
early to fight in a particular war, not all forces 
could be in the reserves. There are still limits 
on their use. Some missions cannot reason
ably be performed by reserves, and the re
serves may be unable to recruit large numbers 
of personnel who can drill part time in peace
time. 

Mission Limitations 

Obviously, reservists cannot be deployed per
manently overseas in peacetime. Nor can they 
fill jobs on ships that are deployed in peace
time for extensive periods. As of December 
1991, about a fourth of all U.S. active-duty 
forces were stationed outside the continental 
United States. About 12 percent more were 
stationed on ships. In all likelihood, the 
United States will reduce its overseas pre-

20. Robert L. QQldich, "Persian Gulf War: U.S. Reserve 
Call-Up and Reliance on the Reserves" (Congressional 
Research Service, January 24, 1991), pp. 3 and 4. The 
President originally declared a national emergency in 
August 1990, according to the report. 

21. See Lewis Sorley, "Creighton Abrams and Active and 
Reserve Integration in Wartime," Parameters , U.S. 
Army War College Quarterly (Summer 1991), p. 35. 
According to the article, Secretary of Defense Melvin 
Laird and General Abrams directed that the Army be 
constructed so that it needs to call up reserves very 
early for any major contingency. 
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sence in the coming years, particularly in 
Europe. But at least some number of U.S. 
military personnel are also likely to remain 
deployed overseas. Active-duty personnel will 
have to man these overseas jobs as they will 
have to man enough stateside jobs to provide 
them with reasonable opportunities for state
side service. 

The defense community is discussing sev
eral ideas that might permit reservists to be 
used to fill jobs overseas. These ideas include 
leaving these positions unmanned for certain 
periods and manning them periodically with 
reserves. For example, some analysts have 
proposed positioning the aircraft associated 
with a tactical air squadron in Europe, keep
ing a small complement of full-time personnel 
in place for maintenance, and sending reserv
ists from the United States to operate the 
planes periodically. Nevertheless, active-duty 
personnel will still have to fill most overseas 
jobs, as well as those on ships deployed over
seas. 

Reservists may also not be able to perform 
some missions effectively, especially if the 
mission involves extensive peacetime training 
or requires that reserves train together in 
large units. For example, the active-duty 
Navy argues strongly against placing an air
craft carrier and its associated aircraft in the 
reserves. The Navy believes that the rigors of 
carrier operations are such that using part
time manning for ship operations would be un
safe. Manning nuclear submarines with re
serve personnel might also be undesirable for 
similar reasons. Nor would reserves be well 
suited to fly aircraft or man units that have a 
primary mission of delivering nuclear weap
ons. Use of nuclear weapons requires special 
training and certification that could be diffi
cult to accomplish on a part-time basis. 

Even if they can reasonably perform a mis
sion, the reserves themselves have repeatedly 
argued that no mission should be placed solely 
in the reserves. Reserves need support from 
active-duty personnel in a variety of areas 
such as the development of tactics. They must 

also depend on the active servi.ces to provide a 
pool of trained labor. 

Because of the heavy reliance of the ser
vices, especially the Army, on the reserves for 
support personnel, at least a partial mobiliza
tion during Operation Desert Storm was re
quired to meet needs for personnel with criti
cal specialties. For example, many of the per
sonnel in the Army who can operate water 
purification facilities are in the reserves, and 
their skills were in great demand in the desert 
environment of the Persian Gulf. Concerns 
about the ability to meet logistical require
ments with reserves may lead the Army to 
alter its policies and place more active per
sonnel in support positions in units that are 
needed very early in a war, such as some of the 
units in the newly created contingency force. 
Alternatively, the support operations that re
servists performed during the conflict with 
Iraq apparently went smoothly; so the Army's 
change in policy for the contingency force may 
be fixing something that is not broken. 

Recruiting for the 
Selected Reserves 

Recruiting large numbers of selected reserv
ists may bP difficult, especially if active forces 
are substantially reduced in size. Difficulties 
reflect limits on numbers of people with pre
vious military service (recruits with previous 
service) and geographical constraints . 

Recruits with Prior Service. Many cate
gories of reserves rely heavily on personnel 
who have had some active-duty experience. 
The air and naval reserve components depend 
most heavily on recruits with prior service. 
About 82 percent of the Air Force Reserve's 
enlisted recruits in 1991 and up to 73 percent 
of the Naval Reserve's had previous military 
service. (These percentages would be even 
higher if officers were included.) Accessions of 
personnel with prior service into the ground 
reserves are lower--52 percent to 54 percent-
for the Army reserve components and 22 per
cent for the Marine Corps. 
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The percentages of recruits with prior ser
vice in the Navy and the Marine Corps have 
fluctuated. Percentages in the Army and Air 
Force have remained fairly constant. Never
theless, these figures provide a reasonable 
guide to needs for personnel with previous ser
vice among various types of selected reserves, 
although the fluctuation suggests that the 
numbers have some flexibility if the service 
components need to change them. 

If numbers of active-duty personnel are cut 
substantially but numbers of selected reserves 
remain unchanged, it may be difficult to at
tract enough personnel into the reserves. For 
example, the Army National Guard and the 
Army Reserve attract over one-third of those 
who leave active Army duty.22 

Assume, for the sake of illustration, that 
the size of the active-duty military is reduced 
by one-third from its 1990 level. For a few 
years, while the cutback is under way, plenty 
of eligible personnel will be leaving the mili
tary. Eventually, though, the number of per
sonnel leaving active duty will drop--probably 
by at least one-third, and perhaps by more if 
personnel in the smaller active forces have 
higher retention rates. The reserves would 
need to recruit about 50 percent more of active 
losses if the reserves remained at their current 
manning levels and continued to take the 
same percentage of people with previous ex
perience with the active military service, if 
active losses dropped by a third, and if reserve 
retention rates remained unchanged. Achiev
ing such a high percentage could be quite dif
ficult. 

If they encounter difficulty in recruiting a 
large fraction of those leaving active service, 
the reserve components could choose to rely 

22. Prior-service recruiting in reserve components is made 
up of both the people who leave active duty and im
mediately join the reserves and those people who wait 
awhile before joining. If losses and reserve recruiting 
do not change significantly from year to year, an an
nual average should capture these patterns. M. Susan 
Marquis and Sheila Nataraj Kirby, Reserve Accessions 
Among Individuals with Prior Military Service, Supply 
and Skill Match (Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corpo
ration, October 1989), p. 14. 
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more heavily on recruits without previous 
military service. But that might increase 
training costs or reduce their readiness to 
fight well early in a war. It could also exacer
bate problems of geographic constraints. In 
addition, recent action by the House Com
mittee on Armed Services required the Army 
to establish regulations that would by the end 
of 1997 set a floor on the percentage of prior 
active-duty personnel in the Army National 
Guard at 65 percent in the case of officers and 
at 50 percent in the case of enlisted mem
bers.23 This restriction, if approved by the full 
Congress, could make reserve recruiting more 
difficult. 

Geographical Constraints. Reserve recruit
ing is subject to geographical constraints. Re
serve personnel usually train at their home 
facilities during one weekend of each month. 
Since reservists cannot be expected to travel 
far from their homes to participate in a week
end drill, having reserve units located nearby 
is essential. 

Geographical constraints may be particu
larly severe for the Navy. The Navy argues 
that placing ships with large crews in the 
reserves is impossible; manpower pools near 
existing ports are too small to support ships 
larger than frigates, whose reserve crews in
clude about 350 people. Even if the ships are 
small, the Navy argues against placing sub
stantially more of them in the reserves. The 
Navy claims that it is already recruiting most 
people who are willing to join the reserves and 
who live in areas near existing ports. 

Effects of Operation Desert Storm on Re
serve Recruiting. Some analysts have ar
gued that the mobilization of reserves for the 
war in the Persian Gulf will make reserve re
cruiting considerably more difficult. Their ar
gument is based on the assumption that 
people contemplating reserve service will feel 
that they may be called to active duty and 
possibly may have to fight, whereas before 

23. House Committee on Armed Services, National De
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993, Report 
102-527 (May 17, 1992), p. 258. 
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they might have judged their chances of see
ing combat as slim or none. 

Alternatively, Operation Desert Storm 
could actually help reserve recruiting, espe
cially among people with previous active-duty 
experience. The mobilization may cause 
people to feel that the reserves actually per
form a useful service. Because the mobiliza
tion will make more people aware that the re
serves exist, the number of recruits without 
military service who are willing to join might 
also rise. 

At least for the Army National Guard, the 
results of recent recruiting suggest that al
though the call-up may have initially had an 
adverse impact on recruiting, the longer-term 
impact may be neutral or even favorable. Ac
cessions for the fir~t four months of fiscal year 
1991 (October 1990 to January 1991) aver
aged about 5,000 per month compared with an 
average of about 5,800 per month for the same 
period in fiscal year 1990, a reduction of about 
14 percent. Some of these declines were the 
result of wartime personnel policies, which led 
to reductions in the number of people leaving 
active duty and, hence, in the number of per
sonnel with previous service joining the Army 
Guard. 

But the war itself also probably had an ef
fect because the number of recruits without 
previous experience also dropped by 14 per
cent over the same period. During the first 
quarter of 1992, however, the number of re
cruits stood at 17,400--25 percent and 11 per
cent higher than the numbers in the first 
quarters of 1989 and 1990, respectively, the 
two years before the war. Other factors be
yond the scope of this analysis influence these 
numbers, such as the state of the economy, re
quirements for the quality of recruits, recruit
ing by targets, and the vigor with which re
cruiters pursue their task. Informal conver
sations with Department of Defense personnel 
suggest that the numbers are up at least in 
part because Guard units in some states are 
intentionally increasing their recruiting and 
exceeding Army targets. These units may be 

recruiting larger numbers because they 
perceive that Guard units with low recruiting 
are targeted for closure. But the overall pat
terns may suggest that the call-up has not 
substantially damaged reserve recruiting. 

Improving Reserve Recruiting. If recruit
ing problems develop, DoD has a variety of 
options that might increase the number or im
prove the quality of recruits. For example, ad
ditional recruiters could be hir.ed, increased 
educational benefits or higher bonuses could 
be made available to types of reservists that 
are in short supply, or overall pay could be 
raised. These options would require the Con
gress to provide more money for the reserves, 
thus offsetting some of the cost advantages 
they now enjoy. 

Other approaches might also be used to help 
solve any recruiting problems in the reserves. 
The Army believes that it can recruit reserves 
most effectively in the southern part of the 
United States. Thus, allowing the reserves to 
relocate some units to southern areas with 
larger pools of potential reservists might help 
alleviate any recruiting problems, though it 
would involve closing existing facilities and 
building new ones. Building new facilities 
would require time and money. For example, 
the Army's estimates of the cost to build new 
facilities for a division-sized unit range from 
$0.4 billion to $1.0 billion, depending on the 
availability of existing buildings and other 
facilities at the new site. 

The services could also make greater use of 
personnel leaving reserve units, including 
units from other services. Many people leave 
the selected reserves because their civilian 
jobs require that they move to a new area that 
does not have a reserve unit needing their 
military specialty. Some of these people, how
ever, could be retrained and continue to serve 
in their new area. Also, services like the Navy 
could attempt to minimize problems of geo
graphical constraints by flying reservists to 
training locations or by making more use of 
simulators to train landlocked selected re
servists. 
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How Many Reserves 
Can Be Used? 

There are several schools of thought about the 
portion of U.S. forces that should be in the 
reserves. Proponents of reserves suggest that 
problems such as recruiting shortages can be 
overcome by increasing funding without sig
nificantly offsetting the cost advantage the 
reserves enjoy. If the readiness of some re
serve units is lower than is necessary to meet 
short-notice contingencies, it indicates the 
need to devote more resources to equipping 
and training those units. Proponents note 
that the increased warning time caused by the 
fragmentation of the former Soviet Union 
make it more likely that most reserve units 
would be ready when needed. These propo
nents conclude that recent changes in the 
world suggest that the United States should 
depend much more on reserves. 
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Alternatively, the authors of DoD's Total 
Force Policy Report to the Congress apparently 
believe that the United States should not 
count on ground combat reserves to fight in 
military contingencies that are likely to last 
less than a few months. In keeping with this 
view, the DoD budget reduces the number of 
reserves by an amount roughly proportionate 
to active reductions. Moreover, the planned 
restructuring associated with the contingency 
forces suggests that ground reserve units will 
be maintained primarily as an insurance poli
cy against a major war that would require the 
United States to field a large military force. 

Yet another school of thought holds that the 
United States may need few, if any, selected 
reserves. The United States may have years 
of warning before a future major war, suffi
cient time to permit this country to reinstitute 
conscription and build new units. The country 
may no longer need reserve units that can be 
ready in a few months. Instead, changing 
world events may suggest the need for new 
types of reserve units that are less ready than 
today's selected reserves and also less costly. 
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New Types of Reserves 

I 
f the United States would have years of 
warning before a major war, then to
day's selected reserves--who are paid to 

train or drill in peacetime--may actually be 
more ready for war than necessary. They 
may also be too costly. In response to these 
concerns, defense analysts and policymakers 
have discussed new types of reserve units 
that would be less ready for war than selected 
reserves but also less costly, in most cases. 

Designing New Types of 
Reserves 

The new types of reserve units discussed in 
this chapter include cadre units for ground 
forces, nested ships in the Navy, and stored 
aircraft in the Air Force. These new types of 
units would rely more heavily on nondrilling 
reservists. 

Cadre Units for Ground Forces 

Following the lead of other countries, the 
United States could create Army cadre units-
divisions or brigades that would be lightly 
manned in peacetime. They could be filled out 
in wartime using conscripts or nondrilling re
servists (personnel who have served in the 
military but, after leaving, chose not to affili
ate with a selected reserve unit). 

In its report on the fiscal year 1991 defense 
authorization bill, the House Armed Services 
Committee (HASC) directed the Army to test 
a cadre concept by placing at least one active 

division on cadre status before 1993.1 As en
visioned by the HASC, the cadre concept 
would keep peacetime manning levels in cadre 
divisions at about 25 percent of full manning 
levels. Most of those assigned to cadre units in 
peacetime would be commissioned officers or 
senior noncommissioned officers. In peace
time, they would be responsible for training 
selected reserve units; in wartime, they would 
provide leadership for the full division. 

The HASC concept assumes that, in war
time, personnel to fill out the divisional struc
ture would come from the reserves or from 
conscripts. The HASC guidance might be con
sistent with the cadre concept used in later 
analysis if nondrilling reservists are assumed 
to be used. If these types of reservists are 
used, they might be limited to those people 
with recent active-duty experience in order to 
ensure that their skills are reasonably cur
rent.2 

On February 1, 1991, the Army provided 
the House and Senate Armed Services Com
mittees with a -letter describing the prelimi
nary results of a study of cadre divisions. The 
letter suggests that forming some cadre units 
may be feasible. Indeed, the Administration's 
defense plan calls for creating two cadre divi
sions in the Army, though the Army's letter 
was not specific about when the Army plans to 

1. House Committee on Armed Services, National De
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991, Report 
101-665 (August 3, 1990), p. 268. 

2. For a discussion of training for nondrilling reservists, 
see Susan Bodilly and others, Individual Ready Re
serve Skill Retention and Refresher Training Options 
(Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, December 
1986). 
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establish them. Nor did the letter specify 
what kinds ofpersonnel should man the cadre 
units in peacetime, arguing that cadres could 
be formed with either active or reserve person
nel. Finally, the letter did not specify how 
many individuals would be assigned to cadre 
units in peacetime. Indeed, the letter suggests 
that the number assigned could range widely, 
from as little as 4 percent to 5 percent of full 
peacetime manning up to 60 percent. 

The Army is in the process of refining its 
cadre concept. The service plans to field two 
cadre divisions manned in peacetime with per
sonnel from the Army National Guard. The 
divisions could have about 11,500 Guard per
sonnel in peacetime, but the manning level is 
currently under review. In war, the remain
ing personnel would be drawn from various 
sources, perhaps including conscripts and non
drilling reserves. 

The cadre concept has met resistance in 
some parts of the Congress. For example, in 
the fiscal year 1992 and 1993 appropriation 
bill, the Congress directed the Army to delay 
carrying out the cadre concept and to study it 
further. Nonetheless, the cadre concept re
mains part of the Administration's long-term 
plan. 

Germany has incorporated the cadre con
cept in its ground forces. 3 Some German cadre 
units, primarily in the reserves, are little 
more than equipment-holding units; they are 
manned at less than 1 percent of the level of 
comparable active units. In 1989, other Ger
man cadres had as much as 85 percent of ac
tive manning; still others had about 50 per
cent. The German military leaders believed 
that the cadre concept would be useful because 
it would save money and add only modestly to 
mobilization times. Although their estimates 
of the time it would take to mobilize were mod
est, in the sense of several weeks, they repre-

3. For a discussion of this concept and other kinds of re
serve concepts employed in other countries, see Gen
eral Accounting Office, Army Reserve Forces: Apply
ing Features of Other Countries' Reserves Could Pro
vide Benefits (August 1991). 
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sented substantial percentage increases over 
levels in the 1980s, estimated to be a few days. 

Nested Ships for the Navy 

Early in 1990, Senator Sam Nunn suggested 
that the services needed to consider setting up 
forces with "flexible readiness" that would be 
manned at lower levels in peacetime. 4 One 
idea that was discussed in testimony before 
the Senate Committee on Armed Services was 
for a new type of reserve unit in the Navy that 
would "nest" ships.5 

The approach envisioned stationing a group 
of ships together. One ship--designated the 
mother ship--would be manned in a manner 
similar to that of ships now in the Naval Re
serve Fleet. Specifically, this mother ship 
would include active-duty personnel equal in 
number to about 65 percent of the number of 
personnel who would normally man an active 
ship; another 50 percent would be drawn from 
the selected reserves. As is the case for ships 
in the current reserve, total manning in peace
time for this mother ship would exceed the to
tal number for an active ship. 

The mother ship would supply maintenance 
people and, in the event of war, a leadership 
cadre for a "nest" of other ships that would be 
associated with the mother ship. The other 
ships--perhaps four of them--would be manned 
at only about 10 percent of normal peacetime 
manning. All personnel assigned to these 
ships would be selected reservists. 

On mobilization, the personnel needed to 
bring all the ships up to full manning would be 
drawn either from nondrilling reserve person
nel serving in the Individual Ready Reserve 
or--if it were important to man the ships with 
personnel who had current active-duty experi-

4. Senator Nunn's speech, delivered on the Senate floor 
on April 19, 1990, was reported in Congressional Rec
ord, 84454. 

5. Testimony of Robert D. Reischauer, Director, Congres
sional Budget Office, before the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services, May 10, 1990. 
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The USS Knox, an FF-1052 class frigate: The Navy 
plans to convert eight of these vessels into training 
ships as part of a nested ships concept. (U.S. Navy 
photo.) 

ence--from the Navy's shore establishment. If 
the personnel to fill out the ships were taken 
from the shore establishment, nondrilling re
serves from the Individual Ready Reserve 
would fill their shore establishment billets. 

According to the Total Force Policy Report 
to the Congress, the Navy is considering ap
plying this concept to a number of frigates. 
(Frigates are relatively small Navy ships that 
are used to protect other Navy ships and com
mercial vessels from enemy attack.) The 
Navy has termed the experiment the Innova
tive Naval Reserve Concept, or INRC. The 
service would convert about eight FF-1052 
class frigates, about 17 percent of its fleet of 46 
FF-1052 class frigates, into training ships des
ignated FFTs.6 

Those training ships would be manned in 
peacetime at levels slightly above the man-

6. See Department of Defense, Total Force Policy Report 
to the Congress (January 4, 1991). Press reports sug
gest that the Navy, using this concept, may also be 
planning to store other ships. See David Steigman, "14 
Sub Hunters to Be Mothballed," Navy Times, July 29, 
1991, pp. 25 and 26. 
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ning levels for frigates currently in the Naval 
Reserve.7 They would have an enlisted crew 
of 323 people, of whom 55 percent would be 
active-duty personnel and the remaining 45 
percent would be part-time selected reservists. 
FF-1052s in the Naval Reserve are crewed by 
about 320 people, 60 percent of whom are on 
active duty. 

In peacetime, the primary mission of these 
eight training ships would be to train the se
lected reserve personnel associated with 32 
stored FF-1052s. The Navy would retain 65 
reserve enlisted personnel for each of these 
stored ships, or an additional 2,080 people, 
who would train one weekend per quarter to 
operate the stored frigates. In the event of 
war, these reserve personnel, who would have 
more experience than the average selected 
reserve crew member, would provide the core 
crews for 32 stored frigates. 

The remainder of the wartime crews for the 
stored ships would be drawn from other select
ed reserves, the nondrilling reserves, or mili
tary personnel on active duty who are serving 
in shore jobs. Unlike current Naval Reserve 
Fleet ships, the eight training ships would not 
be available for deployment in peacetime.8 

Teamed and Stored Planes for 
the Air Force 

Air Force personnel have informally discussed 
two ideas similar to the nested ship concept, 
though neither has yet been formally incorpo
rated in any service plans. The ideas are 
"teamed squadrons" and "stored" wings. 

7. 

8. 

Manning discussed here for illustrative purposes is 
based on informal discussions with Navy personnel. 
The Navy may revise the actual manning on the 
vessels as it proceeds with carrying out the concept. 

This study uses the assumptions associated with 
"nested" ships because the Navy has only recently 
provided the details of the plans for manning the 
Innovative Naval Reserve Fleet ships and because the 
results in Chapter 5 would change modestly, if at all, if 
the Navy's higher manning were to be reflected. 
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Teamed Squadrons. In the first concept, 
equipment for a teamed squadron of planes, 
which would include about 24 aircraft, would 
be stored at the home base of an existing 
squadron that is in the Air National Guard or 
Air Force Reserve. The existing squadron 
would be chosen so that it is equipped with the 
same kind of planes as the teamed squadron 
and would be manned at a higher level than 
usual, perhaps 125 percent of normal man
nmg. 

In peacetime, the extra selected reserve per
sonnel in the existing squadron would provide 
maintenance for the stored planes. Planes 
could also be stored in a common storage area 
such as Davis Monthan Air Force Base in Ari
zona, where the Air Force currently stores 
many older Air Force · and Navy planes. In 
that case, different arrangements would have 
to be made for peacetime maintenance. In 
wartime, the extra personnel would form a 
cadre ofleaders who would serve as a basis for 
reconstituting the teamed squadron. 

In the event of mobilization for war, the 
remaining people needed to bring the teamed 
squadron to full manning would come from 
nondrilling personnel in the Individual Ready 
Reserve or, in the case of some pi lots, from 
among pilots on active duty who are not as
signed to jobs that involve flying. The planes 
would be retrieved from storage at the same 
time that the reconstituted units are engaging 
in refresher training. 

Stored Wings. The Air Force may also be 
contemplating a second arrangement that 
would have the effect of storing aircraft while 
keeping them in flying status. Today, a typi
cal wing in the Air Force includes 72 combat 
aircraft (referred to as primary authorized air
craft, or P AA). In addition to these planes, the 
Air Force inventory of aircraft includes an 
average of approximately 28 planes for each 
wing; these extra planes are used for training 
and as replacements for P AA that are being 
repaired. 

As the number of wings decreases because 
of the drawdown of military forces, the Air 

September 1992 

Force may be considering using some of the 
aircraft from wings that are eliminated to 
increase the number of aircraft in the 
remaining wings. The pilots in the remaining 
wings would fly all the aircraft in rotation, 
thus assuring that all aircraft receive periodic 
use. In the event of a war or crisis, these extra 
planes could be used to form new wings. At 
present, how these new "stored" wings would 
be manned in time of war is not clear, but the 
Air Force might employ a system such as the 
one described above. 

Cost of New Types of 
Reserves 

The new types of reserve units would always 
be cheaper to operate in peacetime than active 
units of comparable types. In most cases, they 
would also be cheaper than today's selected re
serve units (see Table 5). Compared with the 
cost of frigates in the selected reserve, Navy 
nested ships might cost only about 30 percent 
as much on average and only 10 percent as 
much if all ships were stored. 

The Congressional Budget Office estimated 
that teamed squadrons for the Air Force might 
cost about 80 percent as much as squadrons in 
the selected reserves and that etored wings 
might cost about 15 percent as much as a wing 
in the reserves. Not surprisingly, the new 
types of units generally cost less to operate 
than selected reserve units because they all 
rely to some degree on nondrilling reserve per
sonnel who are not paid in peacetime. 

The results also suggest that the cost to 
operate cadre units in the Army would vary 
substantially depending on the design of the 
cadre unit. A cadre unit with minimal man
ning--about 4 percent to 5 percent of a normal 
unit's total manning--would cost only about 15 
percent as much to operate as a corresponding 
selected reserve unit (see Table 5). But a 
cadre unit manned in peacetime with enough 
active personnel to provide 25 percent of nor-
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mal manning would entail about 70 percent of 
the costs of a selected reserve unit. If manned 
at 60 percent with active personnel, it would 
cost more than a selected reserve unit. All 
types of cadre units, however, would cost les~ 
than comparable active units. 

The costs used in Table 5 include direct and 
indirect operating costs plus overhead costs 

Table 5. 
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allocated in proportion to the direct and 
indirect costs. In many cases, there is little 
historical basis for estimating the operating 
costs of these new types of reserve units. In 
order to achieve estimates of total operating 
costs that were consistent among types of 
units, CBO first estimated the costs of mili
tary manpower that would be associated with 
the new type of unit in peacetime. In today's 

Annual Steady State Operating Costs of New Units (In billions of 1992 dollars) 

Unit 

Cadre Division with 25 Percent Active Manning 
Division with Stored Equipment 

20 Frigates (4 reserve; 16 stored) 
20 Frigates Stored 

2 Carrier Air Wings Teamedd 
2 Carrier Air Wings Storedd 

F-16 Wings Teamed (3 wings, 216 aircraft) 
F-16 Wings Stored (3 wings, 216 aircraft) 

CONUS Cadre Brigade 
CONUS Stored Brigade 

Direct 
and 

Indirect 
Costs a 

Army 

0.3 
0.1 

Navy 

0.1 
0.1 

0.4 
0.1 

Air Force 

0.5 
0.1 

Marine Corps 

0.2 
c 

Overhead 
Costsb 

0.1 
c 

c 
c 

0.2 
c 

0.2 
c 

0.1 
c 

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office based on Department of Defense budget data. 

NOTES: Numbers may not add to totals because of rounding. CONUS = continental United States. 

Total 

0.4 
0.1 

0.2 
0.1 

0.6 
0.1 

0.7 
0.1 

0.2 
c 

Percentage 
of Selected 

Reserve 
Costs 

70 
15 

30 
10 

105 
15 

80 
15 

90 
20 

a. Direct operating and support costs are those that are tied closely to individual units and come from the primary program elements 
of the budget such as divisions, F-16s, frigates, tactical support, or fleet air defense. CBO divided the mission and central support 
program elements of the budget into two parts--a variable portion that CBO calls indirect and a. fixed part that CBO calls 
overhead. CBO describes the 50 percent of support elements of the budget that vary with small changes in force structure as 
indirect costs. 

b. Overhead represents a proportional reduction in what CBO calls the fixed portion of the mission and central support program ele
ments of the budget. CBO assumes that these costs could be altered by large changes in the number of active and reserve forces. 

c. Less than $50 million. 

d. Active S-3 aircraft were used as proxies for reserve S-3 aircraft. 
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force, total operating costs are about double 
the costs for military manpower, although this 
relationship varies by unit. Such costs include 
not only military manpower costs but also ci
vilian pay costs and other day-to-day operat
ing costs that are funded in the operation and 
maintenance and other appropriations. Thus, 
CBO added more funding in proportion to 
military manpower costs to estimate total op
erating costs for the new units. 

Procurement costs for these new types of re
serve units could be substantially less than for 
comparable active units because the equip
ment stored will come from stocks that are in 
excess as a result of the drawdown in forces. 
Even in the longer term, the equipment in 
these units may well be older and less capable 
than equipment in either active or selected 
reserve units since the services are unlikely to 
procure new equipment, at least for the more 
austere new units. 

The remainder of this section compares 
CBO's estimates of operation and mainte
nance costs for new types of reserve units, 
many of which would include stored equip
ment, with operation and maintenance costs of 
equipment currently stored by the services. 
The section compares operation and mainte
nance funds because that level of funding 
seems most closely to resemble costs provided 
for currently stored equipment. CBO's esti
mates for the costs of new units also include 
funding for military personnel and operating 
funding paid out of other DoD appropriations, 
such as procurement, and are therefore much 
higher than the costs discussed in the follow
ing section. 

Army Equipment 

The Army currently stores equipment under 
its program of Prepositioned Materiel Config
ured to Unit Sets (POMCUS). POMCUS 
equipment is stored in Europe in large ware
houses in such a way that it can be taken out 
rapidly on mobilization for a war. The equip
ment is kept at a relatively high level of readi
ness because it is the equipment that would be 
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used by troops who would be deployed early to 
Europe in the event of a major European war. 
The annual operating costs for a POMCUS 
division amount to about $60 million. 

CBO's estimate of operating costs implies 
that a cadre division that is manned at 25 per
cent of total manning would require almost 
the same amount of operating dollars as to
day's POMCUS division--about $50 million 
compared with $60 million. Since the equip
ment in POMCUS divisions is maintained at 
high levels of readiness, such a cadre division 
should have substantial funds to use in main
taining the readiness of its stored equipment. 
In contrast, a cadre division manned with only 
5 percent of total manning would have an op
eration and maintenance budget of about $10 
million per year. Such a unit would therefore 
have to rely on different and less ready storage 
methods than the POMCUS units use. 

One possibility would be to use a "dry 
storage" method that Israel developed. This 
method of storage places equipment in heavy
duty plastic bags and installs equipment that 
controls humidity, since either high or low lev
els of humidity cause the most damage to 
equipment while it is in storage. The method 
may be less costly, both to build and maintain, 
than more traditional storage methods.9 

Navy Ships 

Navy ships that are currently kept in storage 
are maintained by the Maritime Administra
tion (MARAD)--a part of the Transportation 
Department. MARAD keeps most of these 
ships--which are used primarily as tankers 
and for transporting heavy military equip
ment--in Virginia, Texas, and California. (As 
of 1989, fleet vessels in the ready reserve were 
also berthed in commercial and government 

9. One estimate made by the Fabrico Corporation, which 
builds dry storage equipment, was that dry storage 
might cost only about 15 percent to 25 percent of the 
cost of permanent dehumidified buildings. Letter to 
the Congressional Budget Office dated August 19, 
1992, from Fabrico Corporation, Dry Storage Systems 
Division. 
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ports in 11 other states.) The annual cost to 
maintain the ships has totaled about $1 mil
lion per ship in past years. CBO's estimate of 
the cost of storing ships was about $1.4 million 
per ship, or about 40 percent more than these 
historical costs. Thus, stored ships should be 
somewhat better funded, and therefore per
haps more ready, than today's stored vessels. 
Alternatively, the ships that are stored under 
CBO's assumptions are more complex than 
those stored by MARAD and might therefore 
have higher storage costs. CBO assumed that 
the nested ships, which have more manpower 
associated with them than fully stored vessels, 
would have annual operation and mainte
nance costs of about $3.4 million each. 

Aircraft in storage at the Davis Monthan Air Force 
Base in Arizona: Stored planes from teamed 
squadrons could be kept here during peacetime. 
(U.S. Air Force photo by Russ Pollanen.) 
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Aircraft 

Currently, the military stores aircraft in 
contingency status at Davis Monthan Air 
Force Base in Arizona. These planes are Navy 
aircraft, but the Air Force maintains them. 
The planes receive some monthly mainte
nance and have their engines tested annually. 
The planes are expected to be available for ac
tive service in a little more than a month. 

The annual maintenance cost for each of 
these aircraft averages about $20,000. The 
planes are F-4s and A-7s, which are older 
types of planes. In estimating the operating 
costs of stored wings for the Air Force, CBO 
assumed direct and indirect costs for operation 
and maintenance of about $100,000 per plane, 
about five times the cost of the older aircraft 
now maintained in that status. The aircraft in 
stored wings would be of more recent vintage 
than those at Davis Monthan, which might 
result in higher costs for spare parts and 
maintenance. Nevertheless, this comparison 
suggests that CBO's estimate of operating 
costs would permit stored aircraft to be main
tained at significantly higher levels of readi
ness than today's contingency planes or, alter
natively, that storing aircraft would be much 
less expensive than CBO estimates. 

Other Advantages 

Lower costs are the key advantage offered by 
the new types of reserve units. But there are 
also some other benefits. 

Reduced Recruiting Problems 

These new types of units would require fewer 
selected reserve personnel, thus minimizing 
recruiting problems that could occur as the 
selected reserves seek to maintain or even ex
pand recruiting while the size of the active
duty force declines. The reduction in require
ments for selected reservists varies depending 
on the type of new reserve unit, ranging from 
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7 5 percent for an Air Force squadron with 
stored aircraft to 100 percent for cadre divi
sions manned entirely with active-duty per
sonnel. 

Reductions in reserve requirements would 
also be substantial for the Navy, which has 
raised the most concerns about its ability to 
recruit selected reserves. Under the nested 
ship concept, a group of five ships consisting of 
four stored ships and one training ship would 
require only about 30 percent of the selected 
reservists needed if all five ships were in the 
reserves. With the Navy's version of the 
nested ship concept, the Innovative Naval Re
serve Concept, the average manning on stored 
and training ships would be about 35 percent 
of the levels associated with today's reserve 
ships. Thus, the Navy's version requires 
slightly more reserve manpower than the orig
inal idea, but less than if all ships were placed 
in the Naval Reserve. Hence, recruiting needs 
under the Navy's concept would be somewhat 
higher. 

Transition Issues 

Setting up new units may cause less turbu
lence in the near term than would relying 
more heavily on the selected reserves. Select
ed reserve units might need to be relocated to 
capture a decreasing pool of personnel with 
active-duty experience. Moving units means 
closing one base and building or improving 
another. In the past, proposals to close De
partment of Defense bases have resulted in 
bitter Congressional debate.lO Nor would it 
be politically easy for DoD to get funding to 
eliminate a unit in one Congressional district 
and set it up in another, especially in an 
austere budget climate. Thus, it may not be 
realistic to assume that DoD can relocate its 
selected reserve units to improve its ability to 
recruit. 

10. For more discussion of base closure, see Congressional 
Budget Office, "Past Base Closure and Realignment: 
Costs and Savings," Staff Working Paper (February 
1989). 
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In contrast, nondrilling personnel either do 
not train or train infrequently. Thus, the geo
graphical location of their units would be less 
important, and they could be recruited nation
wide. 

Disadvantages of 
New Units 

There are several disadvantages to setting up 
new types of reserve units, including lower 
readiness for war, the need for more nondrill
ing personnel, and the lack of U.S. experience 
with the concepts. 

Readiness for War 

Most new types of reserve units, with much of 
their equipment in storage and many of their 
wartime personnel lacking recent training, 
would arguably take longer to be ready to 
fight a war than would selected reserve units. 
How much longer depends on the type of unit. 

Cadres. Army estimates provided in 1991 
suggested that readying a cadre unit for com
bat in Europe might require 12 to 15 months. 
It is unclear what kind of cadre unit the Army 
assumed in developing this estimate. The 
Army letter about cadre units sent to the Con
gress on February 1, 1991, suggests, however, 
that the delay of a year or more might occur 
regardless of whether the cadre was manned 
in peacetime with active or selected reserve 
forces. 

The Army has not provided a recent esti
mate of the time to ready a cadre unit, but it 
has recently said that selected reserve divi
sions might not be ready for combat in less 
than a year. This study relies on the 1991 esti
mate of 12 to 15 months for cadre units but a 

' new estimate of the time required to ready 
cadre units for combat might be much longer 
than a year. 
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What type of effort would require the most 
time when activating a cadre unit? If Israel's 
experience is a guide, the delay might depend 
more on training time for the personnel who 
will be part of the reconstituted unit than on 
time to retrieve stored equipment. Israel has 
been able to retrieve equipment from storage 
and ready it for combat units within hours of 
mobilization. 

Alternatively, training time could be sub
stantial and would probably depend on the na
ture of peacetime manning. For cadre divi
sions manned in peacetime at 4 percent or 5 
percent of normal total manning, training 
after mobilization might require many 
months, perhaps substantially more than the 
12 to 15 months that the Army estimated in 
1991 as the time to ready its version of a cadre 
division--perhaps as long as several years. 
Presumably, the training time for a cadre unit 
manned in peacetime with a large number of 
active personnel--perhaps 60 percent--would 
be shorter than the 1991 estimate. 

Stored P lanes. Teamed Air Force squadrons 
might be ready for combat in a few months. 
Training and equipment retrieval might each 
take about that amount of time but could go 
on concurrently. Many of the pilots who would 
man stored or teamed units would no longer 
have current qualifications, which expire after 
personnel have been out of the cockpit for six 
months. 

In peacetime, it takes about six weeks of 
concentrated flying for a pilot to requalify. 
But it might take somewhat longer, especially 
if large numbers of pilots needed training, as 
would be likely in a conflict that would require 
activating the stored or teamed wings. The 
Air Force has a limited number of training 
ranges where pilots can practice, so bottle
necks could form. Fielding new units with 
stored planes would probably take longer 
since the Air Force would have to organize the 
new squadrons. 

Nested Ships. If the experience of activating 
transport ships in Operation Desert Storm is a 
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guide, the Navy's nested ships might be avail
able for war in a month or two.ll If the Navy's 
reactivation of its battleships is the guide, get
ting ships out of storage could take several 
years. The differences in reactivation time 
may relate to varying complexity of the dif
ferent types of ships, whether the Navy made 
modifications to systems on the ships as part 
of the reactivation process, and how long the 
ships had been in storage. 

A more realistic approach may be to assume 
retrieval times for nested ships as being be
tween those experienced during Operation 
Desert Storm and those associated with the 
battleships--namely, on the order of six 
months to a year. Frigates or amphibious 
ships seem the likely types of vessels to be in
volved in the nested ship concept (see Chapter 
5 for a discussion of the types of ships). Frig
ates and amphibious ships are more complex 
than the transport ships that were retrieved 
from storage during Operation Desert Storm 
and so might take longer to retrieve. But frig
ates and amphibious ships are less complex 
than battleships. Moreover, the battleships 
had been in storage at least since the late 
1960s and had not received the amount of 
maintenance that nested ships are expected to 
receive. 

Personnel Availability. The time required 
to ready these new types of reserves for war 
could also be influenced by the availability of 
nondrilling reserves serving in the Individual 
Ready Reserve. Although the President has 
statutory authority to call as many as 200,000 
selected reservists to active duty for limited 
periods of time, he has no authority to call up 
any IRR personnel in anything short of a 
declared war or national emergency. Only if 
the President declares a national emergency, 
as was done for the war in the Persian Gulf, 
can the Secretary of Defense call as many as 

11 . William Matthews, "Sealift Feels Strain to Meet Com
mitment," Navy Times, September 24, 1990, pp. 6 and 
30. 
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1 million ready reservists to duty at once, in
cluding Individual Ready Reservists.12 

This system seemed to work adequately 
during the Persian Gulf War. The President 
declared a national emergency, and the Army, 
for example, called about 20,000 Individual 
Ready Reservists to active duty. About 75 
percent of those called appeared, a substan
tially higher number than anticipated in plan
ning estimates. 

In a smaller contingency that did not result 
in a declaration of war or national emergency, 
however, the Individual Ready Reserve could 
not be called to active duty. Moreover, it 
might be difficult politically to enact legisla
tion that would make the Individual Ready 
Reserve available during a smaller contingen
cy. Almost all IRR personnel have already 
served on active duty. In past conflicts, such 
as the Korean War, there have been concerns 
about the fairness of requiring people who 
have already served in the military to serve 
again before calling on others who have never 
served. 

The inability to call the Individual Ready 
Reserve to active duty without a declaration of 
war or national emergency may not be a major 
drawback when considering the desirability of 
new types of reserves. The time required to 
ready these new types of reserve units for com
bat suggests that they would be useful primar
ily in a major war. 

Summary of Readiness Issues. In sum, 
units in these new types of reserves--cadre 
units, air units with stored equipment, and 
nested ships--would probably be available 
only in the event of a major war and might 
take a number of months to become available 
for combat, perhaps even a year or so. But the 
new types of units should be available more 
rapidly, perhaps much more rapidly, than new 

12. See U.S. Code, Section 673 of Title 10. The language in 
this code may suggest the difficulty of calling large 
numbers of Individual Ready Reserve personnel to 
active duty. It directs the Department of Defense to 
consider the nature and duration of previous wartime 
service in its decisions to call up reserves. 
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units that are created after mobilization for 
war begins. The new types of reserve units 
would at least have equipment available to 
them. It could take years to produce the 
equipment for units created after mobiliza
tion. In that case, time to produce units from 
scratch would be particularly lengthy. Of 
course, cutbacks in weapons procurement 
stemming from reductions in military forces 
might result in eliminating- production lines 
for military equipment.13 Even if measures 
are taken to ensure that the U.S. industrial 
base continues to have the capacity to produce 
military hardware--measures such as buying 
weapon systems at low rates to keep a large 
number of manufacturers in business--build
ing new equipment would still be time-con
suming. 

Need for More Nondrilling 
Reserves 

The new types of reserve units would increase 
the requirement for nondrilling personnel in 
the Individual Ready Reserve. Most of the 
new types of units depend on nondrilling re
serves to fill out the units in the event of war. 

Demands for more nondrilling reserves 
could be difficult to meet. The IRR gets almost 
all its personnel from those who leave active 
duty before fulfilling their obligation for eight 
years of total military service. Those who do 
not join the selected reserves fulfill this com
mitment by serving in the IRR. As active 
forces decline over the next few years, the size 
of the IRR should increase. In the longer term, 
however, fewer people will leave the smaller 
active forces with a remaining military obliga
tion, which means that the IRR will shrink be
low today's levels. The shortage of IRR per
sonnel could be especially severe if the indi
vidual reservists who are serving in new types 
of reserve units are required to have recent ac-

13. For example, an Army study estimated that it would 
take about six years before tanks could be produced at 
surge rates after plants are closed. See Army Tank 
Automotive Command, "Abrams Program Closure 
Study" (1990), Figure 25. 
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tive service. This requirement might be desir
able, especially for those units in which IRR 
personnel would be relied on to operate and 
maintain complex equipment. 

Of course, some personnel would be serving 
in the IRR even if the active forces decline in 
size, and these personnel could be used to meet 
the demands of the new reserve units. How
ever, the military expects that, in the event of 
war, IRR personnel will fill out vacancies in 
existing units and will replace personnel lost 
in combat. Current requirements for these 
personnel almost equal the total number of re
servists. Thus, it may be necessary to increase 
the number ofiRR personnel. 

Methods for Increasing the Individual 
Ready Reserve. D-oD could increase the size 
of the IRR in several ways. The military could 
offer incentives--such as cash bonuses or edu
cational benefits--to personnel currently in 
the IRR who voluntarily extend their commit
ments. These incentives would increase the 
overall size of the IRR. Because no peacetime 
training would be involved, the added incen
tives might not have to be large or expensive. 
Extending terms of IRR service would not, 
however, increase the availability of person
nel who have recent active service. 

The services could also increase the IRR by 
pursuing policies that increase the number of 
people leaving active service. The current 
voluntary separation incentive program, for 
example, increases the number of people sepa
rating from active military service and thus 
expands the pool of individuals with prior 
service who are eligible to join the reserves. 
Reducing the number of people allowed to 
reenlist and remain on active duty is another 
policy that would increase the number leaving 
and hence increase the number of people in 
the IRR. But this approach might also reduce 
the capability of the remaining active duty 
forces since they would contain fewer career 
personnel. In the long term, restricting reen
listments could make it difficult to provide the 
senior manpower that would be needed to staff 
units such as cadre divisions, which under 
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some of the approaches in this chapter are 
assumed to be manned in peacetime primarily 
by senior personnel. 

Some form of national service that included 
military training as one of its options would 
also increase the size of the Individual Ready 
Reserve. Alternatively, the United States 
could even consider conscription as a means of 
increasing the number of IRR personnel. In
stituting either conscription or national ser
vice raises broad 'issues of costs and benefits 
that are beyond the scope ofthis study. Never
theless, both approaches could provide a large 
pool of personnel who would have had some 
military training and so might be available in 
wartime to man these new types of reserve 
units. These people might become part of the 
IRR and could be called on to fill out units in 
an emergency. 

Approaches Not Tried Before 

In addition to the disadvantages that have 
been discussed, the new types of reserve units 
analyzed in this chapter raise other questions 
that cannot readily be answered because the 
United States has little experience with these 
types of units. For example, could complex 
weapon systems be stored for substantial peri
ods and then be readied for service? In a peri
od of scarce resources, would the stored equip
ment be "cannibalized" to keep active equip
ment operating at high rates? Would active 
officers assigned to some of these units--for in
stance, to cadre divisions--view the assign
ments so unfavorably that morale would 
plummet? These questions, and the other dis
advantages discussed previously, have led the 
military services to express serious reserva
tions about these new reserve approaches dur
ing informal conversations with CBO. 

Other countries, however, have had positive 
experiences with concepts similar to those 
that would be involved in the new types of 
units. Israel and Germany, in particular, 
have experimented with stored equipment 
and cadre units. Thus, the concerns of the ser-
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vices might reflect the newness of the ideas 
rather than their merit. 

In view of the novelty of the ideas, it is im
portant to test the new concepts before using 
them extensively. To allay the services' con
cerns, the tests should be carried out with 
their full involvement. Indeed, some tests are 
already planned. The Navy's current plans 
include a test of the concept of nested ships us
ing a number of frigates. The House Armed 
Services Committee directed the Army to test 
the cadre concept for Army divisions by 1992. 
Although subsequent Congressional language 
deferred this deadline, the Army apparently 
still plans to activate several cadre divisions 
as part of its base force. 

Further tests may be needed for variations 
on the specific options that the services are ex-
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amining or for additional concepts, such as one 
involving stored or teamed aircraft. Such 
tests should measure the costs and capability 
of the new units and attempt to determine how 
quickly units could be made available. There 
may also be a need to study the impact of hav
ing new types of units on the number of IRR 
personnel required and whether mechanisms 
exist for increasing the number ofiRR person
nel without adding substantially to their 
costs. Since many of the more austere new 
units depend heavily on conscripts, the ser
vices might also need to examine the length of 
time needed to draft and train them. If the 
tests are to provide definitive information, the 
Administration and the Congress will have to 
wait until the results of the tests are avail
able--which might not occur for several years-
before creating large numbers of new types of 
reserve units. 



Chapter Four 

The Administration's Plan 

A 
ny changes in the mix or number of 
active and reserve forces should be 
considered in the context of the Ad-

ministration's current defense plan. That 
plan, submitted in January 1992, projects 
real reductions in the defense budget in each 
of the five years from 1993 through 1997. 
Budget reductions are realized by making 
substantial cuts in investment spending. But 
savings are also realized by reducing the 
number of military forces, both reserve and 
active. 

Specifics of the 
Administration's Plan 

The Administration's plan would make sub
stantial reductions in both active and reserve 
forces. General Colin Powell, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, has repeatedly stated 
that the remaining forces--which the Adminis
tration terms its "base force"--are the mini
mum force necessary to meet enduring U.S. 
security needs. In defending the plan in Con
gressional testimony, General Powell and 
Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney have ar
gued for cutting active and reserve forces in 
concert. The specific reductions that the base 
force would make encompass cuts in both the 
conventional forces that are designed to deter 
or fight nonnuclear wars and the offensive 
strategic nuclear forces. Funding for the Stra
tegic Defense Initiative, however, will not be 
cut and in fact will increase over the years of 
the Administration's plan. 

Reductions in 
Conventional Forces 

Although the Administration has described 
the base force as a 25 percent cut, reductions 
by service vary considerably. The Army and 
the Air Force were reduced by the largest per
centages, and the Navy and Marine Corps by 
the least amount. 

Army Reductions. The largest percentage 
cuts in conventional forces occur in the Army, 
where the active and selected reserve forces 
are to be cut by 10 divisions, a reduction of 
about 33 percent compared with the Army's 
1990 level (see Table 6). (A full-sized Army 
division in the active forces might consist of 
between 10,000 and 16,000 personnel plus as
sociated equipment.) Selected reserve divi
sions are to be cut by 40 percent compared 
with the 1990 level, and active divisions by 33 
percent. 

The Army plans a number of other 
changes that could affect the reserves. By 
1995, the Army plans to establish two cadre 
divisions. Although the exact nature of these 
divisions has not been determined, in peace
time a cadre division would probably consist of 
a few thousand personnel, serving in either 
the active Army or the selected reserves (see 
Chapter 3 for details). These personnel would 
train and be ready to provide the core forces 
for a full division that would be created in the 
event of a major war. 

The Army also plans to designate five of 
the divisions that would remain in the service 
as a contingency corps. The contingency corps 
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Table 6. 
Forces for 1990 and the Administration's 1997 Level 

Active 
Selected Reserves 
Cadre in the Army National Guard 

Total 

Active 
Selected Reserves 

Total 

Active 

Selected Reserves 
Battle force ships 
Other ships 

Subtotal 

Stored Frigates 

Totala 

Active 
Selected Reserves 

Total 

Active 
Selected Reserves 

Total 

SOURCE : Congressional Budget Office. 

Administration's Plan 
1990 1997 

18 
10 
_Q 

28 

24 
_ll 

37 

515 

31 
.-12 
50 

__Q 

565 

13 
_l 

15 

9 
_]_ 

12 

Army Divisions 

12 
6 

_l 

20 

Air Force Wings 

15 
_ll 

26 

Navy Ships 

418 

16 
~ 
35 

_ll 

485 

Navy Wings 

11 
_l 

13 

Marine Corps Brigadesb 

8 
_]_ 

11 

NOTE: CONUS =continental United States; n.a. = not applicable. 
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Location of Reduction 
(Addition) 

Overseas CONUS 

2 
0 

_Q 

2 

6 
_Q 

6 

n.a. 

n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 

n.a. 

n.a. 

n.a. 
n.a. 

n.a. 

n.a. 
n.a. 

n.a. 

4 
4 

_ill 

6 

3 
.J. 
4 

n.a. 

n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 

n.a. 

n.a. 

n.a. 
n.a . 

n.a. 

n.a. 
n.a. 

n.a. 

a. The Navy typically refers to battle force ships. The 1990 battle forces level was 546; in 1997, that level would drop to 434. 

b. The Marine Corps is reducing its forces by the equ ivalent of a brigade. This reduction is to be accomplished by reducing 
manpower in a variety of locations. 
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would consist only of units based in the United 
States and would be manned mostly with ac
tive-duty personnel. They would be designed 
to respond rapidly to regional conflicts such as 
Iraq's invasion of Kuwait. Because the com
bat units in the contingency corps would con
sist of fully manned active units, the Admin
istration's plan includes a drawdown in the 
number of reserve combat units. That contin
gency corps may also depend more on active
duty personnel for combat support services 
(such as medical teams and truck drivers) 
than is the case today. The increase in depen
dence on active-duty support personnel could 
lead to eliminating some reserve support 
units, most of which are currently in the Army 
Reserve. 

Navy Reductions. In percentage terms, the 
Administration proposes the smallest reduc
tions in the Navy's forces. Between 1990 and 
1997, the Navy would lose 112 ships from 
what it terms its battle force ships--active and 
reserve ships that participate in or directly 
support combat operations--a 21 percent loss 
compared with the size of the fleet in 1990. 
(Some ships--for example, minesweepers, for 
which the Navy originally envisioned a mis
sion along U.S. coasts--have been used to sup
port combat operations, though they are not 
included in the Navy's battle force counts.) 
The Naval Reserve Fleet, which contained 31 
battle force ships and 19 other ships--for a 
total of 50 ships--in 1990, would be reduced by 
a larger percentage. The Naval Reserve in 
1997 would have only 16 battle force ships-
almost 50 percent less than the reserve battle 
force ships in 1990. In 1997, the Naval Re
serve would also operate 19 other ships, in
cluding minesweepers and eight training frig
ates, for a total of 35 ships, an overall reduc
tion of 30 percent from 1990 levels. 

Like the Army, the Navy would establish 
some new types of reserve units. About 40 
frigates (relatively small Navy vessels de
signed to escort convoys in the event of war) 
would be taken off active status and would be
come nested ships. These nested ships would 
consist of the eight training frigates that pro
vide peacetime training for crews for 32 stored 
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vessels. The Navy would also lose two active
duty air wings, or 13 percent of its 1990 air 
fleet. (A Navy air wing typically consists of 80 
to 86 combat-ready aircraft.) The number of 
reserve air wings would not be cut. The Ma
rine Corps, which is part of the Department of 
the Navy, would experience a cut of one 
active-duty brigade, a reduction of 11 percent. 
There would be no reduction in the number of 
Marine Corps reserve brigades. 

Air Force Reductions. In terms of per
centage reductions in military forces, the Air 
Force falls in between the Army and the Navy. 
Between 1990 and 1997, the Air Force would 
eliminate 11 of its tactical fighter wings, 
about 30 percent of its 1990 level. (A tactical 
fighter wing typically consists of 72 combat
ready aircraft.) 

In contrast to most reserve forces in the 
Army and Navy, Air Force reserve forces are 
cut by a disproportionately small amount. 
Only one of the 13 reserve wings in 1990 
(about 8 percent) would be eliminated under 
the Administration's plan, compared with a 
reduction of 38 percent in the number of 
active-duty wings. (Because of rounding, the 
number of wings falls from 13 to 11.) The 
units associated with the one wing of tactical 
aircraft that is to be eliminated will reportedly 
be kept in the reserves, though not in the tac
tical fighter forces. The squadrons associated 
with this reserve wing may be equipped with 
airlift aircraft instead of fighters. 

In terms of the geographical distribution of 
the cuts for the Army and the Air Force, eight 
of the 10 Army divisions that would be elimi
nated are units now based in the United 
States; the remaining two units would be 
drawn from Europe (see Table 6). About five 
of the 11 Air Force wings will come from forces 
stationed overseas. The remaining wings will 
come from stateside forces. 

Changes by the Congress. The Congress 
has not accepted the Administration's planned 
reductions in reserve forces. The Congress ac
cepted only about one-third of the reserve cuts 
proposed for 1992. The House Armed Services 
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Committee, in its National Defense Authori
zation Act for Fiscal Year 1993, retained 
about 45,900 reserve positions--mostly in the 
Army Guard--that the Administration's plan 
would have eliminated. The HASC thus ac
cepted only about 60 percent of the Adminis
tration's proposed reduction. The Senate 
Armed Services Committee accepted even less 
of the proposed reduction--about 11 percent-
arguing that the Department of Defense had 
provided insufficient justification for its reduc
tions and had not prepared adequately for re
serve separations. 

One interpretation of these actions is that 
the Congress remains unconvinced of the 
merits of the reserve cuts the Administration 
has proposed and is prepared to reorder de
fense priorities to maintain the reserves at 
higher levels than those in the Administra
tion's plan. At least for 1992, for example, the 
Congress offset the dollar effects of smaller re
serve cuts by making larger cuts elsewhere. 
Thus, the total funds approved by the Con-

. gress for 1992 matched those the Administra
tion requested. The HASC followed a similar 
strategy in its action on the fiscal year 1993 
request, though the authorized total was 
somewhat lower than the request, with most 
of the reduction coming out of the operation 
and maintenance appropriations. Obviously, 
if this Congressional action is not reversed, 
the Administration's current plan will be sub
stantially revised, at least in the numbers of 
reserve personnel and presumably also in 
terms of reserve force structure. 

Nevertheless, the Administration's plan as 
submitted in January 1992 remains the start
ing point for the debate over defense. Thus, 
the analysis of conventional forces in this 
chapter focuses on the Administration's plan 
as proposed. 

Reductions in Strategic Forces 

In addition to cuts in conventional forces, the 
Administration's plan calls for reductions in 
strategic forces that deter and, if necessary, 
fight a nuclear war. Reductions of about 45 
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percent would take place in intercontinental 
ballistic missiles based on land, as well as re
ductions of about 45 percent in submarines 
carrying ballistic missiles. In addition, strate
gic bombers would undergo a reduction of 
about 20 percent. The Administration still 
plans to field extensive strategic defenses to 
protect both the United States and U.S. troops 
overseas against attack by ballistic missiles. 
A small ballistic missile defense to protect the 
United States is to be in place by 1997, and a 
more extensive defense is to be fielded shortly 
after the turn of the century. 

Because reserve forces are not heavily in
volved in most strategic missions, these mis
sions are not the focus of this study, though 
the reserves provide the U.S. forces for defense 
against attack by strategic bombers. Thus, 
the effects of reductions in strategic forces are 
not discussed further. 

Effects of the 
Administration's Plan 
on Costs 

Under the Administration's plan, the real 
level of defense budget authority, when com
pared with its level in the 1990 defense bud
get, would be smaller by about $30 billion 
(about 9 percent) in 1993. The defense budget 
would continue to decline through 1997 (see 
Table 7). By 1997, the defense budget would 
be about $89 billion (about 27 percent) below 
its 1990 level. These reductions are calculated 
for the Department of Defense portion of the 
national defense budget function (function 
051) and are expressed in total obligational 
authority--DoD's request for new funds minus 
its expected receipts.l 

The amount of budgetary savings would 
vary by service. The largest reductions--$36 

1. This function excludes some funding in other agencies' 
budgets that relates to defense activities. 
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billion less than the 1990 level, or about 41 
percent of total savings--would come out of 
funding for the Department of the Navy, 
which includes the Marines. The Army bud
get would be reduced by almost as much, 
about $35 billion, or about 39 percent of the 
total reduction. Nevertheless, the Army is 
slated to receive the largest percentage cut 
among all the services, since its reduction of 
$35 billion amounts to almost 40 percent of its 
lower funding level, whereas the Navy's re
duction of $36 billion is only 32 percent of its 
1990 funding level. The Air Force's budget 
would be reduced by about $32 billion (or 31 
percent). Funding for DoD-wide programs and 
defense agencies would actually grow by 
about $14 billion from 1990 through 1997, in 
part because of increases in funds for the 
Strategic Defense Initiative. 

Effect s on Reserve and 
Active-Duty Manpower 

Between 1990 and 1997, active-duty man
power would be reduced by about 418,000, or 
20 percent, and selected reserve personnel 

Table7. 
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would fall by about 234,000, also about 20 per
cent (see Table 8). Thus, by 1997, reserve per
sonnel would represent about 36 percent of the 
total number of personnel on active and re
serve duty, roughly the same percentage as in 
1990. 

Balance of Reserve and 
Active Personnel by Service 
and Mission 

As is the case for DoD as a whole, the balance 
of reserve and active personnel in the Army 
and Marine Corps would remain largely un
changed under the Administration's plan. Be
tween 1990 and 1997, the Army, which ab
sorbs about 60 percent of all the personnel cuts 
proposed for the military services in the Ad
ministration's plan, would lose about 196,000 
active-duty personnel and about 187,000 re
serve personnel. After all these changes, 
reserves would account for about 51 percent of 
total active and reserve manning--about the 
same share as in 1990 .. 

Only 18 percent of all Marine Corps per
sonnel are in the reserves, the smallest per
centage among the four services. The active 

Costs of the Administration's Plan (In billions of 1992 dollars) 

Reductions 
from 1990 Percent-

Dol- Per- age of Total 
Service 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 Iars cent Reduction 

Army 88.4 98.7 74.9 63 .6 60.2 57.2 55.5 53.3 -35.1 -39.7 39.4 

Navy and 
Marine Corps 112.3 106.5 92 .6 84.8 79.1 80.5 76.3 76.1 -36.1 -32.2 40.6 

Air Force 104.1 95.7 86.8 84.2 80.3 75.5 74.0 72.4 -31.7 -30.5 35.6 

Other Department 
of Defense 
Programs 22.6 27.2 42.3 38.8 39 .1 37 .7 36.7 36.4 13.9 61.3 -15.6 

Total 327.3 328.2 296.6 271.3 258.7 251.0 242.5 238.3 -89.1 -27.2 100.0 

SOURCE : Congressional Budget Office based on funding requested by the Department of Defense. 

NOTE: All costs expressed in total obligational authorization (new funding authority minus expected receipts) . 
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Table 8. 
Manpower in the Administration's Plan (End strength in thousands) 

Change from 
1990 to 1997 

Service 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 Manpower Percent 

Army 

Active 732 711 641 599 558 536 536 536 -196 -27 
Selected Reserve 

Reserve 310 310 302 258 234 230 229 229 -81 -26 
Guard 444 446 431 383 346 338 338 338 -106 -24 

Subtotal 754 756 733 641 580 568 567 567 -187 -25 

Total 1,487 1,466 1,374 1,240 1,138 1,104 1,103 1,103 -384 -26 
Selected Reserve 

Share of Total (Percent) 51 52 53 52 51 51 51 51 n .a. 0 

Navy 

Active 580 570 551 536 516 509 502 501 -79 -14 
Selected Reserve 153 152 143 126 122 ill ill ill -35 -23 

Total 732 722 694 662 638 627 620 619 -114 -15 
Selected Reserve Share 

Share ofTotal (Percent) 21 21 21 19 19 19 19 19 n.a. -2 

Air Force 

Active 535 510 485 450 435 429 437 430 -105 -20 
Selected Reserve 

Reserve 84 85 84 82 82 82 82 82 -2 -2 
Guard 118 118 118 119 119 119 119 118 0 0 

Subtotal 202 203 202 201 201 201 201 200 ----=2 -1 

Total 737 713 687 651 636 630 636 630 -107 -14 
Selected Reserve Share 

Share ofTotal (Percent) 27 28 29 31 32 32 31 32 n.a. 4 

Marine Corps 

Active 197 194 188 182 176 170 165 159 -38 -19 
Selected Reserve 45 ~ _g ~ 37 35 ..12 ..12 _:_!Q -22 

Total 241 239 230 221 213 205 199 194 -47 -20 
Selected Reserve Share 

Share of Total (Percent) 18 19 18 18 17 17 17 18 n.a. 0 

Total 

Active 2,044 1,965 1,865 1,767 1,685 1,644 1,640 1,626 -418 -20 
Selected Reserve 

Reserve 591 591 571 504 475 466 464 464 -128 -22 
Guard 562 564 549 502 465 457 457 456 -106 -19 

Subtotal 1,153 1 '155 1,121 1,007 940 922 -----gy,- 920 -234 -20 

Total 3,197 3,140 2,966 2,773 2,625 2,567 2,560 2,546 -651 -20 
Selected Reserve Share 

Share ofTotal (Percent) 36 37 38 36 36 36 36 36 n.a. 0 

SOURCE : Congressional Budget Office based on Department of Defense data. 

NOTES: 1990 active totals exclude 25,652 reservists on active duty for the war with Iraq; reserve totals include them . Active totals for 
1991 exclude 17,059 reservists on active duty, who are included in reserve totals. n.a. =not applicable. 
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Marine Corps is projected to lose about 38,000 
people, and the reserves about 10,000. 

The Navy reserves' share of Navy man
ning will decline under the Administration's 
plan, but only modestly. Between 1990 and 
1997, active Navy manning drops by about 
79,000; reserve manning by about 35,000. As 
a result of these changes, the Navy reserves' 
share of total personnel declines from about 21 
percent in 1990 to about 19 percent by 1997. 

Only the Air Force would experience a sig
nificant shift in its balance of reserve and ac
tive personnel in favor of reserves. The Air 
Force would eliminate about 105,000 active
duty personnel between 1990 and 1997, but 
Air Force reserve personnel would decrease by 
fewer than 2,000. Thus, by 1997, reserves 
would make up about 32 percent of total active 
and reserve manning in the Air Force, com
pared with about 27 percent in 1990. 

Although few significant shifts in the bal
ance of active and reserve manning by service 
occur, a shift by mission does take place. Re
serves that would fight in a ground war tend 
to be cut in the same or higher proportions 
than active-duty ground forces. In contrast, in 
both the Navy and the Air Force, air reserves 
are cut by a smaller proportion than active
duty air forces. This decision may reflect data 
(see Chapter 2) that suggest that air reserves 
are relatively more ready for war than ground 
reserves. 

Achieving Reductions 
in Reserve Manpower 

Reducing the number of military personnel 
can cause disruptions. For example, if DoD 
cannot accomplish the reductions primarily by 
reducing newly entering personnel (called "ac
cessions"), then the services might have to 
separate career personnel, perhaps involun
tarily. Given its focus on reserves, this study 
does not analyze the problems that may be as
sociated with reducing active-duty personnel. 
A reduction of 20 percent in the number of 
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reserve personnel over the next five years may 
not cause large disruptions. 

Part-time enlisted accessions into the re
serves totaled about 210,000 in 1990. Reduc
ing accessions to a "steady state" consistent 
with the smaller force--that is, to a level that 
supports the smaller forces on a continuing 
basis--would result in accessions of about 
175,000 people annually. If accessions were 
held at the level of 175,000 through 1997, then 
the number of enlisted reservists would exceed 
the ceiling allowed under the Administra
tion's plan by 70,000 in 1995 and by 52,000 in 
1997. 

To achieve the remaining reductions, the 
reserves could reduce accessions below the 
steady-state level. A reduction of about 20 
percent below that level in 1994 and 1995 
would permit the reserves to meet the 
strength limits the Administration's plan 
assumes by 1995. An annual reduction of only 
7 percent would be required in the 1994-1997 
period to meet limits by 1997. 

Reducing accessions below the sustaining 
level, however, could result in other problems, 
such as a top-heavy military force. Even if re
ducing accessions produces imbalances of re
serve personnel, such as shortages of some 
types of personnel, the reserves have consid
erable flexibility to correct the problems. For 
example, ifreduced accessions eventually pro
duce a reserve force with too few people in the 
middle ranks, the reserves can recruit more 
intensively among people who are leaving ac
tive duty and have the desired years of experi
ence. 

Despite the relative ease of reducing the 
overall number of reservists that the above 
analysis would imply, the reserves may still 
have problems with reductions as large as the 
Administration plans. These problems spring 
from the geographical immobility of selected 
reservists. If full units are deactivated--typi
cally the method that saves the most money-
there is no surety that reservists will find 
billets requiring their particular skills within 
reasonable commuting distances. And, unlike 
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active military members, most selected 
reservists will be unable to move to take 
advantage of positions that are open in other 
locations. Thus, even if accessions are 
reduced, the reserve components would still 
need to separate personnel involuntarily in 
some locations. About 70,000 reservists could 
be involuntarily separated in the 1993-1995 
period, according to informal DoD estimates. 

Thus, the reserves might need to use other 
mechanisms to reduce their size, such as 
shortening the term of service required on ini
tial enlistment, tightening standards to re
duce the number of personnel allowed to reen
list, or reducing incentives to reenlist (which 
today can include cash bonuses or educational 
benefits). Reserves could also provide incen
tives to encourage some of their senior mem
bers to retire early. Several pieces of legisla
tion are currently before the Congress that 
would provide such incentives.2 One bill in
troduced by Senator John Glenn would allow 
reservists with 20 years' service to retire early 
and receive immediate benefits, though at re
duced levels, rather than waiting until age 60 
to collect their benefits, which the current law 
requires. The bill would also allow a reservist 
separated after 15 to 19 years of service to 
serve his or her remaining time to 20 years to 
vest in the retirement plan. Early retire
ments could produce a substantial reduction 
in the size of the reserves because a sizable 
number of reserve members would be eligible 
for these incentives. But reservists might also 
prefer to remain in the force longer in order to 
accrue larger benefits. The bill also offers 
more junior members separation pay, plus 
several other incentives designed to ease the 
pain of separation. 

Proposals such as Senator Glenn's could 
reduce savings associated with the Adminis
tration's plan. CBO estimates that additional 

2. Senator John Glenn with Senator Sam Nunn and Sena
tor Patrick Leahy introduced the National Guard and 
Reserve Personnel Transition Benefits Act of 1992 (S. 
2711) on May 14, 1992. Senator John McCain proposed 
similar, though less extensive, legislation inS. 2697, the 
Selected Reserve Transition Benefits Act, introduced on 
May 12, 1992. 
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costs would total about $0.8 billion for the 
1993-1997 period. 

Balance of Military 
Capability 
The Administration's planned force cuts 
would not affect only reserve and active man
ning. They would also affect the balance of 
military capability between the United States 
and its potential adversaries. In assessing the 
balance of ground, air, and naval forces, this 
study uses scoring methods that attempt to 
take into account both the quantity and the 
quality of a nation's weapons. 

The scores used to develop the ratios de
scribed in the following analysis of air, 
ground, and naval capabilities were developed 
by The Analytic Sciences Corporation for the 
Office of Net Assessment in the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense. They reflect both the 
quality and quantity of each country's weap
ons. But they also have important limitations. 
They do not measure the impact of a number 
of factors that are important in military 
battles such as strategy, tactics, morale, 
leadership, and luck. They also do not take 
into account losses resulting from combat; 
rather, they estimate the capability of forces 
that would be available to each side during 
mobilization before an attack begins. Nor do 
the methods capture the effects of training, 
logistics support, intelligence and communica
tions, and other factors that influence the out
come of battles. 

Some of those factors would generally 
favor the United States, especially when 
matched against countries that have forces 
less numerous and less capable than those of 
the former Soviet Union. Indeed, Operation 
Desert Storm provided clear evidence that fac
tors such as training and tactics can con
tribute to overwhelming an opponent who, at 
least on paper, enjoys parity in terms of the 
number and quality of some types of weapons. 
No one, however, can predict with confidence 
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the effects of factors such as training and 
tactics on future battles, let alone relate such 
factors to the Administration's proposed cuts 
in forces. 

Because of these limitations, the scoring 
methods used in this chapter and the next one 
cannot be used to predict the outcome of a fu
ture conflict. But the results suggest the effect 
of policy changes, such as the Administra
tion's planned force cuts, on one key factor-
the number and quality of available forces. 

Air and Ground Force 
Capability 

In, the aftermath of the dissolution of the 
Soviet Union, threats to U.S. security and the 
security of its allies stem primarily from re
gional powers. At least for a few years, how
ever, the size and design of U.S. forces must 
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also recognize that the republics of the former 
Soviet Union still have many weapons, as do 
other countries that must be considered poten
tial adversaries of the United States. 

Comparisons with the Forces of Regional 
Powers. Determining likely threats to U.S. 
security given recent events is exceedingly dif
ficult. Still, it may be useful to consider ex
amples that might be proxies for future con
flict. Thus, this study compares U.S. ground 
and air capability, after the Administration's 
proposed cuts in forces, with the capability of 
four potential adversaries other than the re
publics of the former Soviet Union: a large 
armored foe in the Middle East (using pre- and 
postwar Iraq as proxies), North Korea, and 
Cuba. Total scores for each country are 
shown, even though the United States might 
be expected to withhold some of its forces in 
these regional conflicts as a hedge against con
flicts emerging elsewhere. 

Army National Guard unit taking part in an exercise in South Korea in 1988: Using U.S. reserves would give 
the United States and South Korea a substantial advantage in a Korean war. (Photo courtesy of National Guard 
magazine.) 
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The four potential adversaries were select
ed to illustrate a wide spectrum of potential 
opponents. The large armored foe, which is as
sumed to have forces similar to those of Iraq 
before the war, is included to illustrate how 
U.S. military capability would compare when 
matched against a heavily armed nation in 
the Middle East or elsewhere. Although no 
obvious adversary has this capability, it is 
prudent to assess the effects of the proposed 
force cuts against a well-armed foe other than 
the republics of the former Soviet Union. 
(Scores for postwar Iraq are shown for pur
poses of comparison.) The comparison to 
North Korea is included because the United 
States is committed by treaty to defend South 
Korea from its northern neighbor. The com
parison with Cuban forces is included to illus
trate U.S. capabilities against potential 
threats closer to its borders. Because of uncer
tainty about the role of allies and because 
scores for all U.S. forces are shown, no alliance 
scores are included in assessing U.S. capa
bility against these adversaries. 

A comparison of the capabilities of U .S. 
forces against those of other nations reveals 
one clear conclusion. Even after the Admin
istration's proposed reductions in forces, the 
United States would enjoy overwhelming ad
vantages over all three potential foes. After 
U .S. reserve forces had been called up, the 
ratio of capability in the air would range from 
20 to 1 against prewar Iraq to more than 60 to 
1 against Cuban forces (see Figure 2, which 
provides scores for total U.S. forces and those 
of the potential adversaries). Even if reserve 
air units were not called up, ratios of capa
bility would still heavily favor the United 
States--more than 10 to 1 against prewar Iraq. 
Nor do these ratios capture the effects of the 
superior training of U.S. pilots, which means 
that the United States has an even greater ad
vantage. 

On the ground, the effects of the force cuts 
on U.S. capability against these four potential 
adversaries are similar to the case for air 
forces, though U.S. superiority is somewhat 

less overwhelming. U.S. ground forces that 
are on active duty have almost six times the 
capability of Cuban forces, even after the Ad
ministration's proposed cuts in forces. The 
story would be similar if U.S. ground scores 
are compared with those of North Korea--U.S. 
forces are about three times more capable. 
Adding in U.S. reserves would provide the 
United States with a substantial advantage of 
about 6 to 1. 

U.S. active ground forces have an advan
tage of about 1. 7 to 1 when compared with the 
scores of the forces of prewar Iraq. If reserves 
could be called up, the United States would en
joy an advantage of about 3 to 1, or roughly 
the ratio the Army has typically viewed as 
necessary to have reasonable certainty of win
ning an offensive operation. But the United 
States used only a portion of its active ground 
forces in the war (about 7.3 armored division 
equivalents--ADEs--compared with about 11 
ADEs in its total active forces) and very few 
reserve forces. This ratio of about 1.3 to 1 is 
far lower than the ratio the Army believes it 
needs to ensure victory and does not appear to 
be consistent with the overwhelming victory 
the United States and its allies enjoyed. 

But the score for prewar Iraq (almost six 
ADEs) is too high to reflect the Iraqi forces 
faced by the allies. Iraq withheld the equiv
alent of about 1.5 ADEs, thus increasing the 
ratio to about 1. 7 to 1. The extensive air cam
paign that preceded the war on the ground 
would also have increased the ratio. If, for 
example, alliance bombing accounted for only 
half of the decrease in Iraq's capability during 
the war, then Iraq would have had only about 
3.2 ADEs at the start of the ground campaign, 
increasing the ratio to more than 2 to 1, a 
more comfortable margin. That margin still 
does not reflect the capability that the five 
divisions fielded by the United Kingdom, 
France, Egypt, and Syria might have brought 
to bea.r. Finally, the ratios do not reflect the 
coalition's apparently superior military train
ing, logistics, intelligence, communications, 
morale, leadership, and tactics. 
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Figure2. 
Comparison of the Capability of U.S. Armed Forces with Those of Selected Regional Powers 
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In sum, even after the Administration's 
proposed cuts in forces, the United States and 
its allies would have important military ad
vantages over a wide range of potential foes, 
both in the air and on the ground. Even 
against a large regional foe, such as one with 
Iraq's prewar forces, the United States could 
achieve a quantitative advantage relying on 
only the active forces in the base force. With 
the inclusion of reserves, U.S. force capability 
in the base force far exceeds the capability of 
today's regional powers. 

Comparison with Weapons in the Repub
lics of the Former Soviet Union. Neither 
the former Soviet Union nor the former War
saw Pact now exist as military or political en
tities . The republics of the former Soviet 
Union still, however, possess many weapons. 
A dictatorial government could conceivably 
attempt to regain control of these weapons. 
Any such attempt would entail obvious ac
tions that would give the United States and its 
allies substantial warning. Moreover, such a 
step might also lead to civil war, which could 
destroy some or even most of the weapons. 
Nevertheless, until the weapons are de
stroyed, it seems prudent to assess U.S. and 
allied military capability against a resurgent 
threat from some or all of the former Soviet 
republics. 

A generous estimate of the threat posed in 
Europe might assume that the republics of the 
former Soviet Union were able to marshal all 
the military capability that they would be 
allowed under the limits of the Conventional 
Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty now in effect. 
This estimate almost certainly overstates the 
military capability that the republics could 
regain in the foreseeable future. The estimate 
does not degrade forces to account for any 
damage done to them during the period of dis
integration now under way or during any mili
tary action that might precede such a reunifi
cation. The estimate also assumes that all 
these weapons are once again part of a co
hesive military, which clearly is not the case 
today and may never again be the case. 
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The analysis also includes comparisons of 
U.S. forces with the forces the Russian repub
lic might retain--a somewhat less pessimistic 
proxy for a large threat. CBO assumed that 
the Russian republic would retain the equip
ment in its own territory and would also 
receive equipment stationed in Eastern Ger
many and Poland that belonged to the former 
Soviet Union. CBO also assumed that Russia 
would control the fighter interceptors that 
were part of the former USSR's strategic de
fense forces. 

Measured against the most generous esti
mate of a resurgent threat from the former So
viet republics, the tactical air forces of the Ad
ministration's plan would enjoy an advan
tage--of about 1.5 to 1--against the forces of 
the former Soviet Union (see Figure 3). 
Against a generous assumption about the tac
tical aircraft retained in the European region 
by the Russian republic, U.S. tactical aircraft 
would enjoy an advantage of 2 to 1. The inclu
sion of scores for the NATO allies would con
tribute substantially to these totals. 

The advantage for ground forces would be 
substantially smaller. Indeed, the ground 
forces of the former Soviet Union maintained 
in the region between the Atlantic Ocean and 
the Ural Mountains would exceed the capa
bility of U.S. ground forces maintained under 
the Administration's base force by about 1.2 to 
1, even after accounting for the reductions 
required by the CFE treaty. But U.S. Army 
ground forces would have about twice the 
capability of the forces the Russian republic 
might have in the same region. 

Other Factors That Enter the Assessment. 
The U.S. advantage against regional powers, 
and against resurgent threats with the capa
bility of the former Soviet Union, does not ne
cessarily mean that the Administration's 
planned air and ground forces are too large. 
Factors other than these balances may argue 
for the Administration's plan. 

The Administration might argue, for ex
ample, that it needs the military superiority 
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Figure 3. 
Comparison of the Capability of U.S. Armed Forces with Those of Two Illustrative Large Powers 
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suggested in Figures 2 and 3 in order to mini
mize the loss of U.S. troops in any future con
flict. With substantial superiority, the United 
States can avoid engaging in slow attrition 
warfare that risks such losses. Instead, U.S. 
forces would have the capability to devastate 
an opponent quickly, as it did during Opera
tion Desert Storm. The Army's Chief of Staff, 
General Gordon Sullivan, emphasized this 
rationale for the base force in recent Congres
sional testimony. According to General Sulli
van, forces smaller than those in the planned 
base force raise the risk that the United States 
would be unable to achieve a "decisive victory 
on the battlefield--that is, a victory with mini
mum loss of life and expenditure of national 
resources. "3 

The Administration might also argue that 
the base force level of air and ground units is 
needed to maintain a substantial number of 
U.S. troops overseas in peacetime. General 
Colin Powell, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, has stated that a "significant, albeit re
duced, forward presence [of U.S. troops] is 
closely linked to our ability to deter conflict 
and retain our influence around the world."4 
If the United States wants to station a large 
force overseas in peacetime, the base force 
may be required to ensure that U.S. troops do 
not spend an inordinate amount of time over
seas. 

The base force level of air and ground units 
may also be required to implement the Admin
istration's deployment plans during any fu
ture regional conflict. The United States 
might elect not to deploy all of its air and 
ground forces in regional conflicts, but rather 
to withhold some substantial portion in case 
other contingencies arise simultaneously. Al
so, the Administration has indicated that it 
does not want to rely on selected reserve 
forces, particularly units in the ground combat 

3. "Aapin Plan Would Cut Chance of Decisive Victory in 
War: Army Chief," Aerospace Daily, March 4, 1992, p. 
359. 

4. Statement of General Colin L. Powell, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, before the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services, March 20, 1992, p. 8. 
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reserves, to contest regional conflicts that are 
expected to last fewer than 60 days. If the 
United States wants to maintain sufficient 
forces on active duty to counter a large re
gional power such as prewar Iraq, while also 
holding back a substantial number of active
duty units in case another conflict arises 
simultaneously, then all the air and ground 
forces the Administration plans to retain in its 
base force may well be needed. 

The deployment of ground combat forces in 
Operation Desert Storm illustrates this point. 
The United States deployed substantial por
tions of 10 active-duty divisions (eight Army 
divisions and two Marine divisions) in addi
tion to a number of ground combat units . Of 
these, about seven divisions (five in the Army 
and two in the Marine Corps) were heavy divi
sions that contain a great deal of armored 
equipment. The Administration's planned 
base force would leave the United States with 
about 15 divisions on active duty (12 in the 
Army and slightly less than three in the 
Marine Corps), including 10 heavy divisions.5 
Thus, if this country repeated the deployments 
under Operation Desert Storm with the units 
in the planned base force, only about three 
heavy divisions would remain in the active
duty forces to be used if another conflict oc
curred simultaneously. 

Any significant reduction in forces beyond 
those planned by the Administration would 
leave the United States with few or no active
duty heavy divisions as backups. Indeed, if 
the United States had entered Operation Des
ert Storm with fewer ground forces than those 
in the planned base force, the country might 
have had to pursue a different approach to the 
operation, perhaps employing a smaller num
ber of ground combat forces or relying more on 
reserve units. 

5. CBO includes the two active Marine Corps divisions that 
have tanks in its count of heavy divisions, even though 
they have fewer than the Army's heavy divisions. The 
3rd Marine Division, stationed in Okinawa, contains no 
tanks and has therefore been included in the light 
division category. 
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The same argument applies, though to a 
lesser degree, to tactical aircraft. The United 
States apparently deployed the equivalent of 
about eight active-duty wings of tactical air
craft during Operation Desert Storm. (In this 
calculation, each wing is assumed to have 72 
combat-ready aircraft.) Under the planned 
base force, the United States would have 15 
wings of tactical aircraft on active duty. Thus, 
if the base force had substantially fewer tac
tical air forces, the United States could not 
repeat a deployment on the scale of Operation 
Desert Storm while maintaining a large back
up of forces in the event of another contin
gency. In those circumstances, the United 
States could pursue a different approach, per
haps relying more heavily on tactical air units 
in the selected reserve. 

Naval Capabilities 

The comparison of U.S. naval capabilities to 
those of other countries yields balances that 
are even more favorable to the United States 
than the ones for ground and air forces. CBO 
compared the scores of the ships that would be 
retained in the U.S. Navy under the Admin
istration's plan with those of pre- and postwar 
Iraq, North Korea, and Cuba. Scores for the 
U.S. Navy, even after the reductions in forces 
taken through 1997, were as much as 5,500 
times those for prewar Iraq, about 1,000 times 
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those for Cuba, and about 100 times those for 
North Korea. The U.S. Navy has capabilities 
about four times as large, even against a gen
erous estimate of the naval forces that could 
be fielded by a resurgent threat from the re
publics controlling the former Soviet fleet, 
which assumes that the republics regained all 
of the naval capability of the former Soviet 
Union. Scores shown in the figure for the 
Russian republic equal those of the former 
Soviet Union because CBO assumed, for geo
graphical reasons, that the Russian republic 
would retain all of the vessels of the former 
Soviet Union. 

As was the case for air and ground forces, 
these results do not necessarily mean that the 
United States would have a larger Navy than 
it needs under the Administration's plan. The 
United States requires that its Navy carry out 
missions that are not required of the naval 
forces of other nations. These missions in
clude maintaining ships overseas in peacetime 
to "show the flag" and to be ready to take 
military action if needed. U.S. naval forces 
are also required to project U.S. military 
power in areas where this country does not 
have access to military bases. The U.S. ad
vantage in scores suggests that, even after the 
reductions planned by the Administration, the 
size of the U.S. Navy would be determined pri
marily by the requirements of these other mis
sions, rather than by the threats posed by the 
navies of regional military powers. 
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Alternatives 

T 
he Administration has proposed far
reaching changes in U.S. defense 
forces. For various reasons, however, 

the Congress may wish to consider alterna
tives to the Administration's plan. Although 
the Administration's plan proposes cuts in 
spending, pressure will certainly arise to 
make further cuts in the defense budget. The 
options in this chapter do that. Alternatively, 
the Congress might want to achieve savings 
in certain parts of the military budget--per
haps in the costs of operating units--to avoid 
reductions the Administration proposes in 
other areas, such as procurement. The alter
natives in this chapter would reduce operat
ing costs. 

Perhaps most important, the Administra
tion's plan does not alter the balance of re
serve and active forces. Yet the Congress and 
many former military leaders appear con
vinced that the reserves should play a larger 
role in U.S. military plans in light of today's 
geopolitical and fiscal environment.! All 
three alternatives in this chapter increase the 
emphasis on reserves. 

Alternative 1: 
Increase Reliance on 
Selected Reserves 

Under the first alternative, active forces 
would be reduced substantially, but there 

1. Testimony of Generals David Jones and John W. Vess?y 
and Admiral William Crowe before the Senate Comrmt
tee on Armed Services, February 2, 1990. 

would be only modest cuts in the selected re
serves and, in a few cases, reserve forces would 
increase in number. The alternative would be 
consistent with Congressional action in 1991 
and 1992, which limited the size of cuts in the 
number of selected reserve personnel. 

Increased reliance on selected reserves 
would save money. Enough forces would prob
ably be on active duty to handle most types of 
regional wars that have occurred. This alter
native, however, might delay carrying out fu
ture military operations on the scale of a large 
regional contingency like Operation Desert 
Storm. Eventually, problems '1light also arise 
in recruiting enough personnel to sustain the 
selected reserves under this approach. 

Specific Changes 

The total cuts in forces under Alternative I 
would be those the Administration recom
mended: a net cut of eight Army divisions, 11 
Air Force tactical fighter wings, and one 
Marine expeditionary brigade (see Box 1 on 
page 56 for a definition of these types of 
forces). As the Administration plans, the 
Navy would be cut by 112 battle force ships 
(by 72 ships, if the nested frigates are in
cluded). But the cuts would come almost en
tirely out of active forces. For example, once 
this alternative had been put fully into place, 
the Army--the service most affected by the al
ternative--would have only nine divisions on 
active duty compared with 12 divisions under 
the Administration's plan (see Table 9). But 
the Army would retain nine selected reserve 
divisions compared with six under the Ad
ministration's plan and would still create two 
of the new cadre divisions. Under this alter
native, the Army would also retain four 
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National Guard brigades that are not affili
ated with specific active units. The Adminis
tration's plan eliminates these units. 

The other services follow the same general 
pattern as the Army, but the changes are more 
modest (see Table 9). The Navy, for example, 
would maintain 12 aircraft carriers under this 
alternative as it does under the Administra
tion's plan. But the alternative would cut 43 
smaller ships from the Navy's active ship 
levels, leaving the Navy with 375 vessels com
pared with 418 under the Administration's 
plan. The alternative would increase reserve 
ships from 16 to 59 vessels. These reserve 
ships are counted in the Navy's battle forces. 
The Naval Reserve also operates a number of 
other vessels. 

Because the Navy's battle forces include few 
ships in the reserves under the Administra
tion's plan, an increase in reserve vessels is 
necessary to illustrate the effects of increasing 
reliance on the selected reserves. That action 
is also consistent with statements by policy
makers such as Senator Sam Nunn, Chairman 
of the Senate Committee on Armed Services, 
and John Lehman, former Secretary of the 
Navy, both of whom have called for more use 
of reservists in naval forces.2 

Taken together, the changes under Alter
native I would increase the fraction of total 
military forces that are in the selected re
serves. When the option was fully in place, 42 
percent of total U.S. military personnel (active 
and selected reserve) would be in the selected 
reserve compared with 36 percent under the 
Administration's plan (see Table 10). The in
crease would be greatest in the Army, where 
the percentage would rise from 51 percent to 
60 percent. 

2. Senator Nunn's comments on increased use of the Naval 
Reserve were part of a speech on the floor of the Senate, 
reported in the Congressional Record, April 19, 1990, 
S4453. Lehman's comments were part of a statement 
delivered to the Policy Panel of the House Committee on 
Armed Services on March 27, 1990. 

September 1992 

Box 1. 
Major Forces 

The alternatives in this chapter describe changes 
in terms of major forces: divisions in the Army, 
wings in the Air Force, ships and wings in the 
Navy, and brigades in the Marine Corps. 

Divisions. The U.S. Army is organized in units of 
various sizes. The larger units include brigades, 
which in the U.S. Army usually have between 
4,500 and 5,000 soldiers; divisions that are typi
cally made up of three brigades; and corps that in
clude two or more divisions. The Administration 
frequently discusses the size of the Army in terms 
of the number of divisions. Divisions can be light 
or heavy, depending on how much heavy equip
ment they have. 

Ships. The size of the Navy is commonly described 
in terms of the number of battle force ships it 
contains, as in the "600 ship" Navy of the 1980s. 
The term battle force refers to ships that partici
pate in or directly support combat operations. 
These ships are mostly in the active component 
though a few reserve ships, primarily antisub
marine frigates, are included in the counts. A 
number of other ships--for example, the nested 
frigates described in the study--are not included in 
theN avy's battle forces. 

Navy Wings. The size of the Navy is also de
scribed in terms of the number of aircraft carriers 
it operates. The Navy organizes the aircraft that 
operate off each carrier in a wing. A typical Navy 
wing contains about 80 to 86 aircraft of various 
types. 

Air Force Wings . The Air Force tactical forces 
are usually enumerated in "wing equivalents"-
that is, the number of combat aircraft the Air 
Force has, divided by 72, the notional number of 
planes per wing. Air Force wings typically contain 
one type of plane, though the Air Force is ex
perimenting with composite wings that would 
more closely resemble Navy wings since they 
would operate a variety of different types of planes. 

Marine Corps Brigades. At the highest level, 
Marine Corps forces are organized into Marine ex
peditionary forces (MEFs) . MEFs notionally con
tain a division and an air wing. (Marine Corps 
wings are much larger than those of either the Air 
Force or the Navy, containing more than 300 air
craft.) The next largest force element in the 
Marine Corps is the Marine expeditionary brigade 
(MEB). An MEB notionally contains a Marine 
regiment, its support elements, and an air com
ponent of less than 100 aircraft. According to the 
Administration, the base force would cut the 
equivalent of one MEB from the Marines' 1990 
forces. 
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Table 9. 
Forces for 1990: The Administration's Plan and Alternatives 

Administration's Plan Alternatives 
1990 1997 II Ill 

Army Divisions 

Active 18 12 9 9 6 
Selected Reserves 10 6 9 6 4 
Cadre (25 percent of active staffing) 0 0 0 3 0 
Cadre (5 percent of active staffing) 0 0 0 0 8 
Cadre in the Army National Guard 0 _1 _1 2 _1 

Total 28 20 20 20 20 

Air Force Wings 

Active 24 15 13 13 7 
Selected Reserves 13 11 13 11 5 
Teamed (25 percent) 0 0 0 2 0 
Stored (10 percent)a _Q _Q _Q _Q 14 

Total 37 26 26 26 26 

Navy Ships 

Active 515 418 375 375 313 
Selected Reserves in Battle Forces 31 16 59 16 8 
Nested Ships, Ships Stored with 

Partial Manning, or Reserve Ships 
Not in Battle Forcesa ....12 .21 .21 94 164 

Totalb 565 485 485 485 485 

Navy Wings 

Active 13 11 10 10 5 
Selected Reserves 2 2 3 2 2 
Teamed (25 percent) 0 0 0 1 0 
Stored (10 percent)a _Q _Q _Q _Q __§ 

Total 15 13 13 13 13 

Marine Corps Brigades 

Active 9 8 6 6 4 
Selected Reserves 3 3 5 3 3 
Cadre (25 percent) 0 0 0 2 0 
Cadre (5 percent) _Q _Q _Q _Q 4 

Total 12 11 11 11 11 

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office estimates. 

NOTES: Peacetime manning levels for new units are shown in percentages. Details may not add to totals because of rounding. 
a. The services have a number of pieces of stored equipment that are not included in these estimates but that might be available in a 

large conflict. Stored equipment in Alternative Ill would probably be available more quickly than the other stored equipment. 
b. The Navy typically refers to battle force ships. The 1990 battle forces level was 546; in 1997, that level would drop to 434. 
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Table 10. 
Manpower for Alternatives (In thousands) 

Alternative I: 
Rely More on Selected Reserve 

End Change From: 
End Admin- Strength Admin-

Strength istration's After 1990 istration's 
Component 1990 Plan in 1997 Changes Level Plan in 1997 

Army 

Active 732 536 465 -268 -71 
Selected Reserve 

Reserve 310 229 232 -79 3 
Guard 444 338 455 11 117 

Subtotal 754 567 686 -68 m 
Total 1.487 1,103 1,151 -336 48 
Selected Reserve 

Share of Total (Percent) 51 51 60 

Navy 

Active 580 501 488 -91 -13 
Selected Reserve 153 118 144 -9 27 

Total 732 619 633 -100 14 
Selected Reserve 

Share of Total (Percent) 21 19 23 

Air Force 

Active 535 430 422 -113 -8 
Selected Reserve 

Reserve 84 82 86 2 4 
Guard 118 118 122 4 3 

Subtotal 202 200 207 6 7 

Total 737 630 630 -107 -1 
Selected Reserve 

Share of Total (Percent) 27 32 33 

Marine Corps 

Active 197 159 132 -65 -27 
Selected Reserve 45 35 62 18 27 

Total 241 194 194 -47 0 
Selected Reserve 

Share of Total (Percent) 18 18 32 

Total 

Active 2,044 1,626 1,507 -537 -119 
Selected Reserve 

Reserve 591 464 524 -67 60 
Guard 562 456 576 14 120 

Subtotal 1,153 920 1,100 -53 180 

Total 3,197 2,546 2,607 -590 61 
Selected Reserve 

Share of Total (Percent) 36 36 42 
----- - --- ---- -------------------------------------------------------------

(Continued) 
SOURCE : Congressional Budget Office estimates based on Department of Defense data . 
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Table 10. 
Continued 

Alternative II: Alternative Ill : 
New Reserve Forces Reconstitution 

End Change From: End Change From : 
Strength Admin- Strength Admin-

After 1990 istration's After 1990 istration's 
Component Change Level Plan in 1997 Changes Level Plan in 1997 

Army 

Active 463 -269 -73 386 -347 -150 
Selected Reserve 

Reserve 229 -81 0 228 -82 -1 
Guard 338 -106 0 294 -150 -44 

Subtotal 567 -187 0 522 -232 -45 

Tota l 1,030 -457 -73 908 -579 -195 
Selected Reserve 

Share of Total (Percent) 55 58 

Navy 

Active 478 -101 -23 396 -184 -106 
Selected Reserve 122 -31 4 115 -38 -3 

Tota l 600 -132 -19 511 -222 -106 
Selected Reserve 

Share of Total (Percent) 20 23 

Air Force 

Active 422 -114 -9 380 -156 -51 
Selected Reserve 

Reserve 82 -2 0 76 -8 -6 
Guard 118 0 0 107 -11 -12 

Subtotal 200 -2 0 182 -20 -18 

Total 622 -115 -9 562 -175 -69 
Selected Reserve 

Share of Total (Percent) 32 32 

Marine Corps 

Active 132 -65 -27 91 -106 -68 
Selected Reserve 35 -10 0 35 -10 0 

Total 167 -74 -27 126 -116 -68 
Selected Reserve 

Share of Total (Percent) 21 28 

Total 

Active 1,495 -549 -132 1,252 -792 -375 
Selected Reserve 

Reserve 468 -123 4 454 -138 -10 
Guard 456 -106 0 401 -162 -56 

Subtotal 924 -229 4 854 -299 -66 

Total 2,419 -779 -127 2,106 -1,092 -440 
Selected Reserve 

Share of Total (Percent) 38 41 

NOTES: Navy and Marine Corps manpower changes associated with alternatives include Marine Corps personnel assigned to Navy 
functions and Navy personnel assigned to Marine Corps functions, respectively. 
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Table 11. 
Savings of the Three Alternatives (In billions of 1993 dollars) 

Alternative I Alternative II Alternative Ill 
Percentage Percentage Percentage 

of Total of Total of Total 
Dollars Savings Dollars Savings Dollars Savings 

Army 3.6 59.0 5.6 56.0 12.0 37.4 

Navy 0.6 9.8 2.0 20.0 10.4 32.4 

Air Force 0.5 8.2 0.8 8.0 5.6 17.4 

Marine Corps _1A 23.0 ___L§ ___1&:Q _.1,1 12.8 

Total 6.1 100.0 10.0 100.0 32.1 100.0 

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office estimates from Department of Defense data. 

Effects on Costs 

By 1997, when the changes associated with 
this approach are assumed to have been car
ried out, the alternative would reduce the Ad
ministration's proposed level of defense spend
ing by about $6.1 billion (see Table 11).3 
These savings would result from reducing 
spending for annual operating costs, with 
about $3.6 billion of the total operating sav
ings coming out of the budget for the Army. 
Eventually, additional savings might be 
achieved if the extra reserve units retained 
under this alternative were equipped with less 
capable weapons or ifolder equipment was re
tained in the units longer. But this alterna
tive would not be likely to affect procurement 
funding for many years because many of the 
weapons that would equip these units have 
been purchased fairly recently. 

Savings of $6.1 billion would represent a 
modest fraction of the Administration's 
planned budget for DoD in 1997, about 4.3 
percent of the funding in the personnel and 
operation and maintenance appropriations in 
1997, and 2.6 percent of the total budget. This 

3. Savings include reductions in funding in military per
sonnel appropriations and operation and maintenance 
appropriations. They also include reductions in other 
accounts--such as the procurement appropriations--that 
are related to annual operations. 

alternative would, however, begin the process 
of making further reductions in defense spend
ing and would also restructure military forces 
in ways that some analysts believe are appro
priate. If the savings associated with the al
ternative were used to finance other defense 
programs rather than to reduce the defense 
budget, they would provide enough funds to 
restore some of the major weapon programs 
terminated by the Administration. 

Sources of Savings. In part, the savings re
flect a substantial reduction in the number of 
active-duty personnel (see Table 10). By 1997, 
this option assumes that about 119,000 fewer 
personnel would be on active duty compared 
with the Administration's plan. Personnel re
ductions would be largest in the Army, which 
would lose three active-duty divisions. Reduc
tions would be smaller in the Air Force be
cause the option assumes no cuts in the por
tions of the Air Force that conduct airlift and 
strategic missions. Reductions would be 
smaller still in the Navy, since the option cuts 
only smaller ships (including frigates and a 
few amphibious vessels). Personnel reductions 
associated with eliminating active-duty units 
exclude added active-duty personnel needed to 
staff units that are retained in the selected re
serves. Under current staffing practices, se
lected reserve units have some active-duty 
personnel assigned to them. 
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Savings under this alternative also reflect 
the added costs to retain more selected reserve 
personnel than the Administration plans. By 
1997, Alternative I would keep about 180,000 
more selected reserve personnel than would 
the Administration's plan. 

Particularly for the Army, the cost esti
mates depend on which of the active divisions 
retained under the Administration's plan are 
eliminated. Army divisions stationed over
seas are larger and more costly than stateside 
divisions. For purposes of estimating costs, 
two of the three divisions eliminated from the 
active Army under this alternative are as
sumed to be fully manned divisions based in 
Germany; the other division that is eliminated 
is assumed to be based in the continental 
United States. 

After that reduction, the Army would have 
no complete divisions in Germany, but it 
would still have a number of smaller units . 
This assumption about the geographical dis
tribution of the Army cuts seems consistent 
with reductions in threats to the security of 
the United States and its allies, which have 
been greatest in Europe. If, however, the 
Army reductions under this alternative fo
cused on stateside divisions, then savings 
would be smaller. 

The estimates of operating savings in Table 
11 assume that overhead costs would be re
duced in proportion to cuts in operating costs 
in those units that are eliminated. CBO char
acterizes costs as direct, indirect, and over
head. Direct costs vary with the number of 
units and include costs such as pay for unit 
personnel and fuel to operate equipment. In
direct costs also vary with the number of units 
and include costs such as pilot training and 
depot-level maintenance. 

Overhead costs include portions of costs for 
activities such as base operations, training, 
and medical care. Overhead costs do not vary 
with modest changes in forces but would prob
ably change if major changes in the number of 
forces are made. For these options that make 
major changes in the number of DoD forces, 
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CBO assumes that overhead costs would 
change in proportion to the changes in direct 
and indirect funding. Because base operating 
costs are an important portion of over head 
costs, realizing overhead savings means that 
some of the bases for the units that are 
eliminated would have to be closed. 

Added One-Time Costs. Some one-time 
added costs might be incurred in carrying out 
this alternative. For example, additional 
funding might be required to transport equip
ment currently in Europe back to the United 
States. Plus, added costs might also be in
curred if the services had to relocate military 
bases to areas where it was easier to recruit 
reserves, perhaps as much as $1 billion for 
each Army division that had to be relocated. 
Those additional one-time costs are not in
cluded in the costs of this alternative because 
of the uncertainty about their size. 

Effects on Air and 
Ground Capability 

Costs go down, but what about military capa
bility? Once all the reserve ground forces and 
the Air Force air reserves had been mobilized, 
the military capability o(the United States 
would be essentially the same under this al
ternative as under the Administration's plan: 
both approaches maintain the same total 
number of military units. Indeed, the post
mobilization capability of U.S. ground forces 
would be slightly greater under this alter
native because four reserve brigades that 
would have been eliminated under-the Admin
istration's plan are assumed to be retained. 

The issues are: how much more time would 
be required to achieve full mobilization under 
an alternative that relies more heavily on 
selected reserves? Would the extra time ad
versely affect air and ground capability in re
gional conflicts that arise on short notice? 

How Long to Mobilize? The assessment of 
reserve readiness in Chapter 2 suggested that 
reserve air units in the Air Force are at a 
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Members of Reserve Naval Construction Battal
ion Hospital Unit 22 survey the site of Fleet Hos
pital Six during Operation Desert Shield. (U.S. 
Navy photo by CW02 Ed Bailey.) 

relatively high state of readiness in peacetime 
and probably would be able to mobilize 
quickly, possibly within a few days. This point 
was demonstrated during Operation Desert 
Shield in August 1990; according to DoD, "Air 
Force reserve component volunteers flew 42 
percent of the Air Force's strategic airlift mis
sion and 33 percent of the refueling mission 
requirements."4 Army reserves that provide 
support for combat forces (for example, medi
cal units and truck companies) are also quite 
ready. During Operation Desert Storm, some 
of these reserve support units were called to 
active duty within the first few weeks of the 
conflict. 

Ground combat units in the reserves, how
ever, would require more time to mobilize and 
prepare for combat than would their active
duty counterparts. As noted in Chapter 2, 
there is considerable disagreement about how 
much delay would be involved. Recent Army 
estimates suggest that there would be sub
stantial delay (for example, a reserve division 
might take a year to become ready for com
bat). Earlier Army estimates were more opti
mistic (for example, about 90 days for a re
serve division). These earlier estimates are 

4. Department of Defense, Reserve Component Program, 
Fiscal Year 1991 (February 28,1992), p.l32. 
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more consistent with current assumptions 
made by reserve proponents. 

Another issue is the rate of buildup of U.S. 
Army forces under the Administration's plan 
and Alternative I (see Figure 4). The buildup 
is specified for several periods defined in terms 
of ranges of days after mobilization. The 
ranges reflect differences in assumptions 
about mobilization--the lower end of the range 
is based on earlier Army estimates of reserve 
mobilization, and the upper end reflects cur
rent Army estimates. The forces in Figure 4 
are based on numbers of units multiplied by 
their capability as measured by Technique for 
Assessing Comparative Force Modernization 
(TASCFORM) scores, which are discussed in 
Chapter4. 

In the period between the beginning of 
mobilization and 30 days thereafter, Alterna
tive I would provide about 25 percent less 
capability than the Administration's planned 
base force. Capability would be lower because 
the alternative has fewer of the active units 
that can be ready on short notice. In the peri
od between 30 and 90 days after mobilization, 
the reduction in capability would amount to 
about 20 percent. Once all reserve units were 
mobilized--in 90 days to a year--Alternative I 
would offer slightly more capability than the 
Administration's plan because of the extra 
National Guard brigades that would be main
tained under the alternative. 

Importance of Mobilization Times. The 
importance of these differences in timing de
pend on the future wartime scenario. The ex
tra time to. mobilize would probably not mat
ter in the unlikely event of a major war 
against substantial forces such as those of the 
former Soviet Union. It would undoubtedly 
take years for those forces to come again under 
central control and be coordinated into a cohe
sive fighting force that could threaten west
ern Europe. Even if the United States recog
nized changing events slowly or delayed call
ing up reserves to avoid the appearance of pre
paring for a major war, U.S. reserves could be 
available well before they would face combat 
in this contingency. 
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Nor are differences likely to matter in 
smaller contingencies. Alternative I should 
provide adequate ground forces to field the 
military's new contingency corps. That corps, 
which the Secretary of Defense has said will 
have primary responsibility for ground com
bat in conflicts against countries other than 
the republics of the former Soviet Union, 
would consist of five active Army divisions . 
Under this alternative, the United States 
would have the equivalent of nine Army divi
sions on active duty. Assuming that only a 
few active-duty forces were deployed overseas, 
this alternative should permit the United 
States to field the contingency corps. 

A corps of five active divisions and an active 
Army of 465,000 personnel should be able to 
handle the requirements of smaller military 

Figure 4. 
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contingencies of the sort that have arisen 
since World War II. Since 1950, the United 
States has mobilized and used conscription to 
build forces to fight two major wars (Korea 
and Vietnam) and used active-duty personnel 
and some reserves to fight Operation Desert 
Storm. The next-largest military contingency 
that has occurred in all the years since World 
War II was Operation Just Cause in Panama 
in late 1989 and early 1990. U.S. troops at
tributable to the operation numbered about 
27,000. Most contingencies have involved 
substantially smaller numbers oftroops. 

Mobilization Time and Larger Regional 
Contingencies. The slower mobilization of 
ground combat reserves under Alternative I, 
however, would affect a larger regional con
flict that occurred with little warning. Under 

Cumulative Capability of U.S. Ground Forces After Varying 
Training Periods in the Base Force and Options 

With Cadred With Stored Unitse 

Oto 30 30to 90 90to 360 360or More 720or More 

Days Need for Training After Mobilization 

I Alternative 1 I Alternative 2 I Alternative 3 

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office from data from the U.S. Army, the National Guard Association ofthe United States, and The 
Analytic Sciences Corporation. 

a. Active units only. 

b. Active units plus reserve roundout and roundup units. 

c. Active units plus all selected reserve units. 

d. Active units, all reserve units, and cadre divisions. 

e. Active units, all reserve units, cadre divisions, and stored units. 
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this alternative, the United States might have 
to pursue a different strategy in a conflict in
volving forces as numerous as those deployed 
in Operation Desert Storm. Operation Desert 
Storm involved portions of eight Army combat 
divisions, all of which were on active duty at 
the time the crisis began. These combat divi
sions together with Marine Corps forces had 
capability equal to about 7.3 armored divi
sions. Only nine Army divisions, plus 2.7 Ma
rine divisions--with capability equivalent to 
about eight armored divisions--would remain 
on active duty under this option. The forces 
this alternative would retain are therefore 
slightly more capable than the forces the 
United States fielded in the war with Iraq. 

However, some of these active divisions, or 
parts of them, might be deployed overseas, 
which could delay the ability of these forces to 
participate in some regional contingencies. In 
the face of a future regional conflict, the 
United States might also elect to retain a few 
of its active divisions in the United States as 
backups in the event that a second conflict 
developed elsewhere in the world. Thus, if the 
United States wanted to deploy as many forces 
as in Operation Desert Storm using the mili
tary force assumed under this alternative, 
U.S. leaders would probably have to call up 
reserve combat units and wait long enough for 
them to prepare for war. 

In the case of Operation Desert Storm, this 
choice might have added anywhere from sev
eral months to as much as a year to the time 
necessary to prepare for ground combat in the 
Persian Gulf. The specific amount of delay-
indeed, whether there is any delay at all-
would depend critically on the precise timing 
and duration of a future operation. For ex
ample, as noted in Chapter 2, the National 
Guard argues that some reserves would have 
been ready by the time the ground campaign 
began in Operation Desert Storm had the 
roundout brigades been called up earlier or 
had those units received less training after the 
call-up. 
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Effects on Maritime Capability 

As with Army and Air Force units, this al
ternative makes the same total reduction in 
maritime forces as does the Administration's 
plan but cuts more active units and adds re
serve units. Thus, the main difference in 
capability between the Administration's plan 
and this alternative is the extra time some re
serve units would require to mobilize and be
come prepared for combat. The Navy's ability 
to deploy its ships overseas in peacetime may 
also be reduced somewhat. 

Extra Time to Prepare. In most cases, the 
extra time required for maritime forces to pre
pare for combat under this alternative should 
not be large. The Marine Corps would have 
one fewer brigade on active duty (seven in
stead of eight) and one more in reserve status 
(four instead of three). DoD-wide readiness 
measures presented in Chapter 2--which are 
based in large part on the amount of equip
ment provided to units--indicate that Marine 
reserve forces were the least ready of any re
serve combat forces, which might suggest a 
substan.tial delay. However, the Marine 
Corps' internal measures of the readiness of 
its forces, and its willingness to deploy a large 
number of combat reserves for Operation Des
ert Storm, suggest that these reservists were 
ready for combat (see Chapter 2). 

Nor should . there be a significant delay in 
deployment times for the additional ships 
that, under this alternative, are assumed to be 
in the selected reserves. Most reserve ships 
are expected to be able to be deployed almost 
as rapidly as active ships. To meet this re
quirement, a substantial fraction of the man
ning of reserve ships consists of full-time per
sonnel. 

Moreover, a delay in deployment may not 
matter in view of recent world events. Most of 
the ships that are transferred to the reserves 
under this alternative--frigates that are de
signed to find and destroy enemy submarines--
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would be most in demand during a conflict 
with the navy of the for mer Soviet Union, 
which is the only potential adversary that has 
a large number of highly capable submarines. 
Any such conflict seems extremely remote and 
would probably occur only after a substantial 
period of warning. 

The remaining ships transferred to the re
serves are amphibious vessels that would be 
used to transport Marine Corps personnel. 
The percentage reduction in active-duty Ma
rine personnel under this alternative (27 per
cent) is only modestly less than the reduction 
in the amphibious shipping capability that 
remains on active duty (35 percent). Conse
quently, this transfer might not cause sub
stantial delay in transporting those Marine 
Corps personnel who remain on active duty. 

Finally, the alternative would reduce the 
number of active air wings from 11 to 10, and 
increase the number of reserve wings by the 
equivalent of one--from two to three. The dis
cussion in Chapter 2 suggested, however, that 
naval air reserves are able to mobilize rapidly 
and are quite capable. Thus, assuming that 
the reserves are called to active duty prompt
ly, the loss of capability this shift would cause 
should be minimal in wartime, even in a war 
that occurred with little notice. 

P eacetime Problems. Putting more air 
wings in the reserve might, however, cause 
problems in peacetime. In peacetime, the 
Navy would have only 10 wings of aircraft un
der this alternative but would have 12 deploy
able aircraft carriers on active duty. 

Would this alternative leave some carriers 
without aircraft? Not necessarily. Under the 
Administration's plan, the Navy only expects 
to have 11 air wings on active duty during 
peacetime. Thus, the Navy itself apparently 
plans that one aircraft carrier will not require 
an active-duty wing. The Navy may assume 
that one carrier will be in overhaul. Alterna
tively, the Navy may plan to "cross-deck" 
aircraft. Under this policy, aircraft returning 
from deployment on one aircraft carrier are 
immediately transferred to another carrier 
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that is about to be deployed. The Navy may 
also plan to deploy some carriers with less 
than their full complement of aircraft, which 
is a common practice in peacetime. 

These policies have drawbacks. A carrier 
encountering a surprise enemy threat without 
its full complement of aircraft would be less 
ready than it would be today. Cross-decking is 
of concern because warfighting capability may 
suffer if units spend less time training to
gether. Some defense analysts feel that the 
resulting loss of what is termed unit cohesion 
would adversely affect the ability of units to 
fight.5 

Although these concerns are valid, the 
Navy has been willing to use policies such as 
peacetime cross-decking to achieve other 
goals--for example, providing adequate time 
ashore for its personnel. Thus, this alterna
tive simply does modestly more of what the 
Navy is already doing. 

In suin, increased reliance on selected re
serves offers advantages, including lower cost 
and, for most regional contingencies, little de
crease in military capability. One must weigh 
those advantages against the added time that 
might be required to prepare for a major con
tingency such as Operation Desert Storm. The 
option might also create some serious recruit
ing problems for the selected reserves. 

Reserve Recruiting Problems 

Once Alternative I was fully in place, the 
military would have about 180,000 more re
serve personnel under this alternative than 
under the Administration's plan. The in
crease reflects the retention of more reserve 
units. Although higher than under the Ad
ministration's plan, the number of selected re-

5. Genet Rochlin and others, "The Self-Designing High 
Reliability Organization: Aircraft Carrier Flight Opera
tions at Sea," Naval War College Review, vol. 40 (Au
tumn 1987); and Barry L. Scribner and others, "Are 
Smart Tankers Better? AFQT and Military Produc
tivity," Armed Forces and Society, vol. 12, no. 2 (Winter 
1986), pp. 193-206. 
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serve personnel would actually be about 
53,000 lower compared with the level in 1990. 
That reduction reflects the elimination of one 
division in the National Guard, which is cut 
even under this alternative. Cuts also occur in 
certain units in the Army Reserve that pro
vide support for the active units eliminated 
under the option. 

An increase in reserves compared with the 
Administration's plan, coupled with fewer 
active-duty personnel, could eventually result 
in problems for reserve recruiting. Initially, it 
might improve. During the period when 
active-duty forces are being reduced in size, 
more people would be leaving active duty. 
Since the reserves recruit many personnel 
with previous service, they may have an easi
er time achieving their desired strength for a 
few years. 

Once the active forces have been reduced in 
size, however, fewer people will be leaving 
active duty than they are today, leading to 
problems in recruiting. For example, Alterna
tive I would require the reserves to recruit 
about 30 percent more of the people leaving 
active service. If the share of recruits with 
previous active service were to be kept con
stant, about 60 percent of all personnel leav
ing active duty would have to enter the re
serves compared with about 45 percent under 
the Administration's planned forces. If re
cruiting more people with previous experience 
proved to be difficult, the reserves could bring 
in more people without previous experience, 
though flexibility to do that might be limited 
in this year's legislation by the floors placed 
on the numbers of recruits with prior service. 

The severity of recruiting problems would 
vary by service, affecting the Army most 
heavily, and could necessitate changes in re
serve manning policies. Although many types 
of policy changes are possible, the key one 
would permit a larger fraction of personnel 
who do not have previous military service to 
enter the selected reserves. Recruits without 
earlier service would need to increase by about 
50 percent if the reserves were not able to 
entice a larger share of active military to join 
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the reserves than they did in 1991. That in
crease in recruits without previous service 
could lower the readiness of reserve forces to 
fight early in a war, since people without 
previous military service would not be as well 
trained. An increase in recruits without pre
vious active service would affect the Navy 
most since it depends heavily on recruits with 
prior service and has limited geographical 
flexibility, especially for reserve ships. 

Operation Desert Storm adds uncertainty to 
any discussion of reserve recruiting. It will be 
months or perhaps years before policymakers 
know the full effects of Operation Desert 
Storm on reserve recruiting and retention. 
Because the direction and magnitude of the 
effects are unknown, they are ignored in this 
study. However, future decisions about the 
desired size of the reserves will have to reflect 
any changes in the propensity of people to en
ter and stay in the part-time reserves. 

Alternative II: 
Increase Reliance on 
New Types of Reserves 

In view of potential recruiting problems, 
policymakers may decide that it is infeasible 
to increase reliance on selected reserves as 
much as was assumed in Alternative I. Select
ed reserves may also provide more capability, 
and cost more, than is required in a world 
where the warning time before a major war 
would be measured in years. 

In response, the United States could create 
new types of reserve units that rely on stored 
equipment in peacetime and are filled out in 
time of war with personnel who do not train in 
peacetime. As discussed in Chapter 3, these 
new types of units would be relatively inex
pensive but might still provide adequate in
surance against the catastrophe of a war with 
a resurgent power like the former Soviet 
Union. Alternative II illustrates such an ap
proach. 
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For consistency with the Administration's 
plan and Alternative I, the alternative is as
sumed to be fully in place by 1997. However, 
by 1997 it might be difficult to accomplish all 
the changes assumed under the alternative. If 
implementation were delayed, then realizing 
full budgetary savings would be delayed be
yond what is assumed in this section, but 
other analytic results would not change. 

Specific Changes 

As under the Administration's plan, under 
this alternative the Army would lose a net 
total of eight divisions between 1990 and 
1997. The alternative assumes that nine ac
tive divisions would be eliminated along with 
four reserve divisions. These cuts are par
tially offset by the creation of five cadre divi
sions--three more than would be created under 
the Administration's plan. 

Analogous changes would be made in the 
other services as well (see Table 9). The Air 
Force would lose a net total of 11 wings be
tween 1990 and 1997, the same loss as under 
the Administration's plan. Compared with 
the Administration's 1997 level, Alternative 
II would have two fewer active-duty wings, 
which would be offset by the creation of two 
wings of new types of reserves. The Navy 
would lose a net total of 72 ships between 1990 
and 1997. The number of battle force ships in 
the selected reserves would not change from 
the Administration's planned level of 16. A 
reduction of 140 active-duty vessels would be 
partially offset by creating 83 nested ships, 43 
more nested ships than would be created un
der the Administration's plan. Finally, as un
der the Administration's plan, the Marine 
Corps would experience a net loss of one bri
gade between 1990 and 1997. No change 
would occur in the number of brigades in the 
selected reserves. The creation of two cadre 
brigades would partially offset a reduction of 
three in the number of active-duty brigades. 

Chapter 3 discussed these new types of re
serve units in some detail. The concepts are 
reviewed briefly here along with a discussion 
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of the specific assumptions that were used in 
estimating costs under this alternative. 

Cadre Units for Army and Marine Corps. 
The cadre units assumed in this alternative 
would be assigned active-duty personnel in 
numbers equal to about 25 percent of the man
ning of an Army division (or Marine brigade). 
Upon mobilization, the cadre units would be 
filled out with nondrilling reserve personnel 
serving in the Individual Ready Reserve. 

In peacetime, about 25 percent of the cadre 
unit's equipment would be kept operational so 
that it would be available immediately for 
training in the event of mobilization. The rest 
of the unit's equipment would be stored in a 
manner described in Chapter 3. 

This design for cadre units apparently dif
fers from the one that the Administration will 
propose for its two Army cadre divisions. As 
was noted in Chapter 3, the Administration 
has not yet specified its design in detail. But 
the Army's cadre divisions are likely to be 
manned with part-time personnel serving in 
the selected reserves. CBO assumes that cad
re divisions are manned with active-duty per
sonnel in order to provide leaders with more 
recent active-duty experience than would be 
the case if cadre divisions were manned m 
peacetime with selected reserve personnel. 

Air Force Teamed Squadrons. The two 
wings of new types of air reserves would be 
composed of squadrons (three per wing) that 
are affiliated with the squadrons in the Air 
Force selected reserves. The equipment for 
these squadrons would be placed in storage in 
a manner discussed in Chapter 3. 

Personnel for these new reserve squadrons 
would come from several sources. About 25 
percent of the personnel would be assigned in 
peacetime to squadrons in the selected re
serves that operate the same types of planes as 
those in storage. (In peacetime, these 
"teamed" selected reserve units would be 
manned at 125 percent of their normal level so 
that, when personnel associated with the new 
types of reserves left in wartime, the selected 



68 STRUCTURING U.S. FORCES AFTER THE COLD WAR 

reserve unit could still function.) In mobi
lizing for war, the personnel in this 25 percent 
group would provide the core of the new unit 
and might retrieve equipment from storage. 
N ondrilling reserves would provide most of 
the rest of the personnel needed upon mobili
zation, though some pilots for the teamed 
squadrons might be drawn from the ranks of 
active-duty pilots who are assigned to non
flying positions. 

Nested Navy Ships. Of the 43 nested ships 
created under this alternative, eight would be 
provided with crews equal in size to about 110 
percent of the crew of regular selected reserve 
ships. These manned vessels would be desig
nated as training ships. The rest of the ships 
would be placed in partial storage. The per
sonnel on the training ships would provide 
maintenance services in peacetime. In mobi
lizing for war, personnel on the training ships 
would be divided among all the stored ships to 
provide the core of the new crews. The re
mainder of the crews would come from either 
nondrilling reserves or active-duty personnel 
serving in shore billets. 

This approach to nested ships may differ in 
detail, but not in concept, from the Navy's In
novative Navy Reserve Concept. But the 
Navy has not yet defined a number of details 
associated with its concept. Thus, CBO used 
the same approach it has used in a previous 
analysis done in 1990.6 

The one new air wing in the Navy would be 
designed in a manner similar to the new 
reserve wings in the Air Force. The aircraft 
associated with the wing would be stored, and 
small numbers of additional personnel would 
be assigned to a reserve wing to provide main
tenance and a skeletal leadership structure for 
mobilization. As with the new Air For~e 
units, upon mobilization for war the remain-

6. Testimony of Robert D. Reischauer, Director, Congres
sional Budget Office, before the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services, May 10, 1990. 

September 1992 

der of the personnel needed to fill out the units 
would come from nondrilling reserves and 
from pilots on active duty who are serving in 
nonflying billets. 

Effects on Costs 

By 1997, or later if carrying out the plan fully 
were delayed, Alternative II would save about 
$10 billion compared with the Administra
tion's plan. Operating savings would be re
alized because the new types of reserve units 
have fewer paid personnel. Also, the stored 
equipment costs less to maintain than to op
erate in peacetime. These estimates of cost 
savings include reductions in overhead. 

Compared with Alternative I, which fea
tures heavier reliance on selected reserves, 
this option would save an additional $3.9 bil
lion (see Table 11). The largest additions to 
savings between the options would occur in 
the Army (an additional $2 .0 billion) and in 
the Navy ($1.4 billion). Alternativ~ II saves 
more for the Army mostly because it does not 
continue to operate the four National Guard 
brigades that the Administration would have 
eliminated and because the new units are as
sumed to be less costly to operate than guard 
divisions. The Navy saves more under this 
alternative because stored ships and aircraft 
are assumed to cost much less than ships and 
aircraft in the Naval Reserve. 

As under Alternative I, procurement bud
gets would probably eventually be lower un
der Alternative II than under the Administra
tion's plan. Major equipment might not need 
to be replaced as rapidly if it were in storage 
rather than in operating units. But any pro
curement savings are not likely to be realized 
for many years because much of the equip
ment for the new types of reserve units has 
been purchased relatively recently. There
fore, CBO did not attempt to include procure
ment savings in the estimates of cost savings 
in this study. 
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Effects on Reserve and 
Active Manning 

Alternative II would increase the military's 
peacetime reliance on selected reserve forces 
only modestly. In peacetime, before any non
drilling reserves were called up to fill out the 
new types of reserve units, about 38 percent of 
all military personnel (active and selected 
reserve) would be in the selected reserve once 
this alternative was fully in place compared 
with 36 percent under the Administration's 
plan. The shift would be greatest in the Army. 
About 55 percent of Army personnel would be 
in the selected reserve compared with 51 per
cent under the Administration's plan. 

Substantial reductions would also occur in 
the number of active-duty personnel as active
duty units were eliminated and replaced in 
the total force structure by new types of re
serve units. Under this alternative, DoD as a 
whole would have to eliminate about 550,000 
personnel from active duty between 1990 and 
1997, compared with almost 418,000 such per
sonnel under the Administration's plan. 

The number of selected reserve personnel 
would also be reduced below its 1990 level un
der this alternative. There would be 230,000 
fewer personnel in the selected reserves by 
1997, similar to the reduction under the Ad
ministration's plan, compared with a reduc
tion of only about 53,000 under Alternative I. 
This reduction in the number of selected re
serve personnel should decrease the problems 
of recruiting reserves associated with Alter
native I, though the number of people separat
ing from active service would still reduce the 
pool of potential recruits with previous ser
vice. 

Although recruiting problems for the se
lected reserve might be avoided, important 
changes in personnel policies might be re
quired to ensure that the Individual Ready 
Reserve is of sufficient size to provide enough 
nondrilling reserves in time of war. About 
127,000 nondrilling reserves would be re
quired to bring manning levels in the forces 
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under this alternative up to the levels asso
ciated with forces in the Administration's 
plan. More than half (about 73,000) would 
need to be Army personnel. About 488,000 
nondrilling reserves were available in the 
United States in 1990, and their number was 
scheduled to grow to about 723,000 by 1993, 
according to a DoD report published in 1991.7 
Most of the growth was expected in the Army, 
which was to increase from about 295,000 to 
470,000 in 1993. DoD did not update its pro
jection in the fiscal year 1993 report, but the 
IRR had grown somewhat less than expected 
in 1991. But even with lower growth, these 
numbers are more than enough to fill out the 
new units in the event of war. Thus, it might 
be possible to use existing personnel. 

The military might argue, however, that in 
the event of a major war the existing number 
of nondrilling reserves would be needed before 
enough time had passed to conscript and train 
raw recruits. In addition, because fewer 
people will leave the smaller active military 
with remaining service commitments, the 
numbers of IRR personnel will decline within 
several years of the full phase-in of cuts to ac
tive military personnel. Thus, it might be 
necessary to pursue policies that would ex
pand the number of nondrilling reserves (see 
Chapter 3 for possible policy changes). 

Effects on Military Capability: 
Delayed Availability 

The military capability available to the 
United States under this alternative would 
match the capability under the Administra
tion's plan after all reserve units--both the 
new types of reserve units and selected reserve 
units--had mobilized and prepared for combat. 
But these new types of reserves would require 
more time than active forces or selected re
serves to become ready for war. In 1991, the 
Army estimated that its version of cadre divi
sions would require between 12 and 15 months 

7. Department of Defense, Manpower Requirements Report, 
Fiscal Year 1992 (February 1991). 



70 STRUCTURING U.S. FORCES AFTER THE COLD WAR 

to mobilize and prepare for war, though the 
version of cadre units proposed in this chap
ter--which are manned in peacetime with 
active-duty personnel--might be available 
sooner. Teamed squadrons in the Air Force 
might be available in two to three months, 
and the Navy's nested ships might require as 
much as six months. (See Chapter 3 for de
tails.) 

As a result of these delays, the buildup of 
U.S. forces would be slower than under either 
the Administration's plan or Alternative I. 
Compared with the Administration's plan, 
capability under this alternative would be 
reduced by 26 percent in the 30 days following 
mobilization, 22 percent in the period from 30 
days to 90 days, and 14 percent in the period 
between 90 days and. 365 days (see Figure 4). 
Thereafter, capability would be similar. 
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The importance of these delays would vary 
according to the type of conflict. For many 
conflicts, the added delay would be irrelevant 
because the new types of reserve units would 
not have to be used. Smaller contingencies 
(like the Panama operation in 1990) could be 
handled by forces on active duty. Even for a 
large regional contingency like Operation 
Desert Storm, this alternative probably main
tains enough forces on active duty and in the 
selected reserve so that new types of units 
would not have to be mobilized. As under Al
ternative I, however, delays associated with 
greater reliance on the selected reserves 
might take place. 

Thus, the main issue may be the amount of 
warning time before a major war against a 
resurgent Soviet threat or some new military 
power. If the likely warning before such a war 

Marine reservists wait for helicopter transport during a training exercise: Under a stored-equipment policy, 
such units could take much longer to mobilize and prepare for war. (U .S. Navy photo by PH2 Sean K. Doyle.) 
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is judged sufficient to permit calling up new 
types of reserve units--and it may well be-
then this alternative represents a less 
expensive way to meet future U.S. military 
needs than does Alternative I. 

Alternative III: 
An Approach to 
Reconstituting Forces 

Two years ago, the Administration proposed a 
new concept: reconstitution of forces. On 
August 2, 1990, the President noted that, be
cause a long period of warning might precede 
any future war, the United States might be 
able to reduce its military in peacetime and 
build "wholly new forces" in the event of war. 
In testimony before the Congress, an Adminis
tration official elaborated, suggesting that re
constitution of forces would permit the United 
States to maintain forces at reduced levels of 
resources and readiness that would generate 
savings.8 Key elements of the reconstitution 
of forces include maintaining U.S. technology 
and the country's industrial base, as well as 
maintaining a core of personnel on active duty 
who are capable of the leadership necessary to 
reconstitute forces . 

The Administration has not suggested what 
number and mix of military units would be 
consistent with this concept of force reconsti
tution. The Administration possibly envisions 
a mix of forces like the one under its plan, 
which includes some cadre divisions and 
nested ships, or perhaps a plan like Alterna
tive II with its extensive use of new types of 
reserves. 

Alternatively, a quite different type of mili
tary might be created based on the notion of 
reconstitution of forces. Such a military would 

8. Statement of I. Lewis Libby, Principal Deputy Under
secretary of Defense (Strategy and Resources), before the 
Subcommittee on Personnel of the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services, June 5, 1991. 
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be significantly cheaper, generating the sub
stantial savings the Administration sug
gested. A small number of active-duty forces 
in this new military would provide a core of 
senior leaders necessary to reconstitute forces 
in the event of war, coupled with the mini
mum active-duty forces necessary to respond 
to relatively small contingencies that arise on 
short notice. A small number of selected re
serve units would be available to augment 
active-duty forces in the event of a large-scale 
regional contingency. As insurance against a 
major war, the United States would rely on 
the ability to reconstitute its military. In 
peacetime, units to be reconstituted would be 
minimally manned and their equipment 
would be stored. This alternative illustrates 
such an approach. 

Such a far-reaching change in the U .S. mili
tary could not be carried out fully by 1997. In
deed, a substantial period of time would be 
needed to consider these ideas: first to debate 
them, then to test those ideas deemed worthy, 
and finally to carry out any changes that test
ing suggests are worthwhile. Therefore, this 
section of the study illustrates long-run sav
ings that could probably not be fully achieved 
for 10 years or so. 

Specific Changes 

Under this approach, the number of Army 
divisions that are on active duty would be re
duced to six (see Table 9). That cut would 
leave the Army with the five divisions that 
would make up the contingency corps the Ad
ministration has proposed. That corps of five 
divisions would be largely manned with 
active-duty personnel and would be given the 
task of providing needed capability to respond 
to military crises that arise with little warn
ing. The sixth division could be kept in re
serve in the United States or could be used to 
provide a modest U.S. presence overseas. 
Divisions in the selected reserves would be 
reduced to four. These divisions would provide 
military capability that would be available 
within months should a larger-scale regional 
contingency loom. 
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Ten cadre divisions would also be created in 
the Army. Two of them are assumed to be 
similar to the cadre divisions under Alter
native II. The other eight would be different. 
These eight cadre divisions would have mini
mal manning in peacetime, and their equip
ment would be placed in storage (see Chapter 
3 for a description of storage methods). They 
would be similar to the equipment-holding 
companies of the German army. Specifically, 
these cadre units are assumed to have full
time manning equal to 5 percent of the normal 
peacetime manning of a division. The full
time personnel would maintain stored equip
ment and perform administrative functions in 
peacetime. Conscripts would be used to fill out 
the divisions in the event of a major war. 

Similar far-reaching changes are assumed 
to be made in the other services. The Air 
Force would be reduced to forces roughly the 
size of those deployed in the war with Iraq, 
with a few reserve wings retained as backups. 
Specifically, the Air Force would be left with 
seven active wings and five wings in the se
lected reserve. Fourteen additional wings 
with stored equipment are assumed to be 
created. These stored-equipment wings would 
be primarily units holding equipment that 
have minimal manning in peacetime. In 
peacetime, they are assumed to have operat
ing budgets equal to only about 10 percent of 
the costs of an active wing. In wartime, these 
stored-equipment wings would be filled out 
with conscripts and, perhaps, with some 
active-duty pilots who are serving in nonfly
ing jobs at the time a major war begins. 

Active Marine Corps forces would be re
duced to four brigades (the equivalent of 1.3 
full divisions), about halfthe Administration's 
proposed level. Three reserve brigades would 
be kept as backups. Active Navy ships would 
be cut from the Administration's level of 418 
to 313. Only six aircraft carriers would be on 
active duty compared with 12 under the Ad
ministration's plan. The alternative would 
also cut selected reserve vessels by eight. 
CBO assumes the 113 ships that are removed 
from active or reserve duty would be stored at 
a cost of 10 percent of the cost for similar units 
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on active duty. Six active wings would also be 
eliminated, and the planes would be stored in 
a manner similar to the Air Force aircraft. 

This alternative does not alter the size of 
those portions of the military not involved 
with units not storing equipment. Thus, stra
tegic nuclear forces, airlift forces, tanker 
forces, command and control functions, and in
telligence are all assumed to remain at the 
size the Administration proposed. 

Effects on Costs 

Compared with the Administration's plan, 
savings under this alternative would be sub
stantial. When the alternative was fully in 
place, annual operating costs would be re
duced by $32.1 billion (see Table 11). These 
savings would represent a reduction of 23 per
cent in the DoD operating budget that the Ad
ministration plans for 1997. The Army would 
contribute the largest share of these operating 
savings--about $12 billion, or 37 percent. 
Navy savings would be the next largest at 
about $10.4 billion, and Air Force savings 
would amount to $5.6 billion. Estimates of 
savings include anticipated reductions in 
overhead. 

Operating savings under this alternative 
would be larger if reductions were made in 
DoD's other forces. Moreover, because there 
would also be reductions in investment funds, 
the total savings under this approach would 
surely be much larger than the reduction of 
$32.1 billion in operating costs. The large cut 
in active-duty forces under this alternative, 
coupled with the substantial procurement of 
modern weapons that took place in the 1980s, 
would mean that few if any new weaporis 
would have to be purchased for a decade or 
more. Research funds might also be reduced if 
fewer new weapons were developed. 

Even under this option, some modernization 
programs are likely to be continued, in part to 
permit the purchase of promising new weap
ons such as aircraft that incorporate stealth 
technologies. Procurement would also be 
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needed to maintain some industrial capacity 
to produce sophisticated weapons, which is a 
key element of the Administration's vision of 
reconstitution. Nevertheless, the funds re
quired for investment should drop below the 
Administration's planned level under this al
ternative, and the reduction should take place 
as soon as a decision is made to pursue the new 
approach. 

Estimating the size of the cut in investment 
funds would involve resolving issues--in
cluding questions about industrial capacity-
that are beyond the scope of this study. There
fore, a specific estimate of investment savings 
is not provided. However, investment savings 
of several tens of billions of dollars a year 
might be achieved. If that is the case, then the 
total savings under this approach might 
amount to $40 billion to $50 billion or more 
compared with spending under the Adminis
tration's plan. 

Effects on Reserve 
and Active Manning 

Alternative III assumes large reductions in 
both active and reserve manning. When the 
alternative was fully phased in, active man
ning would be reduced by about 792,000 
people, or 39 percent, from the 1990 level. 
That reduction would be about 375,000 more 
people than the Administration's plan would 
eliminate. Selected reserve manning would 
decrease by almost 300,000 people, about 26 
percent below the 1990 level and a cut of 
66,000 personnel more than the Administra
tion plans. 

Some of the manning problems associated 
with Alternatives I and II should be avoided 
under this approach. The portion of forces in 
the selected reserve is similar to the level un
der Alternative I, which may suggest recruit
ing difficulties for the reserves. But because 
the alternative depends on conscripts to fill 
out the cadre and other units in time of war, 
problems associated with increasing the in
ventory of nondrilling reserves should be 
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avoided. Also, because total manning is much 
lower, recruiting might be easier in general. 

Effects on Capability 

As with Alternatives I and II, this option 
provides the same total capability after mobi
lization as the Administration's plan. Because 
equipment is available and plans for its use 
are on the shelf, the mobilization period under 
this alternative should be significantly short
er than the one associated with creating en
tirely new units and buying weapons to equip 
them. Nevertheless, the units with stored 
equipment would take substantially longer to 
mobilize and prepare for war than selected 
reserve units or even the new types of reserve 
units discussed under Alternative II. Indeed, 
it would probably require several years to en
act conscription and conscript the necessary 
personnel, reconstitute the stored-equipment 
units using these conscripts, and prepare all 
the units and their equipment for combat. 

As a result, the postmobilization buildup of 
U.S. forces would be slower under this alter
native than under either the Administration's 
plan or the first two alternatives. In the 30 
days following mobilization, capability would 
be more than 40 percent less than under the 
Administration's plan (see Figure 4). Even 
during the period between one and two years 
after mobilization, capability would be re
duced by about 30 percent. Only after several 
years, when the units with stored equipment 
had been reconstituted and prepared for com
bat, would capability return to the level avail
able under the Administration's plan. Com
pared with Alternatives I and II, capability 
under this alternative would also be reduced 
for several years after mobilization, though 
the reductions would be somewhat smaller. 

Capability Differs According to Size of 
Contingency. As with the previous alterna
tives, the importance of this delay in the build
up of U.S. forces would differ according to the 
nature of the wartime contingency. In the 
case of a major war involving a country that 
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develops a military capability similar to that 
of the former Soviet Union, the United States 
would probably have a number of years of 
warning. Thus, ifthe process of reconstitution 
begins soon after a potential adversary ex
hibits clear signs of a major buildup, then 
enough time would probably be available to 
reconstitute military forces. 

The active forces maintained under this 
alternative should also be more than sufficient 
to handle smaller contingencies of the sort 
that have occurred since World War II, which 
have never involved more than about 27,000 
U.S. troops. Under this alternative, more 
than 1 million personnel would be on active 
duty, which should be sufficient for these 
smaller conflicts. 

However, a substantial delay would take 
place under this option before the United 
States could engage in a large regional con
tingency such as Operation Desert Storm. It 
would not be necessary to mobilize units with 
stored equipment to carry out a deployment 
the size of Operation Desert Storm. But a sub
stantial call-up of the combat units in the 
selected reserves would be required to carry 
out such a deployment. Particularly for 
ground combat reserves, such a call-up would 
involve waiting for several months to a year 
until the units in the selected reserves were 
brought onto active duty and become ready for 
combat. 

The United States could assume that its 
superior equipment would make up for any 
shortfalls in numbers of forces in a future 
regional conflict like Operation Desert Storm. 
Before the war with Iraq, the Iraqi forces 
would have been among the most able of 
potential threats, according to some estimates 
of military capability. But scores discussed in 
Chapter 4 suggest that the United States and 
its allies probably entered the ground cam
paign with a considerable margin of superi
ority. If the scores are to be believed, the 
United States probably could have won the 
war even iffewer forces were deployed, though 
perhaps at the expense of more loss of life. 
Against lesser foes (for example, Cuba) or a foe 
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in a region where the United States would 
have powerful allies (for example, North 
Korea), a smaller force than the one deployed 
in Operation Desert Storm may be acceptable. 

Although the superiority of U.S. and allied 
forces in Operation Desert Storm is reassur
ing, it does not fully eliminate the added risk 
associated with maintaining a much smaller 
military of the sort envisioned under this al
ternative. No one can know the circumstances 
and the capability of the foe associated with a 
future version of Operation Desert Storm. 
Furthermore, future reductions in the defense 
budget may lower the relative superiority of 
U.S. equipment, and reduced training and 
maintenance dollars could diminish the readi
ness of active forces. 

Other Risks and Uncertainties. The mili
tary forces maintained under this alternative 
would also pose some other risks . For ex
ample, this alternative would offer less insur
ance against a lack of timely decisions by U.S. 
leaders than would the Administration's 
planned forces or those described in the pre
ceding alternatives. Without a large military, 
either on active duty or in the selected re
serves, the country would depend on its lead
ers to recognize a major military buildup by a 
potential adversary and take steps to begin 
reconstituting U.S. forces. History suggests 
that countries do not always recognize a hos
tile military buildup and sometimes do not 
choose to act even when the buildup becomes 
obvious. 

A much smaller military, such as the one in 
this alternative, might also discourage the 
United States from pursuing military action 
during regional contingencies, especially 
large ones like Operation Desert Storm, be
cause the country would be committing a larg
er fraction of its military resources . Whether 
this result is bad or good is not clear. 

The substantially smaller active forces un
der Alternative III would also sharply limit 
the number of U.S. military forces that could 
be deployed overseas in peacetime. With only 
six Army divisions on active duty, the United 
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States may decide that it wants few if any of 
its Army persoimel stationed overseas. Also, 
with only six aircraft carriers, the United 
States could not count on having multiple 
carriers deployed overseas in peacetime. 
Some carriers could be deployed under this op
tion, and other types of smaller ships could be 
used to maintain a U.S. maritime presence. 
Nevertheless, the limited deployments that 
would result under this alternative would in
crease the time required to respond to crises 
overseas with a large show of military force. 

This alternative also involves major 
changes in military forces, which raise organi
zational uncertainties. For example, the ser
vices might feel that units with stored equip
ment would never be used. Thus, they might 
be reluctant to provide the units with even a 
minimal level of resources. Military per-
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sonnel could view the units as highly undesir
able assignments, which might cause more 
qualified personnel to shun them. Under 
these circumstances, the new types of units 
might become useless as the basis for recon
stituting forces. 

In sum, this alternative raises important 
risks and uncertainties. But it also represents 
one means of responding to new U.S. security 
needs at a cost substantially less than that 
associated with the Administration's plan. 
These pros and cons suggest the importance of 
a full debate over the ideas, coupled with tests 
of their practicality. That debate and testing 
would require a number of years. Hence, it is 
probably more realistic to consider these new 
concepts in connection with the military of the 
twenty-first century than with the military of 
the 1990s. 





Appendix 

Dependence on the Reserves 
in Other Countries 

H ow does the United States rely on its 
reserve forces compared with reserve 
reliance in other countries?l This ap

pendix discusses the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization's (NATO's) use of reserves in 
more detail. It also discusses the evolution of 
the cadre concepts described in Chapter 3, 
and used in Alternatives II and III, in the for
mer Federal Republic of Germany (FRG). 
Since the primary purpose of the discussion 
in the second section of the appendix is to de
scribe these cadre units, the Congressional 
Budget Office has not attempted to update 
the discussion of the German military to re
flect any changes in plans that may have 
materialized after German reunification. 

Reserve Contributions in 
NATO 
The reserves are structured among the NATO 
allies in a wide variety of ways, but the num
bers of reserves shown in Table A-1 most 
·closely resemble the U.S. Ready Reserve, 
which includes personnel in the selected re
serve and in the Individual Ready Reserve. 
(The table shows the percentages of reserve 
contributions in the United States and among 

1. For a useful discussion of how several other countries' 
reserves are structured, see General Accounting Office, 
Army Reserve Forces: Applying Features of Other Coun
tries' Reserves Could Provide Benefits, GAOINSIAD-91-
239 (August 1991). 

other NATO allies in 1988, before the disinte
gration of the Soviet Union, and in 1991.) Re
liance on reserve forces in the United States is 
much smaller than the NATO average, at 
about 43 percent of total military manning in 
the reserves in 1988 compared with about 62 
percent for NATO, excluding the United 
States. (A NATO average also excluding 
Spain is used here because definitional 
changes in the data provided about Spanish 
reservists may make comparisons between 
years misleading.) This pattern continues in 
1991 when the NATO average is about 64 per
cent and the U.S. share is about 46 percent. 

The highest use of reservists among the 
NATO allies in 1991 was by Norway, which 
had more than 90 percent of its military man
ning in the reserves. Reservists in Norway 
are expected to be mobilized within a few 
days, if called, and Norwegians have ongoing 
commitments to the reserves after their peri
ods of active military service until they are 
about 45 years of age. The lowest reserve 
share among the NATO allies is found in the 
Canadian military, which had only 43 percent 
of its military personnel in the reserves. 
Canada is the only NATO ally that has a 
lower level of reserve participation than the 
United States. 

Both NATO and the United States are in
creasing the share of their manning that is 
made up by this type of reserves. U.S. in
creases in reserve manning of this type are the 
outcome of reduced numbers of personnel on 
active duty. These personnel swell the ranks 
of the Individual Ready Reserve; the numbers 
of selected reservists remain virtually con-
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TableA-1. 
Active and Reserve End Strength for the United States and NATO Allies in 1988 and 1991 and 
Reserve Shares of Manning (End strengths expressed in thousand of people) 

Percent-
age 

1988 1991 Change 
Percent Percent 1988 to 

Active Reserve Total Reserves Active Reserve Total Reserves 1991 

Belgium 88 145 233 62 85 146 232 63 2 
Canada 85 52 137 38 87 65 151 43 12 
Denmark 29 150 179 84 29 143 172 83 -1 
France 457 356 813 44 453 419 872 48 10 
Germany 489 850 1,339 63 476 1,009 1,486 68 7 
Greece 214 404 618 65 159 406 565 72 10 
Italy 386 769 1,155 67 361 584 945 62 -7 
Netherlands 106 175 282 62 101 152 254 60 -4 
Norway 36 370 406 91 33 370 403 92 1 
Portugal 74 190 264 72 62 190 252 75 5 
Spain 310 1,030 1,340 77 257 250 507 49 -36 
Turkey 635 951 1,586 60 579 1,107 1,686 66 10 
United Kingdom __ill 320 637 50 300 347 647 54 7 

Total 3,225 5,762 8,987 64 2,983 5,188 8,172 63 -1 

Total Excluding 
Spain• 2,916 4,732 7,648 62 2,726 4,939 7,665 64 4 

United Statesb 2,163 1,638 3,801 43 2,030 1,722 3,751 46 7 

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office from The Military Balance (London : International Institute for Strategic Studies, various 
years). 

a Change in the definition of the types of reserves reported by Spain may make comparisons misleading. 

b Reserves are ready reserve:; that include selected reserves in individual ready reserves, but exclude standby reserves and retirees. 
This level of aggregation is most comparable to the estimates of reserve manning for the other countries. 

stant, largely because of Congressional action. 
Over the longer term, as discussed in the body 
of this paper, the Department of Defense 
would prefer not to alter the reserve's share of 
total manning. 

According to a soon-to-be-released report by 
the Department of Defense, NATO's new stra
tegic concept involves placing greater reliance 
on mobilization and the reserves, and trends 
seen in Table A-1 may be the result of a policy 
that will continue to increase reliance on re
serves in the future.2 The DoD report states 
that, "[Supreme High Command Allied Pow
ers Europe] continues its work on a long-term 
planning guideline on mobilizable forces, and 

2. Department of Defense, "Allied Contributions to the 
Common Defense," forthcoming . DoD provided CBO 
with an extract from the unclassified version of this 
report. 

most allies have expressed their intent to rely 
more heavily on reserve forces in the future. 
While active component strength levels 
throughout NATO are declining, overall re
serve strength (excluding the United States) 
has remained static. This has resulted in a 
growing shift in the ratio of forces towards re
serves." The report also raises concerns about 
whether the NATO allies are allocating 
enough resources to training. 

However, because NATO allies appear to be 
willing to increase the share of their military 
manpower provided by the reserves does not 
necessarily mean that the United States 
should adopt this approach. The U.S. military 
may need higher levels of readiness than most 
or all of the NATO allies. First, deployment 
distances for U.S. forces, even to NATO's tra
ditional theater in Europe, are considerably 
longer than for most NATO allies. (Note, for 
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example, that Canada, which faces similar 
deployment problems, is the only NATO ally 
with a smaller reserve share than the United 
States.) Further, the United States has more 
extensive military commitments than the al
lies, and the commitments are more geograph
ically dispersed, including commitments in 
the Pacific, for example. It may therefore need 
to have a larger active military participation. 

Reserves in the Former 
Federal Republic 
of Germany 

As a result of changes in the threat and the 
treaty implications of unification with East 
Germany, Germany is currently engaged in 
an overhaul of its military. The following ma
terial describes the former FRG's manning 
and its use of the reserves in 1989. It also de
scribes the former FRG's army force structure 
as of fall1990. A plan to scale down the army 
and reduce requirements for active-duty army 
manpower is laid out as it was conceived in the 
fall of 1990.3 Events have changed so rapidly 
since the plan was articulated that there is no 
certainty that it will actually materialize. 
Despite this uncertainty, the discussion 
should remain useful since it describes several 
concepts that make use of different types of re
serves. 

Force in 1989 

The West German army had 42 brigades, 36 in 
the field (regular) army and six combat bri
gades in the territorial army. Of the 36 field 
brigades, 17 were armored, 15 were armored 
infantry, and the rest were mountain or 
airborne. These brigades had full wartime 
manning. Two of the brigades in the terri to-

3. Germany made these plans to respond to demographic 
pressures on the German military as a result of a de
crease of almost 50 percent in the number of males 

rial army had 85 percent of full manning, and 
four had 50 percent to 70 percent. In addition 
to the 42 brigades, the German army had six 
home defense brigades, described as equip
ment-holding units with only four or five full
time people per battalion in order to maintain 
the equipment (this number is less than 1 
percent of regular manning). Both regular 
army and territorial army brigades had about 
five battalions on average. 

Active-duty strength in the FRG's military 
in 1989 totaled 456,000, including 206,000 
conscripts. Also available as part of the peace
time strength of 495,000 were about 39,000 
standby readiness reservists who are expected 
to be available on the first day of mobilization. 
Of the total, about 340,700 (175,900 con
scripts) were in the army; 36,000 (9,900 con
scripts) in the navy; and 106,000 (36,500 con
scripts) in the air force. Peacetime strength 
totals in the army include about 417,800 per
sonnel associated as cadres with territorial 
army units. 

Wartime strength was expected to rise to 
1.3 million, with 845,000 reservists who might 
be called on to participate in drills in peace
time. The German army made the heaviest 
use of reserves, with about 68 percent of its 
wartime manpower on reserve status. The air 
force had about 50 percent of its people in the 
reserves, and the navy had about 40 percent. 

Most German reservists were expected to 
drill much less frequently than U.S. selected 
reservists, though more frequently than U.S. 
Individual Ready Reserve personnel. The drill 
cycle is about 12 days and takes place every 
two years. Personnel are paid at the same rate 
and have the same privileges as active-duty 
personnel of equivalent rank, while they are 
drilling. Most personnel enter the reserves 
when they complete the 12-month tour of ac
tive duty that is part of the national military 

eligible for conscription. This planning took place even 
before the collapse of theW arsaw Pact and the signing of 
the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty gave 
Germany additional incentives to decrease the size of its 
military. 
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service commitment.4 All personnel who have 
served on active duty have a service commit
ment that lasts until they are 45 years of age, 
unless exempted for reasons of health or hav
ing a civilian occupation that is militarily crit
ical. People who were noncommissioned offi
cers or officers have a commitment until age 
60. Although there is a continuing commit
ment, most reservists are only called to bien
nial exercises for about the first six years after 
active duty, when they carry out mobilization 
assignments. After that, they can be reas
signed to another mobilization assignment or 
placed in the general reserves where they may 
have no exercise commitments. 

The 1990 Plan 

Under a plan that was articulated in the fall of 
1990, the number ofbrigades would have been 
reduced from 42 to 28 or 29, or by about 30 
percent. In addition to the reduction in num
bers of units, the remaining units were to be 
realigned to have a cadre structure that would 
reduce requirements for active-duty person
nel. As of 1990, the FRG had established four 
cadre brigades with less than normal full-time 
manning in peacetime and a plan for aug
menting the reserves in war. The 1990 plans 
of the FRG would have established cadre 
structures for all of the remaining brigades. 

An example of a cadre structure might be a 
brigade with five battalions--two armored, 
two armored infantry, and one artillery. In 
the version of the cadre structure described in 
1990, one of each of the paired battalions 
would have what the German military termed 
a mother unit at almost full manning (about 
90 percent); but the other--called the daughter 
unit--would be not be manned in peacetime. 
Paired battalions would be located side by 
side. The artillery battalion would receive 
about 85 percent manning during peacetime. 

4. Because of changes that made the German army much 
smaller, this commitment was reduced from 15 to 12 
months. Germans not wishing to enter the military may 
take part in other forms of national service. These 
typically have longer terms than military service, pre-

September 1992 

Overall, the active-duty manpower require
ments associated with each brigade would be 
about 60 percent of its wartime complement. 

On mobilization, the remaining 40 percent 
of the personnel would be drawn from the pool 
of reservists, who would already be aligned 
with the appropriate unit. (Actually, an addi~ 
tional10 percent to 20 percent would be called 
up to ensure 100 percent manning levels.) 
Most of these people would train at the unit 
about 12 days every two years, using the 
equipment of the mother unit.5 The equip
ment of the daughter unit would be stored and 
maintained in peacetime. 

The FRG was testing an equipment storage 
system that places tanks and other pieces of 
equipment in plastic bags. The bags have de
humidification systems attached since equip
ment keeps best within a fairly narrow range 
of humidity. The battalions that are testing 
the cadre concept have found the systems fair
ly successful in preventing deterioration of 
their equipment. 

Overall, the cadre units might have some
what higher grade strudures than current ac
tive units, though some of the officers would 
be in the reserves. They would also have a 
larger percentage of maintenance personnel. 
To ensure command interest in the daughter 
units, the commander of the mother unit 
would lead the daughter unit on mobilization. 

The German military assumed that cadre 
units would be able to mobilize almost as 
quickly as full-strength units, requiring per
haps three days to three weeks of additional 
unit training when reconstituted, depending 
on the size of the unit. (This amount of time 
could represent a significant percentage in
crease, since the original mobilization times 
for the units, typically less than a week, were 
so short.) The German military also assumed 

sumably to encourage people to enter the military in suf
ficient numbers. 

5. Units would also have more frequent command post ex
ercises that would not require the participation of most 
reservists. 
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that once the units were fully reconstituted 
they would be about as effective as full
strength units. 

Manpower costs for brigades organized as 
described in the example above would be al
most 40 percent lower than those associated 
with active units. The full 40 percent reduc
tion probably should not be assumed since 
grade structure in the units might be some
what higher. Reserve training costs would 

also reduce savings, although only slightly. 
Costs for equipment maintenance would also 
decline. 

The FRG planned no changes to reserve 
contributions in the navy or the air force, nor 
did it have plans for changing the composition 
of navy or air force units, similar to the cadre 
concept in the Army. There were also no plans 
to align any reserve manpower with stored 
equipment in either of the other two services. 
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