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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report examines the history and development of the U.S. Army Reserve. Rather than
focusing on operational activities, this study tells the story of the Army Reserve through the
buildings and facilities associated with training activities at Army Reserve Centers throughout
the nation. Collectively, these Army Reserve Centers provide a tangible link to important trends
and events in the history involving the Army Reserve. Moreover, this study provides the
framework for evaluating the relative significance of Army Reserve Centers from a national
perspective and provides the basis for assessing the eligibility of Army Reserve Centers for
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Indeed, such information is
important because it supports the Army Reserve’s efforts to comply with the National Historic
Preservation Act, as amended (Public Law 89-665; 16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.), and its implementing
regulations that require the Army Reserve, as a federal agency, to consider the impacts of its
actions on properties that meet the criteria for inclusion in the NRHP. This study aids with this
evaluation because it identifies historical trends, events, and individuals that influenced the
development of the Army Reserve, and it identifies the kinds of buildings and structures that
were built, some of which may have significance as good examples of a style, type, or method
of construction and/or are associated with the work of an important designer or architect. The
study identifies and groups the types of properties that are associated with these aspects of
history and identifies the character-defining features that must be present for an Army Reserve
Center to have significance as a good example of its type. Although the context examines the
entire history of the Army Reserve and its associated building programs, it concentrates on the
post World War Il and early Cold War eras. This time period marks a particularly pivotal time
in the history of the Army Reserve as it reorganized and launched a massive nationwide building
program that led to the construction of hundreds of Army Reserve Centers throughout the
country. Army Reserve Centers from this period have reached or will soon reach the
recommended 50-year age threshold for NRHP-eligibility. This study thus will prove to be an
evaluation tool for the management of cultural resources in compliance with federal laws and
regulations. Furthermore, it will help to comply with Section 110 of the NHPA, which requires
federal agencies such as the Army Reserve to identify and catalogue their cultural resources and
assess them for NRHP-eligibility. By undertaking such a step, the Army Reserve will be taking
a proactive approach to managing cultural resources under Army Reserve stewardship, which
can minimize and even avoid delays for federally sponsored projects that require consultations
with State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPOs) and other parties in compliance with Section
106, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and other related federal laws and regulations.
As a result, the information in this report will help the Army Reserve make informed decisions
regarding cultural resources.






1.0 INTRODUCTION

This “Blueprints for the Citizen Soldier: A Nationwide Historic Context Study of United States
Army Reserve Centers” has been developed by Hardy-Heck-Moore, Inc. (HHM) of Austin,
Texas, under the Legacy Resource Management Program overseen by the Department of Defense
(DoD). The Legacy Program was established in 1990 by Public Law 101-511, Section 8120, with
an objective “To support the United States’ military by funding projects that help the military
sustain its primary defense mission and also protect our nation’s valuable natural and cultural
resources.” The “Blueprints for the Citizen Soldier: A Nationwide Historic Context Study of
United States Army Reserve Centers” aims to further this objective by providing a historic
context that may be used to evaluate the eligibility of Army Reserve Centers for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) in order to guide cultural resource management and
compliance decisions consistent with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended
(NHPA) and its implementing regulations. On 28 March 2006, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) and HHM signed Cooperative Agreement W912DY-06-2-0014 stating that HHM
would perform the study in accordance with the proposal submitted to the Legacy Office by the
Army Reserve. Qualified professional historians and architectural historians who meet the
Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards completed all work for the
project.

The foundation of the document is the historic context, which provides a chronological narrative
of the Army Reserve’s role in national military strategy and operations, and explains how Army
Reserve policies affected the design, funding, and construction of Army Reserve Centers. The
historic context begins with a brief overview of the historical evolution of the Army Reserve
beginning with Colonial militias until the end of World War Il. The post-World War 1l period and
the development of the Army Reserve’s facility construction program are examined in great detail
beginning with the period from 1946 to 1950, which witnessed the reorganization of the Reserves
and the birth of a building campaign in support of the program. These early years immediately
following World War 11 were defined by intensive planning efforts by the Army to prepare for the
postwar military environment. Subsequent chronological divisions in the postwar historic context
reflect breaks in Congressional funding for Army Reserve facilities construction. One section of
the context addresses the period from 1950 to 1958 beginning with the passage of the Defense
Facilities Act of 1950. During this period, reserve facilities construction was generously funded,
and training the Army Reserve was an integral part of U.S. defense strategy. With the expiration
of the Defense Facilities Act in 1959, reserve center construction was funded on a line-item basis,
thus marking a new chapter in the role of the Army Reserves. From 1959 to 1969, the debate over
the strategic role and importance of reserve training was called into question, and escalating U.S.
involvement in Southeast Asia affected both the Reserves and its associated building program. In
1969, at the height of war in Vietnam, funding for Army Reserve facilities construction came to a
halt, and the lessons learned in the Vietnam War were taken into account in shaping the modern
Army Reserve. The end of the Cold War led to reductions in and consolidation of the

Following the historic context, the report sets forth the National Register Criteria for Evaluation
of historic cultural resources and provides a framework for evaluating the NRHP eligibility of
Army Reserve Centers. Evaluation is based on the guidelines set forth in National Register
Bulletin Number 15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation. The evaluation
framework is structured by grouping Army Reserve Centers into property types based on the
standard plan used for the design. For each property type, character-defining features are set forth
to facilitate assessment of architectural integrity. To conclude, the report summarizes trends in the



Army Reserve’s current inventory of buildings and sets forth recommendations for future survey
and research to better understand and evaluate individual Army Reserve Centers.

HHM would like to acknowledge the staff of the Army Reserve, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE), and the National Archives for their contributions to the development of the
“Nationwide Historic Context Study of United States Army Reserve Centers.” In the offices of
the Army Reserve Regional Readiness Commands (RRCs), Ronnie Valencia, Sterling Spencer,
Kate Ellison, Larry Lemon, Chris Kinslow, Diane Clark, and Ravi Ajodah provided the HHM
project team with invaluable documentation and as-built plans of representative examples of
existing Army Reserve Centers. Ray Tyner, contractor to the Army Reserve, provided data
regarding the Army Reserve’s existing inventory of buildings. Joyce Rolstad and Michael
Broadhead of USACE provided the standardized plans for Army Reserve Centers. Finally, HHM
would like to give special thanks to Serena Georgia Bellew, Cultural Resource Specialist with
Engineering & Environment, Inc., in Support of Installation Management Agency-Army Reserve,
for her vision in implementing this Legacy project and her commitment to supporting HHM
throughout its execution. Her advice, direction, and supervision ensured the project’s success, and
the entire HHM team is grateful for her many contributions.



2.0 METHODOLOGY

Archival Research

HHM project historians began primary research activities by contacting cultural resource
management personnel at Regional Readiness Commands (RRCs) across the country. HHM
historians inquired about the availability of archival information relating to the development of
Army Reserve Centers following World War Il. No archival records were located at the
individual RRCs; however, HHM was provided with Section 110 surveys of Army Reserve
Centers. In addition, some of the commands were able to provide HHM with digital copies of
the original plans for some reserve centers.

Based on information gathered from the RRCs, primary research continued at the National
Archives and Records Center (NARA) in College Park, Maryland. Researchers visited NARA in
December 2006 and March 2007. Research goals included locating standard plans for reserve
training centers developed by the Army and the Corps of Engineers after World War 1lI. In
addition, correspondence detailing the Army’s approach to postwar reserve training and the
facility construction program were investigated. Of particular interest were Record Groups (RG)
319 (Records of the Army Staff), RG 77 (Records of the Office of the Chief of Engineers), RG
168 (Records of the National Guard Bureau), RG 335 (Records of the Office of Secretary of the
Army), RG 51 (Records of the Office of Management and Budget), RG 330 (Records of the
Office of the Secretary of Defense), and RG 165 (Records of the War Department and Special
Staffs). Locating relevant records proved difficult due to the numerous institutions involved in
reserve planning as well as the general lack of organization of post-World War Il Army records.
Nevertheless, the project historians identified relevant correspondence, reports, investigations,
and statistics that shed light on the historical planning involved during the period. Standardized
plans associated with the Army Reserve were not located at NARA, nor were photographic
records. Based on conversations with archivists, it is unknown how much information related to
the postwar Army Reserves has been destroyed or sent to the NARA records processing center
in Suitland, Maryland. It is highly likely that additional research into federal records at NARA
will yield important information regarding the development of the Army Reserve’s facility
construction program. However, given the disorganized condition of postwar military records
and non-specific finding aids, such research would be time-consuming.

Standardized plans for reserve training centers were located at the United States Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) History Office in Virginia. Researchers visited the USACE in March 2007.
These plans proved instrumental in understanding the evolution of facility design in the postwar
period. Additional research took place at the Perry-Castafieda Library at The University of
Texas at Austin. Research included examining Congressional records and testimony as well as
secondary literature detailing the history of the Army Reserve. A current inventory of the U.S.
Army’s Reserve Centers nationwide was provided to HHM. The list of centers enabled
historians to analyze trends in comparison with the developed historic context.

Analysis and Report Preparation

With research tasks completed, HHM historians prepared the context describing the evolution of
the Army Reserve and the postwar reserve center building campaign. Using the historic context,
historians then developed a framework for evaluating the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) eligibility of Army Reserve Centers.

The principle report contributors with HHM include David W. Moore, Jr., President; Justin B.
Edgington, Historian; and Emily Thompson Payne, Architectural Historian. Individual



contributors to this report all meet the Secretary of Interior’s Professional Qualifications
Standards (36 CFR Part 61) as historians or architectural historians. In addition to these
minimum qualifications, all content contributors have at least five years of experience working
as a professional historian or architectural historian.

All work was conducted in accordance with applicable federal regulations and guidelines,
including those found in the National Register Bulletins and Brochures listed below:

e Defining Boundaries for National Register Properties*

e  Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Properties Associated with Significant
Persons®

e  Guidelines for Evaluating and Nominating Properties That Have Achieved
Significance Within the Last Fifty Years (rev. 1996)°

e How to Apply the National Register Criteria of Evaluation®
How to Complete the National Register Multiple Property Documentation Form®

e How to Complete the National Register Registration Form®

! http:/iwww.cr.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/boundaries/index.htm
2 http://www.cr.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb32/index.htm

% http://www.cr.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb22/index.htm
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3.0 HISTORIC CONTEXT OF THE UNITED STATES ARMY RESERVE
FROM THE COLONIAL ERA TO 1969

Introduction

The Army Reserve and its associated building program may be best understood within the
framework of a historic context. The following narrative historic context examines the historical
themes and events that affected the history and operation of the Army Reserve, concentrating on
the era from 1950 to 1969, when the newly reorganized Army Reserve embarked on a vast
building campaign in support of their training efforts. The historic context also describes how
the Army Reserve developed and constructed new training facilities that were designed
specifically to meet the needs of more technologically advanced units during the 1950s and
1960s. This chapter also describes how the Army Reserve reflected prevailing trends and
thoughts about overall U.S. military strategy and preparedness throughout the Cold War, and the
role of the Reserve at times of heightened tensions and conflict, such as conflicts in Korea and
Vietnam. By providing the backdrop for the history of the Army Reserve, the context facilitates
the evaluation of Army Reserve Centers by providing information that examines the historical
forces behind the congressional funding and Department of Defense (DoD) policies that led to
the design, construction, use, and role of facilities under the stewardship of the Army Reserve.

3.1 State Militias as Precursors to the Army Reserve: Colonial Era to 1908

Colonial Period

The concept of a volunteer army of citizen soldiers can be traced back to the American colonies
in the seventeenth century, although the Organized Reserve Corps (ORC)—the predecessor to
the modern U.S. Army Reserve (USAR)—was not created until 1908. Because of the high costs
associated with maintaining a standing army, militias emerged as a primary source of military
manpower in the Colonial era. Legislators also viewed large armies as a threat to the state and
preferred to rely on volunteer forces. During the Revolutionary War, George Washington was
able to establish an effective army to fight British forces. However, the Continental Congress
refused to provide General Washington with a large standing army, preferring instead to rely on
militia forces. As a result, Washington led militia forces along with members of the Army to
achieve independence for the colonies.’

Following the war, President George Washington lobbied for a permanent army. The experience
of war convinced many American leaders of the benefits of a standing military force, including
standardized training and long enlistments. National war debts temporarily prevented leaders
from supplying funds or resources to a national military force, but, by 1787, a consensus
emerged regarding the necessity of a federal army. The military issue was resolved in the
Constitution, which granted Congress the power to organize a federal military force and to arm
and discipline militias. Equally important, states were granted the right to appoint officers and
oversee the training of militias. In 1792, Congress passed the Militia Act, which regulated how
militias were organized. The act required that white male citizens between the ages of 18 and 45
enroll in the militia, with each member supplying his own equipment.?

" Richard B. Crossland and James T. Currie, Twice the Citizen—A History of the United States Army Reserve-1908-1983
(Amsterdam: Fredonia Books, 2002) p. 3-4.
® Ibid., 4-7.
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Figure 3.1.1.Political cartoon titled, “A new era or the effects of a standing army,” 1840, H.R. Robinson (courtesy of the Library of

Congress Prints and Photographs Division, Reproduction No. LC-USZ62-91424).




War of 1812

The militia system established by Congress in 1792 failed to provide an adequate military force
during the War of 1812. After declaring war against Great Britain in the summer of 1812,
Congress asked state governments to raise a force of 100,000 militiamen to support the small
Regular Army, which numbered 7,000 men. Three states viewed the war as unconstitutional and
refused to call on militiamen for service. In addition, some militia forces refused to participate in
the invasion of Canada, citing the militia’s sole purpose as home defense. Insufficient training,
discipline, and standard weapons added to the overall lack of preparedness. These difficulties
forced military leaders to identify militias as federal volunteers, thus bringing them under
federal control during wartime.’

In the years following the War of 1812, militia organization and training suffered under state
control during peacetime. Numerous militias failed to organize properly due to a lack of
standards for training and equipment. In 1820, Secretary of War John C. Calhoun issued a report
defining his views toward a federal army and federal support for militia forces. Calhoun advised
that the Regular Army organize all regiments at half-strength during peacetime. During the
onset of war, each regiment would expand to full strength. Militias, he argued, would assume
lesser roles, such as fort garrison duty and limited skirmishing and raiding activities. Calhoun’s
emphasis on supporting the Regular Army emerged due to the poor state of state-organized
militias across the country. Problems with militias worsened in the following decades. By 1846,
the militia system was incapacitated as the United States entered into war with Mexico.™

The Mexican-American War and the Civil War

As the United States entered the Mexican War, the Regular Army numbered 5,300 men.
Adopting Calhoun’s concept of expanding military forces during wartime, the federal
government asked for organized militias to volunteer for federal service. Enlistments for regular
forces were 5 years, while volunteers served for 12 months. As a result, the army faced
difficulties training and retaining volunteers due to short enlistments. Military planners viewed
longer enlistment periods for volunteers as the only way to solve the problem. Despite such
views, no significant changes were made to militia policy in the first half of the nineteenth
century. The Militia Act of 1792 continued to serve as the main guidance for militia
organization up until the onset of the Civil War.'*

Following secession by the southern states, President Abraham Lincoln called for the service of
75,000 militiamen. Enlistments at this time were only for three months, which resulted in a
poorly trained military force. By July 1861, Congress authorized the recruitment of up to
500,000 volunteers with enlistments of three years. Because volunteer forces had little to no
training upon enlistment, the opening years of the Civil War emphasized training in an effort to
create a professional army. In 1862, President Lincoln and Congress called upon able-bodied
men between the ages of 18 and 45 to serve for nine-month enlistments. The short enlistments
however, prevented adequate training, and by 1863, Lincoln and Congress turned to the draft as
the only solution for raising a suitable army. Highly unpopular and rife with corruption, the draft
nevertheless enabled the Union Army to continue to fight the Confederate Army for the duration
of the war.

° Ibid., 7.

% bid., 7-8.

' Eilene Galloway, History of United States Military Policy on Reserve Forces, 1775-1957 (Washington: United States Government
Printing Office, 1957) p. 446-447.



Volunteer Militias and Civil Unrest in Postbellum America

Public support for militias waned in the years after the Civil War. In addition, decades of neglect
by states resulted in fewer and fewer organized state militia units. As a consequence, existing
militias were primarily comprised of volunteers interested in the social and military aspects of
the units. The years following the Civil War included few military threats to the nation at large.
The Regular Army was dispersed across the western frontier to suppress Indian uprisings,
leaving little reason for states to organize militia units. By the late 1870s, however, rising labor
unrest associated with growing industrialism introduced the fear of class warfare to many state
leaders. The occurrence of several major labor strikes and riots quickly convinced many federal
and state leaders that militias were needed for home defense.?

In 1877, the War Department encouraged the construction of fortified bases for militias across
the country. In addition, local armory boards emerged in states where labor unrest was most
prevalent. As a result, popular support for local militias, increasingly referred to as the National
Guard, grew. Between the 1880s and 1910, armory construction occurred in numerous states,
especially urban centers in the northeastern and midwestern regions of the country. Most
armories built during this period adopted a castellated Gothic Revival style. The associated
towers, thick walls, stone construction, and monumental appearance contributed to an overall
military presence (Figure 3.1.2). (Refer to Section 4.3 Property Types.) Public fears of labor
riots directly influenced the military style of architecture for armories, which were often
designed as defensible fortresses for National Guard units. The armories typically met a wide
range of uses including rooms for officers, veterans, band, dining, and drinking. Other rooms
included a library, gymnasium, swimming pool, rifle range, weapon storage, bowling alley and
most importantly a regimental drill shed. Thus, the spread of monumental type armories in the
latter part of the nineteenth century coincided with the increasing importance of urban militias in
quelling labor violence.™

Emory Upton and The Military Policy of the United States

Although military threats were not as urgent in the years following the Civil War, military
leaders continued efforts to improve the structure and efficiency of the U.S. Army. A common
theme among Army leaders during this period was a general disdain for militias and part-time
soldiers. Brevet Major General Emory Upton emerged as a prominent voice for military reform,
which included minimizing the role of militias. In 1876, Upton began work on The Military
Policy of the United States, a book detailing reform efforts for the U.S. Army. Based on his
observations of European militaries, Upton urged the formation of a regular army composed of a
core force of 25,000 men. During periods of war, the Regular Army could be expanded by a
federal reserve known as National Volunteers. These volunteer soldiers would represent a
distinct shift from militias and receive professional military training aligned with Regular Army
policies. Upton argued that the lack of professionalism associated with militias contributed little
to the Regular Army. Instead, militias were better suited to enforcing state laws and operating
under state jurisdiction.**

Upton’s proposals represented an important shift in military policy. His emphasis on the
division between militias and a federal reserve force proved particularly influential. Though
Upton’s writings did not bring immediate change, they did influence later Army leaders as well
as introduce key ideas that aided efforts to create the Army Reserve.

12 Robert M. Fogelson, America’s Armories—Architecture, Society, and Public Order (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1989)
p. 1-12.

3 Ibid., 151.

4 Crossland and Currie, Twice the Citizen, 10-11.



Figure 3.1.2. Photograph of the 65™ Regiment Armory, Buffalo, New York, circa 1908 (courtesy of the Library of Congress Prints
and Photographs Collection, Reproduction No. LC-D4-71138.tif).




The Spanish-American War and Military Reforms under Elihu Root

The U.S. declaration of war with Spain in 1898 again demonstrated the failure of militias to
supply adequate support for the Regular Army during wartime. Like previous wars, the U.S.
Army was organized into regular forces and a volunteer army. Volunteers, whose enlistments
were for two years, helped increase the size of the Army from 25,000 to a force of 280,564 men.
Most of the volunteers who signed up were members of National Guard units. Nevertheless, the
short war was primarily fought by Regular Army veterans, with the exception of Theodore
Roosevelt’s Rough Riders and two other militia regiments. As in previous wars, militia or
volunteer forces were characterized by poor organization, inefficiency, and inferior training. In
addition, the lack of federal control over state forces created disorder and weakened the Army
overall. As a result, Regular Army officers distrusted volunteer forces. Thus, by the end of the
Spanish-American War, military leaders were eager to enact substantial military reforms.™

Influenced by Emory Upton’s writings on military policy and the creation of a federal system of
reserve soldiers, Secretary of War Elihu Root began advocating military reform soon after the
end of the Spanish-American War. In his 1899 annual report, Root detailed plans for an army
composed of regulars and volunteers. Unlike previous decades, the two forces would be trained
using the same weapons, drills, and discipline, thus ensuring “equal and even performance” in
future conflicts. Instead of eliminating the state-controlled National Guard, Secretary Root
focused on creating two classes of volunteer reserves that could support the Regular Army
during wartime. One category of reserves would be made up of companies and regiments of
militia members who had volunteered for unlimited service in previous wars. The second
category envisioned by Root included men who had previous training in the National Guard or
Regular Army and who would be led by officers with prior experience.

Though Root sympathized with Emory Upton’s proposals to create a federally controlled
Reserve, the political power of the National Guard prevented the creation of such a force at this
time. Instead, Root focused on improving the National Guard through greater federal support
and training. As a result, the National Guard, in addition to serving state functions, would also
serve as a training ground for volunteers. Root’s reforms were translated into federal legislation,
known as the Dick Act, in 1903.%

The Dick Act, 1903

On 21 January 1903, Congress passed legislation referred to as the Dick Act (in honor of
sponsor Congressman George F. Dick) that created the modern framework for the National
Guard. The act formalized the policies initiated by Secretary of War Elihu Root, namely the
creation of two reserve forces. The first, the organized militia, or National Guard, was to include
those enlisted militia organized by state governments. The second group was to be referred to as
the Reserve Militia, and would include all male citizens between the ages of 18 and 45. A key
component of the Dick Act was providing federal money to support militia units that met a
minimum of drilling requirements. In addition to supplies and weapons, militia units would be
inspected by Regular Army officers. These inspections would ensure that militia units met the
standards of the Regular Army. With standard training practices among regular and volunteer
units, Army planners envisioned a unified fighting force capable of meeting wartime demands.

Shortly after passage of the Dick Act, Congress created the General Staff Corps, a group whom
Secretary Root saw as vital to the growth of Reserve forces. The General Staff Corps, made up
of 45 officers, were responsible for creating military policies relating to Reserve forces.

15 Galloway, History of United States Military Policy on Reserve Forces, 452-453.
%8 Crossland and Currie, Twice the Citizen, 12-13.
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Subsequent Congressional action before World War | continued to develop ideas first espoused
by Emory Upton and advanced by Elihu Root. Thus, the Dick Act emerged as the first in a
series of bills that created the framework for today’s Army Reserve."

7 Ibid., 13-15.
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3.2  Early History of the Army Reserve: 1908-1945

During the early twentieth century, a number of changes in the structure and policy of the
federal military led to the development of the modern Army Reserve. Two pivotal developments
were the creation of the Medical Reserve Corps in 1908 and the federal Organized Reserve
Corps (ORC) in 1916. After World War 1, military leaders resolved to provide more resources to
properly train the reserve forces, but the realities of budget and politics interfered. At the outset
of World War Il, the military quickened the pace of training and recruiting reserve forces, and
their valuable participation in World War 11 at last convinced Congress and the American public
to provide the reserves with the support and resources that military leaders had been arguing for
since the Colonial era.

Creation of the Medical Reserve, 1908

Because the Army experienced inadequate medical care during the Spanish-American War, the
expansion of the Army’s medical services became an important area of concern. On 23 April
1908, Congress passed an act that established a reserve corps of medical officers who operated
under the authority of the Secretary of War during wartime. Military historians argue that 1908
and the creation of a Medical Reserve served as the genesis of the modern Army Reserve.
Though 1916 marked the emergence of the ORC (or Army Reserve as it was renamed in 1952),
the creation of the Medical Reserve represented the first “establishment of a reservoir of trained
officer personnel in a reserve status.” The Medical Reserve Corps greatly improved the Army’s
medical program, and the enrollment of physicians in the corps grew from 160 in 1908 to 1,903
in 1916 (Table 3.2.1.)."®

Table 3.2.1—Strength of the Medical Reserve Corps, 1909-1916

End of Fiscal Year Medical Reserve Corps
1909 364
1910 420
1911 922
1912 1,105
1913 1,205
1914 1,254
1915 1,426
1916 1,903

Source: Twice the Citizen, A History of the United States Army Reserve, 1908-1983.

The National Defense Act of 1916

Between 1908 and 1916, several individuals played important roles in the formation of the
ORC. John McCauley Palmer emerged in 1911 as a prominent voice for creating an Army
Reserve force of trained citizen-soldiers. Serving in the War College Division of the General
Staff, Palmer allied himself with Chief of Staff Leonard Wood who also argued for the
reorganization of the Army and the creation of a federal reserve force. Together, Palmer and
Wood convinced Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson of the need for such reorganization.
Stimson and Chief of Staff Wood were integral in convincing Congress of the need for a third

% Ibid., 14-19.
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component of the Army—the first being the Regular Army, the second the National Guard, and
the third, an army of citizen-soldiers. A key point emphasized by Stimson and Wood was that
the United States remained in effect one of the only nations in the world without a reserve
system. In 1912, Congress created a provision allowing the formation of an Army Reserve
separate from the Medical Reserve Corps. This new legislation created a provision for Regular
Army enlistments to include three years in reserve status. However, over the next few years, the
new force added only a handful of men.*

The spread of war in Europe in 1914 convinced the Army General Staff to address the Army’s
poor state of readiness. Political differences emerged, however, which weakened efforts to enact
substantive change. One particular problem involved the idea of federalizing the National
Guard, as opposed to keeping it under individual states’ control. While political efforts stalled,
in 1916 the War Department ordered the mobilization of Army Reservists to aid Army efforts to
quell Mexican uprisings along the border. Over 3,000 Reservists were activated for duty on the
Mexican border. As a result of the mobilization, legislation regarding Army reforms gained new
life. On 3 June 1916, President Woodrow Wilson signed into law the National Defense Act. The
legislation defined the Army as comprising the “Regular Army, the Volunteer Army, the
Officers’ Reserve Corps, the Enlisted Reserve Corps, the National Guard while in the service of
the Uzrgited States, and such other land forces as are now or may hereafter be authorized by
law.”

In addition to increasing federal support for the National Guard and increasing the size of the
Regular Army, the National Defense Act established for the first time a federal reserve force,
comprised of the Officers’ Reserve Corps, the Enlisted Reserve Corps, and the Reserve Officers
Training Corps. The Enlisted Reserve Corps was created to provide an additional reserve of men
for service in the Engineer, Signal and Quartermaster Corps, and the Ordnance and Medical
Departments of the Regular Army. The Officers’ Reserve Corps and Reserve Officers Training
Corps provided the Regular Army with additional commissioned officers. The Medical Reserve
Corps was abolished in 1917, with physicians becoming part of the Officers’ Reserve Corps.
Though the new act for the first time introduced a federal reserve system in the Army, it did not
fully prepare the United States for entry into World War 1.

World War I and the Organized Reserve Corps

Upon the U.S. declaration of war in April 1917, the Regular Army numbered 133,111 men. The
National Guard included 80,446 in federal service and 101,174 under state control. To avoid the
mistakes of the Civil War, President Wilson and his staff carefully prepared draft legislation to
expand the Army’s military forces. The Selective Service Act of 1917 enabled the president to
call upon all able-bodied men between the ages of 21 and 31 to enter a selective draft for
military service. Though the Selective Service Act was successful in expanding the country’s
military forces, the vast majority of men drafted were untrained citizens.

The Enlisted Reserve Corps also grew as a result of the war, with 55,000 men fillings its ranks
by October 1917. These men, in addition to the Officers’ Reserve Corps, provided necessary
support to the Regular Army. In total, 80,000 reserves served in World War I. Nevertheless, the
experience of raising a suitable army of trained forces prompted military officials to call for
reforms following the end of the war (Table 3.2.2).

2 Ibid., 17-24.
2 |bid., 26-27.
2 |bid., 30-31.
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The National Defense Act of 1920 and the Interwar Years

By the end of 1919, the U.S. Army numbered only 130,000 men, following the rapid
demobilization at war’s end in 1918. Postwar plans for the Army were initially focused on
expanding the size of the Regular Army, a plan that many in Congress quickly derailed due to
budget concerns. Instead, plans for an increased peacetime reliance on a federal reserve of
citizen-soldiers came to the forefront. Colonel John McAuley Palmer, who was instrumental in
pushing a federal reserve before World War |, emerged as the leader of postwar Army reform.
Palmer was assigned to a Senate Committee to study a plan to amend the National Defense Act
of 1916.

Palmer’s efforts resulted in the National Defense Act of 1920, which established a framework
for the Army that lasted until the end of World War Il. Now composed of the Regular Army, the
National Guard, and the ORC, the Army finally chose to depend on a federal reserve as opposed
to a large standing army during peacetime. Under the leadership of Chief of Staff of the Army
General John J. Pershing, the ORC received increased attention from the Army. In 1923,
Pershing spearheaded the creation of a small agency within the War Department that oversaw
ORC affairs.

During the interwar years, the Army established the philosophy of maintaining a small, highly
trained Regular Army with a much larger trained reserve component (Table 3.2.2.). However,
fiscal constraints prevented the Army from actually maintaining a large, well-trained reserve
force. For the majority of this period, the ORC was largely focused on the Officers’ Reserve
Corp as opposed to the Enlisted Reserves, as illustrated in the enrollment numbers of the two
groups during the interwar years (Figure 3.2.1). While the Officers’ Reserve was successful in
adding new officers each year, the rate of growth was too slow to meet Army projections for a
strong federal reserve. In addition, funding for reserve training was inadequate to maintain
proper training, morale, or retention of officers. In cases where training was possible, reserve
units used facilities including office buildings, city-owned buildings, and other non-military
structures. Unlike the National Guard, whose armories were paid for by state governments, ORC
units during the interwar years had no federal funding for training facilities.

The onset of the Great Depression and the administration of President Franklin Delano
Roosevelt provided increased training opportunities for reserve forces. President Roosevelt’s
establishment of the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) in 1933 placed the Army in control of
all CCC camps across the nation. Initially, CCC camps were led by Regular Army officers. By
1935, the Army greatly reduced the number of Regular Army officers and replaced them with
Organized Reservists. As a result, the CCC provided many Reservists with needed leadership
training during the Great Depression. Nevertheless, by the onset of World War 11, the Officers’
Reserve Corps was not adequately prepared.?

2 |bid., 35-49.
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Table 3.2.2—Strength of the Army Reserve, 1917-1941

End of Fiscal Medical Reserve Organized Enlisted Reserve

Year Corps Reserve Corps Corps Ve

1917 4,855 21,543 35,000 61,398
1918 20,855 86,262 80,000 187,117
1919 - 45,573 None 45,573
1920 -- 68,232 None 68,232
1921 -- 66,905 1 66,906
1922 -- 67,390 480 67,870
1923 -- 76,923 1,557 78,480
1924 -- 81,706 3,400 85,106
1925 -- 95,154 5,115 100,269
1926 -- 103,829 5,775 109,604
1927 -- 110,014 5,735 115,749
1928 -- 114,824 5,464 120,288
1929 -- 112,757 5,192 117,949
1931 80,399 27,811 4,837 113,047
1932 83,808 31,028 4,872 119,709
1933 86,338 33,147 5,028 124,513
1934 88,107 26,250 4,646 119,003
1935 91,955 20,635 4,323 116,913
1936 95,619 19,550 3,897 119,066
1937 96,545 14,624 3,189 114,358
1938 100,116 18,796 2,998 121,910
1939 104,575 12,144 3,054 119,773
1940 104,228 12,408 3,233 119,869
1941 110,931 22,028 2,149 135,108

Source: Twice the Citizen, A History of the United States Army Reserve, 1908-1983.
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Figure 3.2.1. Photograph of the Officers’ Reserve Corps at Camp Meade, 1923 (courtesy of the Library of Congress Prints and
Photographs Division, Reproduction No. LC-F8- 25188).
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The Organized Reserve Corps during World War 11

While war erupted in Europe in 1939, the United States remained neutral in its view of the
conflict. Nevertheless, military planners began to gradually build up the size of the Regular
Army as well as increase the size of the Officers’ Reserve Corps. By the summer of 1940,
Congress increasingly viewed Germany’s actions in Europe with grave concern and authorized
President Roosevelt to call the ORC and the National Guard into federal service for 12 months.
In addition, President Roosevelt initiated the Selective Service and Training Act of 1940, which
quickly expanded the size of available men for military duty. This expansion marked the first
peacetime compulsory service act in the country’s history.

Following America’s entry into World War Il in December 1941, efforts to increase reserve
forces continued at a fast pace. Military planners quickly realized that the lack of training during
the interwar years resulted in the lack of a fully realized citizen-soldier federal reserve force.
During World War 11, Organized Reserve divisions were often referred to as “draftee divisions.”
Similar to Reserve soldiers in World War |, they had no combat experience and were comprised
of post-Pearl Harbor draftees.”® The development of the Officers’ Reserve Corp, however,
proved to be a very important development for the expansion of the Regular Army during the
war. Almost a quarter of all Army officers were members of the Officers’ Reserve Corps. ORC
units often served within Infantry Divisions, and many participated in the most pivotal battles in
both the European and Pacific theaters. On the Western Front, the 90" ORC Division
contributed to the battle at Falaise Gap, the Battle of the Bulge, the siege of Metz, and the
liberation of Czechoslovakia; the 99" fought in the Battle of the Bulge; the 63" crossed through
the Siegfried Line to cross the Rhine; the 88" fought in the North Apennines, Po Valley and
Rome-Arno campaigns; and the 94" fought at Lorient and St. Nazaire, Saar-Moselle Triangle,
Wasserbilling, the Battle of Nennig; the Battle of Orscholz; the Battle of Berg, and the Battle for
Ludwigshafen. In the Pacific, the 96" participated in the attack on Leyte and the invasion of
Okinawa; the 77" fought at Guam and Okinawa; and the 81 fought at Peleliu, Ulithi, Ngesbus,
Congaru, and Garakayo.

Despite the important contribution of reserve officers during the war, the failure of the Army to
support and develop its reserve forces during peacetime greatly affected mobilization efforts in
1940 and 1941. As the war came to an end in 1945, military reserve planners were well aware of
the choices facing them in the looming postwar environment.**

2 Army War College, “How the Army Runs.” http://www.carlisle.army.mil/lUSAWC/dclm/linkedtextchapters/htar2008Ch7.pdf,
Accessed 3 Mar 08.
* Ibid., 63-78.

17



3.3 Postwar Military Strategy for the Army Reserve: 1946-1950

Shortly after the United States entered World War 1I, Army planners initiated efforts to design a
postwar reserve force. Wary of mistakes made during troop reductions following World War 1,
Army officials recognized the important role reserve forces would play in a postwar
environment. In the years following the war, President Harry S. Truman and Secretary of
Defense James Forrestal continued to emphasize the importance of a strong reserve. In addition,
Congress contributed to the overall course of reserve policy during the postwar years. However,
drastic reductions in the federal budget and military appropriations greatly limited efforts by the
Army to develop its reserve forces. The Army, too, faced internal disagreements about the role
of an ORC, especially as it related to the National Guard. Rising international tensions further
complicated the Reserve’s postwar development, as the Soviet Union presented new challenges
to postwar military planners. As a result, the ORC underwent little substantive growth and
development from 1946 until the onset of the Korean War in 1950.

Wartime Army Reserve Planning

As early as July 1942, postwar planning for the ORC began under the leadership of Brigadier
General John McAuley Palmer. Focusing on defense organization and universal military
training (UMT), Palmer’s underlying goal was to prevent a weakening of the ORC that occurred
following World War I. By 1943, Palmer persuaded Army Chief of Staff George Marshall to
create the Special Planning Division (SPD), a group whose sole task was to examine issues
related to postwar Army organization. Brigadier General William F. Tompkins led the new
planning division, with Palmer serving as a member. Palmer and Tompkins initially proposed a
large postwar Army reserve force that would essentially eliminate the role of the National
Guard. The proposal, however, met with rigid opposition from National Guard officials who
threatened to fight UMT legislation through their contacts in Congress. By mid-1944, Tompkins
and the SPD no longer considered the abolition of the National Guard as a possibility in its
postwar reserve planning, although other political factions continued to support UMT.?

In August 1944, Palmer, using ideas developed within the SPD, released Circular No. 347,
which outlined the postwar organization of the ORC. Palmer argued that the Army should
pursue a small, regular, peacetime force supported by a large citizen reserve, with the latter
being created through the enactment of UMT. Universal military training involved the idea that
every able-bodied, male citizen would receive military training and serve in a ready reserve.
Thus, Palmer’s circular represented a significant departure from the Army’s traditional small
peacetime force. Prior to World War 11, the United States historically limited the size of standing
Army and reserve forces during peacetime. Palmer and other Army planners were convinced
such a policy for the postwar environment was unwise, as future wars would likely require the
quick and efficient mobilization of reserve forces. In particular, Palmer likely considered the
growing influence and threat of the Soviet Union. As a result, the passage of UMT legislation
was vital to the success of Palmer’s vision of the postwar ORC.

The use of UMT, however, became a point of contention between Army planners and reformers
like Palmer who urged the buildup of reserve forces. Many Army officials viewed UMT as a
way to create a large pool of citizen soldiers who could be assigned as needed, rather than
citizens assigned directly to reserve units for the ORC. Army officials overall agreed on the

% Sinks, George W., “Reserve Policy for the Nuclear Age—The Development of Post-War American Reserve Policy, 1943-1945”
(Ph.D. diss., Ohio State University, 1985), 68-75.
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necessity for a large reserve force and recognized the role UMT would play in the success of a
postwar reserve. The Army made progress in 1944-45 in persuading President Roosevelt and
Congress to pass UMT legislation. However, the death of President Roosevelt and a political
stalemate in Congress slowed progress for passage. By the time of Japan’s surrender in August
1945, UMT legislation was stalled, and the Army faced no reliable alternative to supplying the
necessary numbers for a postwar reserve (Figure 3.3.1). Throughout the wartime planning
process, Army officials gave little thought to an alternative to UMT, including volunteer
enlistment. As a result, the Army turned to returning war veterans as the source of trained
manpower for the reserve. The lack of UMT legislation would not be the only obstacle the ORC
would face in the postwar period. Political and economic realities quickly overshadowed reserve
planning efforts that Army officials undertook during World War 11.%

The Army’s Postwar Reserve Plan

In October 1945, the War Department announced policies regarding the Organized Reserve and
the National Guard. In keeping with the general view that a large reserve force was necessary,
the War Department assigned the Organized Reserve a total of 25 divisions, totaling
approximately 950,000 personnel. The classification of reserve units was as follows: A-1, A-2,
B, and C. A-1 units consisted of service units with all of their officers and enlisted men. A-2
units were combat units with their full strength of officers and enlisted men. B units included
combat and service units that had only a cadre of officers and enlisted men, while C units only
included a cadre of officers. The policies also stated that all reserve units would initially be
designated C class, consisting of a cadre of officers. Enlisted reserves would be assigned to a
large pool of men and later assigned to individual reserve units (Figure 3.3.2).%

On 1 July 1946, the Army activated the first postwar units of the ORC. By the end of 1947, the
reserve included 6,843 units, of which only 59 were Class A units. Thus, almost two years
following the end of World War Il, the Organized Reserve included less than 600 men ready for
active duty on Mobilization Day (M-Day). The failed attempt to pass UMT legislation
immediately after the war served as a major reason for the slow growth of reserve forces. Forced
to rely on returning servicemen and selective service for reserve personnel, the ORC was not
able to meet the projected totals established in 1945. In addition, the lack of a unified vision for
the ORC’s role limited growth. The most significant area of disagreement centered on which
institution would supply the Army with reserve combat units, the National Guard or the ORC.
Armed with a powerful lobby and supported by sympathetic members of Congress, the National
Guard maintained its role as the main provider of combat units in support of the Army during
M-Day. As a result, the ORC and the National Guard engaged in frequent struggles over
manpower, with the National Guard maintaining the combat reserve role and the reserve
providing additional combat support as well as non-combat support services. Such an
arrangement resulted in the limited development of Class A units in the Organized Reserve. In
addition to the internal difficulties faced by the Organized Reserve, postwar realities
significantly shaped attempts at reserve organization following the war.?®

% Ibid., 68-75, 95-102.
27 Crossland and Currie, Twice the Citizen, p. 86.
% |bid., 83-95.
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Figure 3.3.1. “Army Plans 425,000 in Guard Units” (courtesy of the Dallas Morning News, 02 Feb 1946).
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Figure 3.3.2. Photograph of posters recruiting veterans to join the Army Reserve (courtesy of the National Archives 11, College
Park, MD, File 111-SC box 273 452565).
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Political and Economic Realities Facing the Army Reserve, 1946-48

Despite an emerging national consensus concerning the importance of a civilian reserve
component to the nation’s defense needs, political and economic events quickly overshadowed
any concrete efforts to support and build an effective ORC. The surrender of the Axis Powers
and the end of World War Il presented military planners and officials with an increasingly
complex international state of affairs. A powerful and increasingly antagonistic Soviet Union, as
well as postwar occupation duties in Europe and Japan demanded a strong military. Because of
demands for demobilization, military officials argued that the atomic bomb and the development
of a strong reserve program should serve as the foundation for peace in the postwar period. As a
result, the Army relied on returning veterans and the Selective Service Act to build up the
Organized Reserve.

Economic concerns rose to the forefront immediately following the war. The nation’s new
domestic priorities, such as the need for housing following years of economic stagnation dating
back to the early 1930s, fueled demobilization demands. These domestic challenges developed
in large part to millions of returning veterans eager to return to their prewar lives. Instead, they
faced housing and supply shortages that emerged because of wartime sacrifices. In addition, the
country was just beginning to shift from a war economy to a peacetime economy, with many
worried about a return of conditions reminiscent of the Depression. Congress, in its early
appropriations activities after the war, clearly favored domestic priorities. To solve the problem
of maintaining a military presence, Congress and the president realized the value of relying on
reserve forces to protect the nation, especially considering the lower operating costs compared
to the maintenance of a large standing army.

As part of this effort, President Truman committed the nation to substantial budget reductions.
From 1946 to 1950, Truman’s economic policies were driven by attempts to balance the federal
budget. During this period, military budgets were determined by the amount of funds left over
from domestic spending. In the summer of 1946, Truman notified the Secretary of War that $1
billion would be cut from the Army’s budget due to rising inflation and a large budget deficit. In
addition, Truman limited future Army budgets to $8 billion annually.?

Such cost-cutting naturally weakened efforts to support a strong Organized Reserve, despite the
consensus among politicians and military officials that such a force was vital. In response to
Truman’s economic cuts, in 1946 the War Department directed that A-Class reserve units train
at B-Class levels, thus greatly diminishing a reserve with combat-ready status. As a result, the
tightening of military budgets after the war arrived just at the time the Organized Reserve was
attempting to reorganize and grow. By 1948, reserve forces for the Army were far below the
intended targets established in 1945 by the War Department. In 1948, the Chief of the Army
Reserve reflected on the situation faced by the ORC following World War Il. His comments
aptly summarize the challenges presented by the postwar environment:

At that time the general attitude prevailed that many years of peace
were ahead and that reserve forces would be filled to required strength
with trained personnel through Universal Military Training. No
analysis had been made as to what the future international situation
held for our country. Very little thought had been given to the
methods and strategic concepts upon which we would fight or to the
budgetary limitations likely to prevail in peacetime.®

 Sinks, George. “Reserve Policy for the Nuclear Age” 1985, 132-133.
% RG 319 Chief of Army Reserve, General Correspondence 1948-1954. Box 153. “Report on Army Reserve Components” October
1948.
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The National Security Act of 1947 and the Gray Board Report

In 1947, President Truman appointed Secretary of the Navy James Forrestal as the new
Secretary of Defense, a position that emerged from Truman’s reorganization of the executive
branch following World War 1l. Acting on proposals made during World War 11 for a unified
military structure, Truman and Congress helped to pass the National Security Act in 1947. The
act established three separate departments—Army, Navy, and Air Force—which fell under the
control of the Secretary of Defense.

A strong advocate of the Naval Reserve while serving as the Secretary of the Navy, Forrestal
emerged as one of the principal architects of the postwar reserve force. Soon after taking office
as Secretary of Defense, Forrestal called together reserve representatives from all three services
to discuss the current state of development. The overall lack of growth and preparedness of the
reserve forces, in particular the Army, convinced Forrestal to establish an interservice
committee to study all aspects within the military reserve program, including training,
organization, and personnel policies. In November 1947, Forrestal established the Committee on
Civilian Components, which was to provide “a comprehensive, objective, and impartial study”
of the reserve components of the U.S. Armed Forces. Chaired by Assistant Secretary of the
Army, Gordon Gray, and subsequently referred to as the Gray Board, the committee submitted
its report, Reserve Forces for National Security, in June 19483

The Gray Board report enthusiastically supported the role of a strong reserve force in the
nation’s future defense needs and recommended a uniform national policy in order to ensure
preparedness and military effectiveness.

We in the United States can no longer build our defenses on the
theory that our oceans and our allies will again hold off our enemies
while we organize for war and train our fighting forces. While under
advantageous conditions the traditional concept of a mobilization day
(M-day), followed, after an intensive period of arming and training,
by the day of initial combat (D-day), might still be valid, it is
unrealistic to assume that this will be true. Consequently, the
possibilities of modern warfare require that we have forces ready for
immediate action, ready for quick deployment overseas to keep war
away from our own territory and ready for prompt use at home if an
enemy should penetrate our defenses by force or by stealth.*

The report discussed the many problems associated with military reserve forces, including a lack
of funding, training, and organizational structure. The report emphasized the lack of
preparedness for the overall reserve, “The impression that these forces now contain elements
which are ready for combat is a dangerous illusion.”*

The most important element contained in the Gray Board Report, however, was the issue of the
National Guard, and how the traditional model of organization and manpower harmed the
development of the ORC. The report noted that the National Guard had received the bulk of
funds related to organization, training, and equipment at the expense of the ORC. As a result,
few A-Class units of the reserve had been activated. This observation was held by many
officials within the ORC, one of whom stated that the National Guard had “ridden a gravy train

% Sinks, George. “Reserve Policy for the Nuclear Age,” 1985, 206-208.

% Office of the Secretary of Defense, Reserve Forces for National Security, Report to the Secretary of Defense by the Committee on
Civilian Components, 1948, 1-2.

% Ibid., 5.
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of priorities” in the years following the war. To achieve the proper military response to modern
threats, the board emphasized that the ORC must have a stronger role, with more and better-
trained units available for duty. As a result, the Gray Board recommended that the National
Guard and ORC merge into a single, federalized force. This recommendation proposed that the
National Guard would no longer be under state control, thus allowing a smoother and less
complex federal response to war emergencies.*

The Gray Board’s recommendation to merge the ORC and National Guard met with fierce
resistance from National Guard officials and members of Congress. Given the latter’s traditional
support of the National Guard, the merger plan made little political sense, especially in the
summer before a presidential election. Nevertheless, the idea was supported by many Army and
other military officials, who agreed that the merger would eliminate competition for manpower
between the two institutions and create a more efficient and nimbler fighting force. Ultimately,
however, Secretary Forrestal and President Truman decided to postpone a decision on the
merger until after the election.®

Army’s Assessment of Reserve Forces, 1947-48

Concurrently with the Gray Board, the Army prepared an internal study in 1947 that addressed
its reserve program. The report ultimately blamed Congress’s inaction on UMT legislation, as
well as poor funding as the reasons for a weakened reserve. In response, Brigadier General
Wendell Westover, head of the Executive for Reserve and ROTC Affairs (ERRA), declared the
Army’s reserve program a failure. Westover blamed poor Army planning and lack of foresight
regarding alternatives to UMT as well as inattention to training needs.*

Westover’s official response to the Army study provides insights into the status of the ORC in
1948. Westover pointed to the reserve’s “embryonic” level of training, with none of the Class A
units possessing complete training equipment. He further commented that the general feeling
among reservists was that training was “uncontrolled, uncoordinated, and comparable to the
curricula of a college in which the students are forced to plan their courses, write their
textbooks, and teach themselves.” To reach mobilization levels determined in 1945, Westover
stated that approximately 10 percent of the Army’s 1949 budget would be necessary for the
reserve program,; instead, the reserve for Fiscal Year 1949 was provided with 0.009 percent of
the Army’s overall budget. Westover stated that the Department of the Army “had become
confused due to the current world situation” and needed to recommit to the idea of a strong
Organized Reserve. Thus, by the summer of 1948, numerous studies and stated positions by
Army officials confirmed an overall consensus that the reserve forces, in particular the Army
and Air Force, were in an unsatisfactory state.>’

By 1948, President Truman also recognized the poor state of military preparedness. The
Selective Service Act that the Army had relied upon for expanding its postwar reserve forces
expired in March 1947. A year later, the Army’s military strength fell to 1,398,726, its lowest
enrollment since the end of World War I1. In response, President Truman encouraged Congress
to renew the Act. On 24 June 1948, Congress passed the Selective Service Act of 1948, which

* Memorandum from Brigadier General Wendell Westover to Chairman, General Staff Committee on National Guard and Reserve
Policy, September 16, 1948, Chief of Army Reserve-Security Classified General Correspondence, 1948-54, RG 319 Records of the
Army Staff, National Archives, College Park, MD.
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allowed for men between the ages of 19 and 26 to be called for 21 months of service followed
by 5 years of reserve duty. Though military leaders hoped that selective service would solve the
problems associated with a weak reserve system, it did not provide the necessary men needed to
expand the ORC. President Truman and military officials quickly realized that additional
solutions were needed.*®

Executive Order 10007 and the Byrnes Committee

Shortly after the passage of the Selective Service Act of 1948 and the submittal of the Gray
Board report, planning activities associated with reserve forces increased. The report fed a
growing sense of urgency concerning problems associated with the military’s reserve program.
On 15 October 1948, President Truman signed Executive Order 10007, calling for the
organization of the reserve units of the armed forces and providing the initial framework for the
postwar reserve. In addition to establishing the importance of a civilian component to national
security, the order included the following language:

The Secretary of Defense, and the head of each department in the National Military
Establishment, shall proceed without delay, utilizing every practicable resource of
the regular components of the armed forces, to organize all reserve component
units, and to train such additional individuals now or hereafter members of the
active reserve, as may be required for the national security; and to establish
vigorous and progressive elements of the reserve components, including the
National Guard.*

Truman’s order did not include the Gray Board’s recommendation of merging the ORC and the
National Guard. Instead, Truman highlighted the general lack of preparation of reserve forces
and attempted to revitalize efforts to sustain them. As part of Executive Order 10007, Secretary
of the Army Kenneth Royall directed the Committee on Civilian Components to prepare a study
of recommendations for the Organized Reserve. Secretary Royall recognized the increasing
unlikelihood of Congress passing UMT legislation. As a result, he assumed that a reexamination
of “practical conditions” facing the Army would likely call for “a downward revision in the
number and strength of units to be maintained.”*

The official press release issued by the Department of the Army announcing the formation of the
committee signaled a growing acceptance of the situation faced by the ORC in 1949:

The Department of the Army has had under consideration the forces of both
Regular Army and civilian components that would be required to implement joint
plans for the security of the United States. Currently authorized strengths of the
National Guard and of the Organized Reserve Corps were formulated shortly after
V-J Day. Since that time the national and international situations have changed
considerably. Consequently, an objective analysis of the requirements with
reference to civilian components is needed to insure that the activation of civilian
components, both National Guard and Organized Reserve, is in consonance with an
effective and economical program to provide for the security of the United States.**

% Eilene Galloway, History of United States Military Policy on Reserve Forces, 1775-1957 (Washington: United States Government
Printing Office, 1957) p. 467.
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Headed by former Secretary of State James F. Byrnes, the committee recommended in early
1949 that the Organized Reserves reach a strength of 579,300, which included a range of combat
support and combat support service units as well as officers and enlisted men to be used in early
phases of mobilization.**

The Organized Reserve, however, continued to have difficulty meeting manpower strengths set
by the Army. The onset of the Korean War in June 1950 presented the Army with its first major
international challenge since World War Il. Of the 508,617 enlisted men and officers organized
in the Reserve at the start of the Korean War, only 186,541 had undergone paid drilling
exercises. Thus, between 1945 and 1950, the Army’s postwar plans for an ORC were limited by
Truman’s budget cuts, a changing international climate, disagreements about the overall role of
the postwar reserve, as well as the Army’s undue reliance on UMT for manpower strength. As a
result, the warnings presented by military officials and the Gray Board Report about the lack of
preparation of the country’s military became a reality with the Korean War (Table 3.3.1).%

Table 3.3.1—Strength of the Army Reserve, 1946-1950

End of Fiscal Year Army Reserve
1946 none
1947 729,289
1948 752,271
1949 588,972
1950 580,459

Source: Twice the Citizen, A History of the United States Army Reserve, 1908-1983.

42 Crossland and Currie, Twice the Citizen, 95.
“ 1bid.

26



3.4 Early Postwar Policy for Army Reserve Facilities Construction: 1946-1950

The Army’s Assessment of Need for Facility Construction

Immediately following World War 11, the Army and the other military branches faced important
decisions regarding reserve policy. Army mobilization plans, developed in 1946, outlined the
size and scope of the postwar ORC. To achieve the ambitious postwar troop strengths, the Army
relied heavily on the assumed passage of UMT legislation. The reality of a large postwar reserve
force necessitated Army planners to address the need for adequate reserve training facilities.
While the National Guard provided armories for its units before World War Il, ORC units did
not have facilities set aside for their use. Thus, after the war, the Army ambitiously started its
expanded reserve program without facilities to house training activities.

The Army initially looked to National Guard armories as potential sites for ORC training.
However, the 1946 mobilization plans called for a large number of National Guard units as well,
which limited the space available for ORC units. Adding to this shortage, many of the National
Guard units established prior to World War Il had been moved to new communities due to
“shifting centers of population.” As a result, numerous armories were left vacant. Units in new
communities, however, often utilized existing government facilities that were inadequate for
training purposes, as state governments had limited funds to erect new armories. Thus, the ORC
and National Guard both faced facility shortages following World War 11.*

To solve the immediate training needs for its rapidly forming units, the ORC relied on the
leasing of federal facilities or properties or the joint utilization of facilities with other military
branches. In addition, the ORC also began efforts to persuade Congress to provide funding for
the construction of temporary or, preferably, permanent facilities. Besides addressing immediate
needs to provide training centers for these units, the Army, in partnership with the National
Guard, began to redefine and design postwar reserve training facilities, due to the belief that
prewar armory configurations would not suit a modern, postwar reserve force. Unfortunately,
the Army’s attempts at facility construction for the ORC during this period were greatly limited
by fiscal restraint imposed by President Truman and a war-weary Congress.

Federally Owned and Leased Facilities

To aid in the immediate need for training space, the Army provided the ORC with funds to
procure suitable space through federally owned buildings and lease arrangements (Figure 3.4.1).
As a result, the Army arranged training space in a variety of federal, state, and privately owned
buildings, including post offices, Army camps and stations, and community centers. Army
planners viewed the use of federal buildings and leases as a temporary measure rather than a
permanent solution. By 1948, the ORC occupied five million square feet of federal and leased
space, almost four million of which was in federal buildings. A year later, the amount of federal
and leased space had increased to eight million square feet.*®

4 «Construction and Facilities Bill for the Reserve Components of the Army of the United States,” Colonel Edward Geesen, Acting
Chief of the National Guard Bureau to Colonel M.F. Hass, June 20, 1947, Army-National Guard Bureau Decimal File, 1946-1948,
RG 168 — Records of the National Guard Bureau, National Archives, College Park, MD.

* “The Organized Reserve Corps Program by Brigadier General Wendell Westover, Executive for Reserve and ROTC Affairs,”
1948, Executive for Reserve and ROTC Affairs, 1948-54, RG 319 — Records of the Army Staff, National Archives, College Park,
MD; “Statement of the Executive for Reserve and ROTC Affairs, on the Proposed National Defense Facilities Act,” March 23,
1949, Executive for Reserve and ROTC Affairs, 1948-54, RG 319 — Records of the Army Staff, National Archives, College Park,
MD.
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The problems associated with lease arrangements and federal buildings quickly became apparent
to the assigned units as well as Army planners. In reference to training, the leased and federal
buildings were ill-suited for reserve demands. As one Army report stated, “leased facilities are
generally improvisations which provide classroom and administrative space but are not entirely
adequate for specific training and storage needs.” For example, facilities without storage space
could not receive the necessary equipment training needed for full organizational status. In
addition, some temporary training facilities were often located at a distance from centers of
population, thus making it difficult for reservists to attend training. The Army achieved some
success in altering leased facilities to meet training needs under the Economy Act of 1932, a
provision that allowed for emergency construction funds. However, a change in Army policy
shortly after World War Il limited the amount of funding available for such alterations, a
development most likely related to the cost-cutting agendas of the President and Congress.*

In addition to training problems, federally owned buildings and lease arrangements were
expensive and difficult to obtain. In some areas, rental costs prevented the procurement of
adequate space, as commercial competition greatly increased the price per square foot in the
years following World War 1l. Despite the obvious shortcomings of leasing space and use of
federal buildings, the Army continued the practice due to the lack of viable options. Army
planners were well aware that such a course of action did not serve the long-term interests of the
ORC. The problems associated with lease arrangements, however, played an integral role in
convincing Congress in 1950 to address the facilities problem for the Army’s reserve forces.*’

46 «staff Study — Organized Reserve Corps Facilities Program,” August 22, 1949, Chief of Army Reserve — Security Classified
General Correspondence 1948-54, RG 319 — Records of the Army Staff, National Archives, College Park, MD.

47 «Statement of the Executive for Reserve and ROTC Affairs, on the Proposed National Defense Facilities Act,” March 23, 1949,
Executive for Reserve and ROTC Affairs, 1948-54, RG 319 — National Archives, College Park, MD.
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Figure 3.4.1. Image of leased ORC facility within a commercial storefront (courtesy of the National Archives, College Park, MD,
Image 111-SC box 300 485476).
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Joint Utilization

In addition to leasing arrangements, the Army relied heavily on joint utilization as a solution for
reserve training space. Because the National Guard possessed armories built prior to World War
I1, the Army attempted to work out an arrangement that would allow the ORC units to drill at
these existing facilities. Joint utilization offered several benefits: financial savings, cooperation
between federal and state governments, and a reduction in the need for federal and leased
buildings. In particular, the savings associated with joint utilization appealed to the military
branches, as overall defense budgets decreased in the years immediately following World War
I1. The War Department issued a memo as early as July 1946 advocating the advantages of joint
utilization of National Guard armories.

The Army’s joint utilization efforts, however, achieved limited success in solving the facility
shortage. The increased number of National Guard units in the postwar era strained the already
limited supply of training spaces within the existing armories and left minimal amounts of space
for Organized Reserve units. In addition, joint utilization required cooperation between the
military branches, which often proved to be a challenge given that the branches had traditionally
competed for War Department funds. Many Navy planners, for instance, viewed their facility
program as only for naval training purposes; in fact, the Army eventually declined to share
training space with the Navy because of the different training requirements between the two
branches. Nevertheless, military reserve planners quickly realized that until all available armory
space was economically and wisely allocated, Congress would never provide funding for new,
permanent construction of training facilities.*

The Army and Temporary Facility Construction

The Army also considered temporary construction as another interim solution to the shortage of
training facilities after the war. Noting the Navy’s success with the construction of Naval
Reserve Centers that made use of Quonset huts and other prefabricated metal buildings in the
postwar period, the Army strongly considered turning to temporary type armories to meet the
urgent need for facilities. In a 1948 report, ERRA Brigadier General Westover, argued that by
constructing 381 Navy-style, temporary-type armories, the Army could provide the ORC with
24,400,000 square feet of needed space (Figure 3.4.2). Westover described the temporary naval
armories as “flexible in size, arrangement and construction.” The construction cost of the 381
armories was listed as $68,580,000, which Westover showed was cost beneficial when
compared to the cost of leasing the same amount of space. More importantly, Westover argued
that the temporary armories would not replace a long-term, permanent construction solution to
the reserve’s facility needs, “Rather, it provides an economical immediacy, pending the
accomplishment of legislation, planning, and materials required for the long-range program.”*
Though the temporary Navy armories were never erected for the ORC, the recommendation for
their use indicated that the Army considered a wide variety of possible solutions to the shortage
of training facilities.

“8 “Einal Report of the Proceedings of the War Department Civilian Components Inactive Duty Training Facilities Board to the
Director of Organization and Training, General Staff United States Army,” March 15, 1948, Army-National Guard Bureau, Decimal
File, 1946-48, RG 168 — Records of the National Guard Bureau, National Archives, College Park, MD.

4 “The Organized Reserve Corps Program by Brigadier General Wendell Westover, Executive for Reserve and ROTC Affairs,”
1948, Executive for Reserve and ROTC Affairs, 1948-54, RG 319 — Records of the Army Staff, National Archives, College Park,
MD.
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Figure 3.4.2. Example of Temporary Quonset Naval Type Armory (courtesy of the National Archives 11, College Park, MD).

Note that the Army Reserve decided not to construct facilities using this model.
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Early Attempts at Congressional Funding

Soon after the decision to establish a strong postwar national reserve force, the need for federal
involvement in the training of reserve units became apparent. Prior to World War |1, National
Guard armory construction was entirely state funded. However, with no federal facility program
in place following the war, the federal government emerged as a necessary partner in reserve
facility construction. By 1947, the Army had begun efforts to convince Congress to fund
construction, rehabilitation, and expansion for ORC and National Guard training facilities.
During the 80™ Congressional session in 1947, a House bill designed to provide federal funds
for reserve training facilities was presented to the Committee on Armed Services. In a statement
explaining the need for the bill, Secretary of War Robert Patterson introduced the new role for
the federal government in providing individual states with monetary assistance in facility
construction:

(@) The States will furnish the personnel, adequate armories, and
storage facilities.

(b) The Federal Government will supervise the instruction and will
furnish the outdoor training facilities, the pay, and all uniforms,
equipment, and ammunition.

(c) When the requirements for a balanced force in the Army of the
United States necessitate the allocation to a State of troops or
equipment, the housing or storage of which would impose an
inequitable burden upon the State, such allocation will be made with
the understanding that the Federal Government will contribute its
equitable share of the expense of constructing and maintaining the
required facilities.

In respect to the ORC and their even greater necessity for facilities, Secretary Patterson stated
the following policies:

(@) All training aids, armories, field training areas, and other training
facilities now or hereafter owned or leased by the Federal
Government, the States, or other political subdivisions or by military
units, should be used by all components of the Army of the United
States, provided that mutually agreeable arrangements can be made
between the War Department and the States or other owners or lessees
of such facilities for the joint use, operation, and maintenance thereof.
(b) That the Federal Government should assist the Reserve
components by appropriating funds for the purchase of land,
construction of armories, or additions to existing facilities and the
maintenance thereof, under regulations prescribed by the Secretary of
War.

(c) That title to additions to existing State-owned facilities, however,
financed, shall be vested in the State.

(d) That when new facilities are constructed entirely with Federal
funds, title will be vested with the Federal Government.®

Despite efforts by the military to persuade the 80"™ Congress to fund new armory construction,
no new legislation was passed. The main obstacle to federal funding was the president’s desire
to lower spending following the war. During the hearings, members of Congress expressed their
concern that the military had not investigated joint utilization thoroughly enough as a way to

% House Committee on Armed Services, Hearings on H.R. 4243, 80® Congress, 1% Session, 1947, p. 4410-4411.
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house reserve units. As a result, military planners initiated planning boards to study the facility
issue and prepare supporting documentation to present to Congress in future sessions.

The Civilian Components Inactive Duty Training Facilities Board

In August 1947, following the passage of the National Security Act, a committee within the
newly created Department of Defense (DoD) was established to provide recommendations
concerning training facilities for military reserve programs. The Civilian Components Inactive
Duty Training Facilities Board emerged in response to the growing recognition among military
planners that training for reserve forces was inadequate due in large part to the lack of training
facilities. The board also reflected the military’s efforts to prove the need for new permanent
facility construction to a fiscally conservative Congress. Composed of representatives from the
Army, Navy, and Air Force, the board was given the mission of “investigating the possibilities
for joint usage of facilities by the reserve components,” and “developing firm criteria and plans
to insure the maximum economy of funds through the joint usage of facilities wherever
practicable.”!

Led by Colonel Alva L. Fenn of the Army, the board issued its final report on 15 March 1948.
The report began by summarizing the necessity of training, storage, and administrative facilities
for the various reserve elements of the military. The role of Congress in funding the construction
and expansion of reserve facilities was highlighted as integral to the success of the facility
program. In addressing the ORC, the Fenn Board stated that in areas with populations of 10,000
or more where Reserve Corps units already existed, facilities would be required. In areas where
units from other reserve components were present, the facility would be a candidate for joint
usage. In particular, the board recommended that existing National Guard armories should be
candidates for joint usage with other reserve components. Thus, the report delineated a process
for joint usage in larger communities that would ensure economical use of existing space.

In addition, the Fenn Board created an Organized Reserve space scale for the Department of the
Army, which was to be applicable to leased facilities. The space scale was created to make
federal buildings and leased private properties conform better to the training needs of the ORC.
More importantly, the space scale was one of the first attempts by the military to create
standards for interior space within training facilities that were unique to the postwar demands of
reserve forces. The space allocation scale delineated ORC units into three types, including small
units of at least eight persons that were geographically separate from other units; units of eight
or more persons that were geographically separate; and multiple units within the same
community. For each type of unit, the scale provided space requirements for an office,
conference/lecture training, storage, strong room, and locker area. For multiple units within the
same community, the board recommended the sharing of training space on different evenings,
with no more than four units assigned the same facility.>

The report also estimated the distribution of reserve component troops according to various
populations and what type of training facility would be appropriate (Table 3.4.1). According to
the board’s findings, the majority of Army Reserve Centers®® were needed in cities with
populations under 30,000, which required the use of a “1-unit” center. For cities with larger

*! “Einal Report of the Proceedings of the War Department Civilian Components Inactive Duty Training Facilities Board to the
Director of Organization and Training, General Staff United States Army,” March 15, 1948, Army-National Guard Bureau, Decimal
;ile, 1946-48, RG 168 — Records of the National Guard Bureau, National Archives, College Park, MD.

Ibid.
%% Note that during the historic period, the term “armory” was used for both National Guard and ORC facilities. Space scales and
criteria were devised to apply to both National Guard and ORC facilities equally. For clarity, the term “Army Reserve Center,”
which is used in this report, refers to training facilities used by Army Reserve units.
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populations, the 5-unit and 10-unit armories were necessary. The report noted that for the 108
counties nationwide with populations over 170,000, a combination of 1-, 5-, and 10-unit Army
Reserve Centers would be needed.

Table 3.4.1—Estimated distribution of reserve component troops

. No. of Strength Type of Army Reserve
el Counties (no. of personnel) | Center Requirement
less than 20,000 1,633 300- 1 unit
20,000 to 30,000 562 300+ 1 unit
30,000 to 85,000 646 1,000 5 unit
85,000 to 170,000 123 2,000 10 unit
170,000 108 2,000+ 10 unit

Source: National Archives Il, College Park, MD.

The analysis of new types of facilities in the board report represented a decision by the military
that joint utilization would not be sufficient in supporting the increased role of reserve forces in
the postwar era. New construction of reserve facilities would be necessary to meet the training
needs of newly formed units across the country. Aware of the high cost involved with new
construction, military planners turned to standardized plans to control costs and establish
important features and elements to be included in the design of new training facilities. Shortly
after its establishment in August 1947, the board assigned the National Guard the task of
developing plans, specifications, and estimated costs for new training facilities. Working closely
with architectural and engineering firms and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the
National Guard oversaw and reviewed plans for inclusion in the final report. It is important to
note, however, that as these plans were being developed, the board expected that the ORC and
the National Guard would be merged; the design for facilities would serve both.

Initial Efforts at Standardized Plans for the Organized Reserve Corps

The selection of the National Guard to oversee the development of standardized plans for
training centers came as a result of past experience with armory construction before World War
I1. Because the ORC did not receive federal funding before World War 11, the organization had
no experience constructing facilities. In addition, the National Guard anticipated that new
training facilities would be needed in the postwar era and prepared interim prerequisites for their
construction as early as 1946. These guidelines included a statement recognizing the limited
resources and funding available for the construction of training facilities. Indeed, the guidelines
acknowledge that the described facilities “are designedly less than the ultimate requirements at
full authorized strength.”

a. A Drill Area. This should be of a size adequate for armory drills of
the type prescribed for the unit under inspection. The area ordinarily
will be inclosed (sic). Where climatic conditions are favorable it may
be supplemented by an outdoor field, or yard, contiguous to or nearby
the armory building. The outdoor area should be illuminated by flood
lights to permit drills after dark.

In States where the climate permits outdoor exercises throughout the
year, an outdoor drill area, adequately illuminated, is acceptable in
lieu of an indoor area.

b. Classrooms and Assembly Halls. The “drill area,” (a, above) will
be considered an adequate minimum facility for instruction classes,
general assemblies, etc. of the unit.
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c. A Lock-up Storage Area. The area shall be adequate to
accommodate the equipment of the unit. A separate room, or properly
secured arm-racks and chest, burglar proof, and resistant to mob
attack, will be required for the storage of weapons and
ammunition....Door locks shall be of the inside type. Padlocks are not
acceptable.

d. Locker and Toilet Rooms. Locker space is desirable for adequate
neat and orderly accommodation of uniforms and personal equipment.

e. Office Area. An office adequate for the company commander and
the first sergeant shall be provided, preferably in the armory building.

f. Range. An indoor small-bore range at the home station armory, or
an outdoor known-distance rifle range within a few hours motor travel
of the armory, shall be available to the unit.>*

In developing minimum standards for training facilities, the National Guard considered the
changing needs of postwar units. In some cases, this provoked an internal debate over how
facilities should adapt to different training needs. In response to preparations for an armory
construction bill in 1947, Lieutenant General C. P. Hall, Director of Organization and Training
for the National Guard Bureau, emphasized that modern armories would need to incorporate
new training priorities distinct from previous examples:

During the years in which ‘close order drill’ was paramount in the
instruction program of all commanders, armories were built around
the drill hall with other essential facilities being of secondary interest.
Now that the training of units of all arms and services has become
more technical and requires more painstaking attention and practice,
facilities which permit concentrated effort without interruption or
distraction take precedence over the drill hall. As the civilian
components, through armory training and field training are to reach a
state of efficiency which will provide an M-Day force, adequate and
carefully planned armories are essential.*®

Colonel Edward Geesen, Acting Chief of the National Guard Bureau, concurred with Lieutenant
General Hall’s assessment for new armory designs. However, Geesen argued that “certain
fundamental features” should continue to be incorporated into new plans. For example, while a
drill floor was not crucial, space should be provided for formations and roll call, assembly of
equipment essential to drill, a miniature artillery range, and a sub-caliber small arms range.
Colonel Geesen also stated that new armory facilities should incorporate classrooms, libraries,
radio and telegraphy rooms, fireproof storage vaults, supply rooms, and administrative space for
instructors. The rising importance of classroom space over drill halls for reserve training
emerged due to the growth of military technology during and following World War Il. To
adequately support active units in the postwar environment, reserve units needed training in

% “Interim Prerequisites for Home Station Armory Facilities for Federal Recognition of Ground Force Units,” Headquarters, Army
Ground Forces to Commanding Generals First, Second, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, and Seventh Armies, October 30, 1946, Army-National
Guard Bureau, Decimal File 1946-48, Record Group 168 — Records of the National Guard Bureau, National Archives, College Park,
MD.

% Memorandum from Lt. General C.P. Hall to Chief of National Guard Bureau, July 29, 1947, Army-National Guard Bureau
Decimal File, 1946-1948, RG 168 — Records of the National Guard Bureau, National Archives, College Park, MD.
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multiple areas including radio communication and mechanical repair. As a result, classroom
space was vital to the success of reserve units. *°

To prepare the standardized drawings, the National Guard (representing the needs of the ORC)
and the Corps of Engineers selected the Chicago architectural firm Skidmore, Owings and
Merrill. The specifications, plans, and drawings were completed by January 1948 and included
two different one-unit facilities (Models A & B), a 5-unit, and a 10-unit facility. The new
designs included an assembly hall, office space, classrooms, library, locker rooms, storage space
for equipment, and an area for weekly armory drills.>” Though the plans did not include hangars,
shops, and other storage buildings, the board recommended that new facility sites include a
minimum of 20 acres of outdoor training contiguous to the building.

In June 1948, an additional modified one-unit facility was designed. The modified type was
intended as an interim solution for small communities. Drawings of the modified type provide a
sense of the early stages of standardized drawings developed by the National Guard with the
Army Corps of Engineers (Figures 3.4.3-3.4.5). The design depicts a two-story, flat-roof
building with a central front door and cantilevered concrete slabs forming belt courses.
Assuming a T-shaped plan, the building included a headhouse measuring 80-feet across by 26-
feet deep, and a one-story rear protrusion measuring 32-feet across and 22-feet deep. The
modified type was able to be converted to a two-unit facility with the addition of a duplicate
administrative wing, which would result in an “H” type footprint.®

The Fenn Board included a table of estimated costs associated with the four plan types, which
are presented in the following table.

Table 3.4.2—Estimated cost of 1-, 5-, 10-unit training facilities, 1948

Type Estimated Cost Cost per Square Foot Cost per Cubic Foot
1 unit (Model A) $444,000 $14.96 $.79
1 unit (Model B) $550,000 $15.33 $.72

5 unit $1,305,000 $14.13 $.80

10 unit $1,827,000 $14.06 $.89

Source: National Archives I, College Park, MD.

Considering the established troop strengths and the cost projected for training facilities, the Fenn
Board estimated the overall cost of construction to be $944 million. With individual states’
financial contributions for armory construction totaling $45 million, the remaining funds were
seen as a federal responsibility. Indeed, the report cited that in the previous 30 years, states had
spent over $500 million for armory construction and facilities for the National Guard and ORC,
with an additional $25 million spent on support and maintenance. The board recommended that
states provide 25 percent of funds with 75 percent contributed by federal appropriations for new
armory construction.>®

% Memorandum from Colonel Edward J. Geesen, Acting Chief of the National Guard Bureau, August 15, 1947, Army-National
Guard Bureau Decimal File, 1946-1948, RG 168 — Records of the National Guard Bureau, National Archives, College Park, MD.
" These plans could not be located during at the National Archive in College Park, Maryland and with the SOM archives.

% Drawings and Outline Specifications from Major General Kenneth Cramer, Chief of National Guard Bureau to Adjutants General
of all States, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia, June 2, 1948, Army-National Guard Bureau Decimal File, 1946-
1948, RG 168 — Records of the National Guard Bureau, National Archives, College Park, MD.

% “Final Report of the Proceedings of the War Department Civilian Components Inactive Duty Training Facilities Board,” March
15, 1948, Army-National Guard Bureau, Decimal File, 1946-48, RG 168 — Records of the National Guard Bureau, National
Archives, College Park, MD.

36



Overall, the Fenn Board’s findings were important since they represented the military
establishment’s early attempts at solving the facility shortage problem. By creating minimum
standards for leased facilities, the board aided efforts to provide reserve units with appropriate
training spaces. In addition, the board emphasized that joint utilization would not alone solve the
reserve facility shortage. Instead, Congress and the federal government would have to play a
much larger role.
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Figure 3.4.3. Standard Plan for an Armory developed by the National Guard with the Army Corps of Engineers, 1948 (courtesy of
the National Archives I1, College Park, MD, Army-National Guard Bureau Decimal File, 1946-1948, RG 68).
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Figure 3.4.4. Standard Plan for an Armory