’S

v

L.

A

........

= M
---------------------------
11111111111111111
-----------------
..........

--------------------
‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘

T'RAINING
Recruiting Liaison

A particular set of problems revolved
around the always-delicate relationship of
the WAC recruiting and training organi-
zations, which were frequently at cross-
Purposes. Even in the earliest and least
Complicated days of recruiting, both com-
Mandants agreed that the WAC training
Centers’ greatest problem—not shared by
Most Army schools in wartime—was 1ts
dependence upon recruiters’ success.

In view of the unpredictability of intake
from one week to the next, few firm sched-
ules could be drawn up. At times training
COmpanies were activated and stafted only
to sit idle, with the cadre ‘“suffering a
Marked lowering of morale and efhi-
Cléncy.” At other times too few companies
were ready, resulting in the “hasty activa-
tlon of units and procurement of trainer
Pe€rsonnel from whatever source possi-
ble.”” 81 There was believed to be no real
Solution short of selective service for
Women, although Colonel Strayhorn at-
(tcl"lbuted part of the difficulty to the ASF’s

failure to furnish training centers with re-
Cruiting figures,” *> which might have
been obtained through better liaison by
Military Training Division with The Adju-
tant General’s Office at the Washington
leve] 83

Problems redoubled with the advent of
the various special recruiting schemes to
Which the War Department was forced to
e€sort to obtain personnel. From the view-
Point of the training centers, the ideal
training situation was one in which
trainees arrived without strings attached,

-~ thus leaving the centers free to determine

tor what job a woman would be classified
and trained. Maj. Elizabeth C. Smith, of
ASF Military Training Division, pointed
O1t:

655

Under this plan 1t 1s obvious that the
Training Commandants could not exercise
their norrnal prerogatives of classification and
training. . . . The attitude of many a sta-
tion-job-assignment recruit was that she
could (and did) tell the Army where she was
going to work and what she was going to do.*"

In this respect, it was obvious that there
could be no exact parallel with the classifi-
cation practices of men’s training centers
until the latter in peacetime were also con-
fronted with the problems of career prom-
ises to recruits. From the fall of 1943 on-
ward, training centers were presented with
a series of ““named companies’ such as the
state companies of the All-States Cam-
paign, the Wainwright Company, the
Benito Juarez Company, and others re-
cruited as units under various national or
local projects. Some of these were of much
less than company strength, and caused
waste in overhead and housing 1n order to
meet the commitment that they be trained
as a group. Others were overstrength for a
standard company, with consequent over-
crowding of barracks and classrooms.
There followed the branch recruits, who
had been promised shipment to a particu-
lar branch of the service, and the station-
job recruits, who had been promised as-
signment to a specified station and job.

Training center resentment against these
systems was sharp. While most recruiters’
classifications were found not to be grossly
Inaccurate, In some cases women had not
elected a job 1n their most essential skill, or
had been led to expect further training,

s1 ASF Hist of WAC Tng, pp. 102-03.
82 Ibid.

83 Congress had not authorized a WAC Reserve, in
which recruits could have been held on 1nactive duty
to stabilize inflow. See: (1) Hist cited n. 71(2). (2) ASF
Hist of WAC T'ng, pp. 344-4).

3¢ ASF Hist of WAC Tng, pp. 56-38.
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