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EDUCATIONAL INCENTIVES AND THE ALL-
VOLUNTEER FORCE

THURSDAY. JUNE 19, 1980

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:08 a.m., in room
4 2, Russell Office Building, Hon. Alan Crsuaston (chairman) presid-
ing.

Present: Senators Alan Cranston, Alan K. Simpson, and Richard
(Dick) Stone.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ALAN CRANSTON, CHAIRMAN
OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS

Chairman CranstON. The hearing will please come to order.

In view of the lateness caused by the situations on the floor, 1
will not proceed with my opening staterient at this point but will
insert it into the record.

I apologize to those of you who have been waiting. I am very
sorry that we had to have this delay.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Alan Cranston follows:]

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. Aran CranstTOoN, CHAIRMAN OF THE SENATE
CoMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS

Good morning and welcome to this hearing of the Committee on Veterans' Affairs
on S. 2020, the proposed ‘‘Armed Forces Earned Educational Assistance Act’’ w#and S.
2596, the propo “Veterans Education Assistance Act of 1980"..beth of which
would establish new programs of educational assistance benefits for Lthose serving in -
the All-Volunteer Force. In addition to those two legislative proposass, this hearing
wiil include oversight of educational benefits administered by the VA which are
available to those —~ow serving in the Armed Forces and other issues related to
educational incentives for the All-Volunteer Force.

When the post-Vietnam Era Veterans' Educational Assistance Program— or, as it
is popularly known, VEAP—was enacted in 1976, it was designed, in part, to provide
the armed services with an educational incentive tc promote recruitment into the
All-Volunteer Force, replacing the current GI Bill. Enactment of VEAP was an
attempt to achieve a reasonable balance between those who sought termination of
GI1 Bill benefits completzsly for persons entering the service afler the end of the
Vietnam era and those who supported continuation of the Vietnam-era GI Bill
without alteration.

Although VEAP is still in a stage of relative infancy, it is appropriate to review
its impact—or lack of impact-—as a recruitment, retention, and readjustment device.
In the course of this review, we will be focusing on the need to make modifications
and adjustments in the VEAP authority which might enhance its value to the
military. We will also consider whether some new initiative—such as that proposed
by S. 2020 or S. 2596—might be better suited to the recruitment and retention needs
in today’'s military. Another alternative—and the one towards which I am presently
inclined—would be to select certain features from these bills and from title IX of
H.R. 6974, the proposed ‘‘Department of Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
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18517, which passed the House on May 21. 1980, and include them in the VEAP
authority for a trial period.

In addition, since some individuals now serving in the Armed Forces have eligibil-
ity for the current Gl Bill. we will be looking at certain elements of present chapter
34 of title 38 that may have an adverse effect on recruitment and retention—
particularly the level of benefits for in-service pursuit of a program of education and
the 1989 cut-off of eligibility for benefits.

I am deeply committed to the preservation of the All-Volunteer Force. In that
regard. I believe that educational incentives can play an important role in attract-
ing well-qualified young men and women to the service of our country.

This hearing will assess the extent to which we can develop effective educational
incentives to advance the goal of cur Nation's military preparedness.

We have many witnesses this morning and there is a great deal to cover in a
limited amount of time. Thus. I would appreciate each witness' cooperation in
keeping his or her oral presentation as brief as possible so that we can devote
considerable time to questions.

[The text of the bills, S. 2020 and S. 2596, previously referred to,
and the agency reports thereon follow:]




3

96TH CONGRESS
15T SESSION ° 2:0 20

To amend title 10, United States Code, to provide expanded opportunities for
individuals to carn education benefits based on honorahle active service in
the armed forees, and for other purposes.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

NOveEMBER 16 (legislative day, NOVEMBER 15), 1979

Mr. Conex introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs

A BILL

To amend title 10, United States Code, to provide expanded
opportunities for individuals to earn education benefits based
on honorable active service in the armed forces, and for
other purposes.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
3 That this Act may be cited as the ““Armed Forces Earned
-+ Educational Assistance Act’.

5 SecC. 2. (a) Title 10, United States Code, is amended by

6 inserting after chapter 106 the following new chapter:
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“CHAPTER 107—ARMED FORCES EARNED
EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

“See.

*“21-+41. Purpose.

2142, Definitions.

**2113. Eligibility and entitlement.

2144, Duration; limitations.

2115, Applicability of certain pro-isiens of title 38.
*“2146. Reporting requirements.

“§2141. Purpose
““The purpose of this chapter is to demonstrate that edu-
cational benefits provided as inducement will exact honorable
service among armed forces enlistees, and that this induce-
ment will reduce first term attrition among volunteers and
foster r;tention in both the regular and reserve components
of the armed forces. The program is designed to provide
benefit to both the military service and the individual
volunteer.
“82142. Definitions
“In this chapter:
“(1) ‘Eligible member’ means any person who—
‘“(A) enlists or reenlists in the armed forces
on or after the date of the enactment of this
chapter; v
“(B) serves on active duty in fulfillment of
such enlistment or reenlistment and is discharged
or released therefrom under honorable conditions;

and
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“(C) had, at the time of such enlistment or
reenlistment, a high school diploma (or equivalent,
as determined by the Secretary of Defense);

“2) ‘Active duty’ does not include any period
during which a person—

“(A) 1s assigned full time by the armed
forces to a civilian institution for a course of edu-
cation which was substantially the same as estab-
lished courses offered to civilians;

“(B) serves as a cadet or midshipman at one
of the service academies; or

“(C) serves under the provisions of section
511(d) of this title pursuant to an enlistment in
the Army National Guard, or as a Reserve for
service in the Army Reserve, Naval Reserve, Air
Force Reserve, Marine Corps Reserve, or Coast
Guard Reserve.

“(8) ‘Critical military skill’ means any combat-re-
lated occupational skill or other skill which the Secre-
tary concerned designates as critical.

“(4) ‘Noncritical skill’ means any skill not desig-
nated as a critical military skill.

“(5) ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary of a military

department or the Secretary of Transportation ir the
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i case of the Coast Guard when it is not operating as a
2 service i the Navy.

3 521143, Eligibility and e litlement

4 ““(n) Bach person who enlists or reenlists {or the flirst
5 time in the armed forces after the date of the enactment of
6 this chapter for a period of two or more years, and at the
7 time of such enlistment or reenlistiment is designated as a
8 person with a critical military skill, shall be entitled to edueca-

9 tional assistance under this chapter as follows:

10 “(1) At the end of the first twenty-four months of
1t active duty, such person shall be entitled to eighteen
12 months of educational assistance (or the equivalent
13 thereof in part-time educational assistance).

14 “(2) For active duty performed during the third
15 twelve-month period of active duty, such person shall
16 he entitled to one-half month of educational assistance
17 (or the equivalent thereof in part-time educational as-
18 sistance for each one month of active duty).

19 “(3) For active duty performed during the fourth
20 twelve-month pertod of active duty, such person shall
21 be entitled to one month of educational assistance (or
22 the equivalent thereof in part-time educational assist-
23 ance) for each month of active duty.

24 “(b) Kach person who enlists or reenlists for the first
25 time in the armed forces after the date of the enactment of

1i
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this chapter for a period of two vears, 21d at the time of
enlistment or reenlistment is designated as a person with a
noneritieal skilf, shall be entitled to twelve months of educa-
ttonal assistance (or equivalent thereof in part-time educa-
tional assistance) upon completion of two vears of active
duty. Such person may acquire additional educational assist-
ance benefits at the rate of one month of edueational assist-
ance for ¢ach two months of active duty.

() An eligible member maxy becomne entitled to a maxi-
mum of thirty-six months of educational assistance under this
chapter (or the equivalent thereof in part-time ecducationsal
assistance).

“(d) No cdueational assistauee shali be afforded to any
member who fails to complete the first two years of such
enlistment or reenlistment under honorable conditions.

“(e) Kxeept as otherwise provided in this <hapter, the
Administrator of V- crans’ Affairs shal pay to each eligible
member who is pursuing a program of education under this
chapter an educational assistanee allowance in the same
amount, for the same purpose, and under the same circum-
stances as would be paid if such member were pursuing a

program of education under chapter 34 of title 38.
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“§ 2144. Duration; limitations

‘(a) No educational assistance shall be afforded an eligi-
ble person under this chaptier beycnd the date of ten years
after such person’s last discharge from aciive duty.

‘““(b) Members who have established basic eligibility
under subsection (a) (-)r (b) of section 2143 of this title may be
allowed benefits under section 2143(e) of this title while con-
tinuing on active duty.

‘(c) No service other than active duty as described in
section 2142(2) of this title may be considered in computing
benefits under sections 2143 (a) and (b) of this title.

“+§2145. Applicability of certain provisions of title 38

““The provisions of sections 1670, 1671, 1673, 1674,
1676, and 1686, and of chapter 36, of title 38 (except sec-
tions 1777, 1780(c), and 1787) shall be applicable to the edu-
cational assistance provided under this chapter.

“§2146. Reperting requirements

‘(a) The Administrater of Veterans’ Affairs and the
Secretary of Defense shall, within ninety days after the date
of the enactment of this chapter, submit to Congress a joint
report containing their respective plans for the implementa-
tion of this chapter.

“(b) Tiie Secretary of Defense shall report to the Con-
gress semiannually on the operation of the program provided

for in this chapter. Such report shall include—
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‘(1) the number of original enlistments and the
number of first reenlistments during the preceding six-
month period;

“(2) the retention and attrition rates during such
period; and

“(3) a comparison of the enlistment, reenlistment,
rerention, and attrition rates during such period with
those for comparable periods in the preceding five
years.”’.

(b) The tables of chapters at the beginning of subtitle A,
and at the beginning of part IIT of subtitie A .. e 10,
United States Code, are each amended by inserting after the
item relating to chapter 106 the following new item:

“107. Armed Forces Earned Educational Assistance Program.................. 21417,

SEC. 3. Section 269 of title 10, Unied States Code, is
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(h)}(1) Notwithstanding any other provision of this sec-
tion, except as provided in paragraph (2) and under such reg-
ulations as the Secretary concerned may prescribe any per-
son who, on or after the date of the enactment of this subsec-
tion, enlists for the first time in the armed forces may, at the
discretion of the Secretary concerned, be released from sactive
duty, placed in the Selected Reserve, and required to serve in

such Selected Reserve for a period which, when added to the
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period of active duty served under such enlistment, equals
four vears. Upon completion of the term for whicn such per-
son is required to serve in the Selected Reserve, such person
shall, upon request, be transferred to the Ready Reserve and
serve as a member thereof for such period as may be required
by law or regulation. Any such person who serves on active
duty under such enlistment for a period of four or more years
shall, upon release, be placed in the Ready Reserve and
serve as a member thereof for such period, if any, as may be
required by law or regulation.

“(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section,
any person who, on or after the date of enactment of this
section, reenlists in the armed forces for the first time and
such reenlistment is for a period of two yvears or more may,
at the discretion of the Secretary concerned, be released or
discharged and, if such person has not completed the required
reserve obligation, be placed in the Ready Reserve and serve
in such Ready Reserve for such period as may be necessary
to complete his or her reserve obligation.”.

Sec. 4. (a) The amendments made by this Act shall
take effect on October 1. 1980.

(b) Appropriations and expenditures under the program
provided for in the amendments made by section 2 of this Act
shall be considered to be functions of the Department of De-
fense for budget purposes rather than functions of the Veter-

ans’ Administration.

-—
U



11

[No. 49]
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS, U.S. SENATE

VETERANS" ADMINISTRATION,
OFFICE OF THE A DMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS' A FFATRS.
Washington., I2.0°. . Jwune 18, 1980.
IHon. A~y CiansToxN,
Chairman, Comanittce on Veterans' AfFairs,
7.8 . Senarte, Washington. 1.0

Dear Mr. Coamesrax: This is in response to vour request for a re-
port by the Veterans' Administration on =, 2020, 96th Congress, a bill
“To amend title 10, United States Cocle. to provide expanded oppor-
tunities for individuals io carn edueation benefits based on honorable
active service in the armed forces. and for other purpaoses.”

The proposed legislation would establish a new educational assist-
ance program designed to induce enlistinents and reduce attrition
rates in the Armed Forces. Although the Veterans’ Administration
would administer the program. appropriations and expenditures
would be functions of the Department of Defense, The proposed pro-
gram would operate concurrently with the Post-Vietnam Era Veter-
ans’ ducational Assistance Program established by Public Law No.
OE-502 effecttve January 1. 1677,

The bill wonld grant a maximum of 36 monihs of entitlement to
educational assistance to those persons enlisting or reenlisting for the
first. time on or after October 1. 1950, Therve ix no reguirement that
the servicemember contribute monevs in order to participate in the
program, as 1s the case under the current Post-Victnam Era Veterans’
Educational Assistance Program. The amount of monthly benefits
under this new prosram would he the =ame as that provided eligible
veterans pursiing programs of oducation under chapter 34 of title 38
(the GT £3i11). Maximon entitlement wonld be earned at differing
rates. depending on whether the cervicemember has been designated as
having a eritical military <kill. If the individual has such o skill. 18
months of entittement would be earned at the end of the first 24 months
of active duty: 6 additional months of entitlement would he earned
during the third (2-month period of active duty : and 12 more months
of entitlement would be earned during the fonrth 12-month period of
active duty. I'f the servicemember has n nonceritieal skill. 12 months of
entitlement would be carned upon completring 2 vears of active duty.
with additional entitlemenr acerning ar the rate of 1 month for each
2 months of acrive dity.

An individual gqualifying for benctits tmnder the bill may utilize

entitlement while remainine on active dhity. or he or she mav ¢hoosoe to
utilize it afrer Jdischarvee. The individual wonld he reqnired to nse the
benefits no Iater than 10 vears after discharge or lose them.
So2020 wonld mark a poliey departure in that it wonld provide a
news noncontributory GI 1311 for peacetime serviee in an all-voluntear
military in contrast to the prior GI Rills intended to benefit war veter-
ans amd tho=e subject to the military draft.

Tn establishine the Post-Vietnam Fra Veterans' Fdueational Assist-
ance Program (VEAT) in Publie Tuaw No. 94-502. the Congress pro-
vided that it would operate as a A-yvear pilot program beginning Jan-
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uary 1, 1977. The Congress also provided that the President was to sub-
mit o 1(,1)0[1; by June l 1981, 1f the program were to be open for new
cnrollments beyond December 31, 1981.

The Veterans' Administration has been and is now actively evaluat-
ing the effectiveness of the VEATD program and is considering possible
modifications of it. Early studies have indicated certain problenls
about the program in its present form. The most recent. statistices
avallable to us show that cumulative overall participation through
calendar year 1‘);0 stands at 25.1 percent. These figures also show
that, while 201,723 individuals have participated in the program,
65,228 (32.2 percent,) have terminated their participation. Of this
number, 34,822 (17 percent) have requested refunds of their con-
tributions. Additional information reveals that, through December
1979, 470 individuals have received benefits under the program-— rep-
'ebentlntr two-tenths of one percent of the total participants. Adda-
tional participation is expected as service members complete their first
enlistments.

On February 9, 1980, the Department of Defense submitted to the
ITouse Comimittee on Armed Services a report entitled “ISducational
Incentives Study.” This report reflects the concern by the Department
of Defense about the VKA program as presently constituted. Pos-
sible tmprovements in the program are also being examined by the
Department of Defense.

In view of the ongoing studies of the VEAP program by both the
\'etex ans” Administration and the Defense Department, we believe it

s premature at this time to enact any new education program for
service personnel. There are many factors including the future of the
Armed Forces. the compensation structure of the Armed Forces, and
budgetary concerns, which should be considered before any legislative
action is taken in this area. We recommend, therefore, that the Con-
gress defer any new edueation program until such time as we have
completed our studies and the PPresident has made deecisions about the
current program. This will allow a thorough examination of the spe-
citic objectives of the program. which ageney (iex) should bear the
cost and administration. how it relates to other educational assistance
programs, and finallyv. how it will fit into tho Hiseal year 1982 budget
to be submitted in Januar y.

Turning to the spocnhc's of 5. 2020, we note a number of significant
d(‘pdltlll(‘h from previous (I Bill programs which require serious
study and consideration by CCongress and the exccutive branch, For
example, under S, 2020 we observe that an eligible member must have
been discharged or released from active (lut\ “under honorable con-
ditions.” This departs trom the three most recent odu( ational assist-
ance  programs administeredd by the Veterans’ Administration
( Korean conflict, post-T orecan conflict and Vietnam era, and post-Viet-
nam cra), which have all detined ehigible veterans ditferently, that is
“discharged or released therefrom uander conditions other than
dishonorable.™

As mvntumm] earher, the pnnposed bill provides that. for those per-
sons with a “critical military =<kill.” the first block of entitlement wou]d
accerue at the end of the frst twoenty- fmn' months of aetive duty.”
For those with a “noncritical military skill.” the first block of entitle-
ment would acerue Yupon completion of two vears of active duty.”

RIC 1/
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These requirements also depart from prior educational assistance
programs which have set considerably lesser periods of active duty
as a condition ot eiigibility (90 days for Korean conflict veterans and
181 days for post-Korean conflict and Vietnam-era. and post-Viet-
nam-era veterans). Finally, we would add that Government policy has
traditionally provided that there be no discrimination amonyg veter-
ans of the same era based upon place or theater of service. We believe
that Congress should consider any policy change in this area very
thoroughly. .

Several questions concerning drafting and interpretation are pre-
sented by S. 2020. For example, under scetion 2112 of the bill, an
“eligible member™ is defined as “‘any person who—(.\) enlists or
reenlists in the armed forces on or after the date of enactment of this
chapter. . . ." The section dealing with eligibility and entitlement
(section 2143) makes reference to persons enlisting or reenlisting for
the first time in the Armed Forces after the date of ensctment. of the
chapter. If the purpose of the bill is to restriet. eligibility to those
servicemembers who first enlist or reenlist after the cnactment date,
we believe the inconsistencies between sections 2142 and 2143 should
be clarified.
~ Another condition of cligibility under the proposec new chapter,
contained in section 2142(1) (B), is that the individnal serve on nctive
duty “in fulfillinent of such enlistment or reenlistment.” Recent edu-
cational assistance prograins have required only service on active duty
for a specified period of time. Service “in fulfilliment of™ an enlistment
or reenlistment. may present difficulties of in terpretation. For example,
the phrase could be construed as requiring the servicemember to re-
main within his or her military occupational specialty (MOS) for
the duration of the enlistment period. The phrase might also be inter-
preted as requiring the servicemember to remain. and perform duty
in that MOS, for the full enlistment. period. These problems of inter-
pretation, together with the critical-noncritieal skill distinction, could
lead to administrative problems.

We note that section 2143 of the bill provides that the initial block
of entitlement will come “[a]t the end of the first twenty-four months
of active duty’ for persons with a critical skili, and “upon comple-
tion of two years of active duty” for those vith a noneritical skill. The
rationale for these differences in language is not readily apparent.
Additional amounts of entitlement acerue during subsequent periods
of active duty. For example, a person with a eritical slkill would accrue
acdditional entitlement during the third year of active duty at the
rate of one-half month for each month of active duty and, during the
fourth year of active duty. each month of active duaty would bring one
additional month of entitlement. Persons with s noneritical skill who
serve on active duty beyvond 2 years would earn additional entitlenient.
at the rate of 1 month for each 2 months of nctive duty, up to a maxi-
muim of 36 months of entitlement. Tt wanld appear that the incentive
to remain in service would decline somewhat after the initial block
of entitlement is accrued. It further appears that requiring a service-
member to complete 2 full years of active duty “in fulfillment of” his
or her enlistment to attain cligibility for educational benefits may
have the unintended effert. of disconraging such person from reen-
listing before having served those © years,

Q

LRIC 15

HO9-145 O— S0 ——1



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

14

Section 2143 (e) of the proposed bill states that eligible members
pursuing a program of education under the new chapter would re-
celve edueational assistance i the =ae amount as would be pand if
=uch membsr were pursaing o program under chapter 34 of title 38,
The Tollowing =section provides that members having baste eligibility
may be allowed benefits under =ection 2143 (e) while continuing on
active duaty.

Cuarrently, servicemembers with basic chapter 34 eligibility ave per-
mitted to receive cducarional benefits while pursuing o program on
active duary. However, 35 17,5.CL £16852(H) limits such benetits to the
per=on’s tuttion and fees. The reason for this limitation is that chap-
ter 3+ benetits for tho=e not in serviee are designed to include sub-
sistence amount=. Wherve the individual’s snbsistence is already being
provided by thoe militavy, providing the fnll subsistence rate would
appear to amount to a dnplhication of benefit=, Absent a compelling
rationale to the contrary, we believe it appropriate that =scction 2144
(b)) specify that the rate of bhenefits for those in =ervice would be Tim-
tted n o the snme mnnner as= i now done by 353 TUUS.0. § 16832(h).

Adthough seetion 2045 of the proposal does not list provisions of
chapter G4 which relate to flight, correspondence. and on-the-job
training and tutorial aszistanece. the language of section 21483 7¢) states
that the Administeator st pay to cnch eligible member who is pur-
=uing n program of education under thi= chapter an educational nssist -
ance allowance o . under the =nme circumstances as would be paied
tf such member were pursuing a program of ecducation under chapter
B4 of titie 3877 This, we believel might bhe interpreted as permitting
payment for pursnit of these {ypes of training. Thus, we would sug-
wrest that elther section 2145 he ¢larified to inehiulde the above-cited
benefits (if it ix intended they are to be included) or to provide that.
the =cetion be made exelusive, permitting only the enumerated sce-
tions of chapters 341 and 234 to be applicable.

The cosr of this measire would be borne by the Department of De-
fense. We have been advised that the Department ha= not as vet. for-
mulated tts cost estimate on this measure. Tt is clear that. since the
Veterans” Administration would be required fo administer the pro-
gram and pay the benefits, we would incur n substantial amount of
administrative expense. Sinee we have not been advized of the Depart-
ment’=s basic estimaie. we are nnable at this time to formulate the ad-
miniztrative expen=zc. Rather than delay this report to vour Commit-
tees we are forwarding i to vou without this cost. estimato,

[For the rearons cot forth above. the Veterans' Administration op-
po=e=the enactment of S, 2020,

We have been advised by the Office of Manacemoent and Budget
thint there is no ohjection to the =ulimission of this report {o yvour
Commitice from the =tandpoint of the Administriation s program.

Sineerely,
AMax CneELaNt,
Aelministrator.

1o
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96TH CONGRESS
20 SESSION - 2 96

To amend title 38, United States Code, to provide a new educational assistp o
I

program dor persons who enlist, reenlist, or otherwise enter the Ai ed
tlorces after December 31, 1980, to provide for the cencellation of certain
cducation loans in the ease of individuals who perform service in the Selected
Reserve of the Ready Reserve of an Armed Force, and for other purposes.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

ArriL 22 (legistative day, Jaxvary 3), 1980

Mr. ARMSTRONG introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred

to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs

A BILL

To amend title 38, United States Code, to provide a new

educational assistance program for persons who enlist, reen-
list, or otherwise enter the Armed Forces after December
31, 1980, to provide for the cancellation of certain educa-
tion loans in the case of individuals who perform service in
the Selected Reserve of the Ready Reserve of an Armed

Force, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
That this Act may be cited as the ‘“Veterans’ Education As-

sistance Act of 1980".
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NEW EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM FOR VETERANS
Sgc. 2. (a) Title 38, United States Code, is amended by
adding after chapter 32 the following new chapter:
‘“Chapter 33—Peacetime Veterans’ Educational Assistance

Program

“*Nec.

**16.45. Definitions.

“1646. Eligibility; entitlement.

“1647. Time limitations for completing a program of education.
1648, Educational assistance; subsistence allowance.

1649, Program requirements. '

“§ 1645. Definitions

“For the purposes of this chapter—

“(1)A) The term ‘eligible veteran’ means any veteran
who (i) entered military service after September 30, 1980,
served on active duty for a period of 2 years or more after
such date, and was discharged or released therefrom under
conditions other than dishonorable, or (ii) entered military
service after September 30, 1980, and was discharged or re-
leased from active duty after such date for a service-connect-
ed disability.

“(B) The requirement of discharge or release, prescribed
in subparagraph (A), shall be waived in the case of any
person who has completed his or her period of obligated
active duty (which began after September 30, 1980) or 6

vears of active duty (which began after September 30, 1850),

whichever period is less.
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“(C) For the purposes of subparagraphs (A) and (B), the
term ‘active duty’ does not include any period during which
an individual (i) was assigned full time by the Armed Forces
to a civilian institution for a course of education which was
substantially the same as established courses offered to civil-
ians, (ii) served as a cadet or midshipman at one of the serv-
ice academies, or (iii) served under the provisions of section
511(d) of title 10 pursuant to an enlistment in the Army Na-
tional Guard or the Air National Guard, or as a Reserve for
service in the Army Reserve, Naval Reserve, Air Force Re-
serve, Marine Corps Reserve, or Coast Guard Reserve.

““(2) The terms ‘program of education’ and ‘educational
institution’ shall have the same meaning ascribed to them in
subsections (b) and (c), respectively, of section 1652 of this
title.

“8§1646. Eligibility; entitlement

“(a) Except as otherwise provided in this section, each
eligible veteran shall be entitled to educational assistance
under this chapter for a period of 36 months (or the equiva-
lent thereof in part-time educational assistance).

“(b) Whenever the period of entitlement under this sec-
tion of an eligible veteran who is enrolled in an educational
institution regularly operated on the quarter or semester
system ends during a quarter or semester, such period shall

be extended to the termination of such unexpired quarter or

<o
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semester. In educational institutions not operated on the
quarter or semester system, Wwhenever the period of eligibility
ends after a major portion 6f the course is compleied such
period shall be extended to the end of the course or for 12
weeks, whichever is the lesser period.

“(c) Any enlisted member of the Armed Forces eligible
for educational assistance under this chapter shall be eligible
to participate in the Predischarge Education Program
(PREP), authorized by subchapter V1 of chapter 34 of this
title, during the last 6 months of such member’s first enlist-
ment.

‘“{d) Eligible veterans under this chapter shall be eligible
for education loans authorized by subchapter 11 of chapter
36 of this title in such amounts and on the same terms and
conditions as provided in such subchapter, except that the
term ‘eligible veteran’ as used in such subchapter shall be
deemed to include ‘eligible veteran’ as defined in this chapter.

‘“‘(e) Except as provided in subsection (bh) and in sub-
chapters V and VI of chapter 34 of this title, no eligible
veteran shall receive educational assistance under this chap-
ter in excess of 36 months.

“8§1647. Time limitations for cempleting a program of
education

““(a) No educational assistance shall be afforded an eligi-

ble veteran under this chapter beyond the date 10 years after
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1 the veteran’s last discharge or release from active duty after

2 September 30, 1980; except that, in the case of any eligible
3 veteran who was prevented from initiating or completing
4 such veteran’s chosen program of education within such time
5 period because of a physical or mental disability which was
6 not the result of su(;'h veteran’s own willful misconduct, such

veteran shall, upon application, be granted an extension of

~1

8 the applicable delimiting period for such length of time as the
9 Administrator determines, from the evidence, that such vet-
10 ecran was prevented from initiating or completing such pro-
11 gram of education.

12 “(b) In the case of any eligible vetzran who has heen
13 prevented, as determined by the Adminisirator, from com-
14 pleting a program of education under this chapter within the
15 period prescribed by subsection (a), because the veteran had
16 not met the nature of discharge requirements of this chapter
17 before a change, correction, or u.odification of a discharge or
18 dismissal made pursuant to section 1553 of title 10, the cor-
19 rection of the military records of the proper service depart-
20 ment under section 1552 of title 10, or other corrective
21 action by competent authority, then the 10-year delimiting
22 period shall run from the date the veteran’s discharge or dis-
23 missal was changed, corrected, or modified.
24 “(c) In the case of any eligible veteran (1) who became

25 eligible for educational assistance under the provisions of this
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chapter, and (2) who, subsequent to the veteran's last dis-
charge or release from active duty, was captured and held as
a prisoner of war by a foreign government or power, there
shall be excluded, in computing the veteran’s 10-year period
of eligibility for educational assistance, any period during
which the veteran was so detained and any period immedi-
ately following the veteran’s release from such detention
during which the veteran was hospitalized at a military, civil-
ian, or Veterans’ Administration medical facilit_\f..

“§ 1648. Educational assistance; subsistence allowance

‘“a) The Administrator shall pay, in the case of each
eligible veteran pursuing a program of education under this
chapter, the cost of such veteran’s tuition and fees or $3,000
per school vear (or an appropriate portion thereof, as deter-
mined under regulations which the Administrator shall pre-
scribe, in the case of an eligible veteran pursuing a program
of education on a part-time basis), whichever is less.

‘‘(b) The Administrator shall pay to each eligible veter-
an pursuing a program of education under this chapter a sub-
sistence allowance of $300 per month (or an appropriate por-
tion thereof, as determined under regulations which the Ad-
ministrator shall preseribe, in the case of an eligible veteran
pursuing a program of education on a part-time basis), except

that an eligible veteran pursuing a program of education
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while serving on active duty shall not be eligible for » sub-
sistence allowance under this chapter.
“8 1649. Program regquirements

“The provisions of sections 1670, 1671, 1673, 1674,
1677, 1681(c), 1683, 1696, and 1698 of this title and the
provisions of chapter 36 of this title shall be applicable to the
educational assistance program provided for in this chapter.””,

(b) The table of chapters at the beginning of such title
and at the beginning of parct IIT of such title are each amend-
ed by adding below the item relating to chapter 32 the fol-
lowing new item:

*33. Peacetime Veterans’ Educational Assistance Program.".

(c) Chapter 22 of title 38, United States Code, relating
to the post-Vieinam era veterans’ educational assistance pro-
gram, is amended by adding at the end thereof the following
new section:

“§1644. Termination of program

““No person who enters the military service after Sep-
tember 30, 1980, and who is eligible to earn educational as-
sistance entitlement under chapter 33 of this title shall be
eligible to - participate in the program provided for in this
chapter after such date, and no person who entered the mili-
tary service hefore such date shall be eligible to participate in
such program after September 30, 1982, The preceding sen-

tence shall not be construed to deny benefit pavments under

<6
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this chapter to any ecligible veteran who was a participant
before the applicable termination date specified in the preced-
ing sentence.’”’.
(d) Clause (4) of section 1795 of title 38, United States
Code, relating to limitation on period of assistance under two

or more programs, is amended by inserting ‘33, after

‘‘chapters 31,".
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[No. 501
COMMITTEE ON VETEELRANS' AFFAIRS, U.S. SENATE

VETERANS' ADVINISTRATION .
OFFICE OF THE A DMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS A Frars.
Wershington, 2.0, Tune IR, 1987,
ITon. \naNx Craxsrtox.
C'hairmieri, Committce on Pioterans™ Agfair, TT.S, Senerte. Woaskington,
7).,

Drar Mz, Ciatestax: This is in response to vour request for a re-
port by the Veterans' Administration on S, 2596, 96th Congress, a
bill *“TFo amend title 35, United States Code, to provide o now edu-
cational assistance brogram for persons who enlist, reenlist. or other-
wise enter the Armed forces after December 31, 1980, to provide
for cancellation ef certain cdueation loans in the case of individ-
uals who perform service in the Selected Reserve of the Ready Re-
serve of an Armed Force. and for other purposes.”

The proposed legislation would establish a new educational assist-
ance program to be administered by the Veterans: Administration for
individuals enlisting after September 30, 1980. Aldthough a “purpose”
section does not appear in the bill, its apparent purpose is to induce
enlistments and reduce attrition rates in the Armed Forces. The pro-
posed new program would essentially replace the current Post-Viet-
nam Ira Veterans' Fdueational A ssistance Program (chapter 32 of
title 35, UTnited States Code) . sinee it would bar cligibilita under that
program for those ¢ntering service after September 30, 1980, S, 2596
would mark a policy departure in that it wonld provide a new noncon-
tributory GI Bill for beacetime =ervice in an all-volunteer military in
contrast to previous (iT Bills intended to benefit war veterans and
those subject to the military draft.

Many of the provisions cont:ained in the hill are patternced after
existing law contained either in chapter 31 (the G1 Bill) or chapter
32 (the contribntory progora: ).

To be eligible under the new procram., an mdividaal wonled simply
be required to enter service after September 300 1980, and either be
dischareed or released there from a fter 2 vears under conditions other
than dishonorable or he dizcharged or released after such date for a
service-connected dizability. ITn addition. an mdividual maxy qualify
for educational benefits without. being discharged or released from
active duty if the individnal has completed his or her period of obli-
grated duty (which began after September 30, 1950} or G years of
active duty. whichever period is less.

The bill would grant clirible veterans educeational assistanece bene-
tits for a period of up to 36 months (or longer. for certain veterans in
training at the time their entitloment i5 exhausted), The individual
would be required to use his or her educnt 1onal benefits no later than 10
years after final discharge or release from active duty., with limited
extensions of the eligibility period for those disabled, held as prisoners
of war. or prevented from completing a program of education due to
fFatlure to meet i=charge requiremonts during the basice cligribility
period,

In establishing the Post-Vietnam Kra Veterans Educational As-
sistance IMrogram (VLA P) in PPublie aw No. H-502, the Congress

Q
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provided that it would operate as a H-year pilot program beginning
January 1, 1977. ‘'Fhe President must submit a report to the Congress
before June 1. 1981, if the program is to continue to be open for new
enrollments bevond December 31, 1981.

The Veterans’ Administration has been and is now actively evaluat-
ing the effectiveness of the VEAT program and is considering possible
modifications of it. arly studies have indicated certain problems about
the VEAP program in its present form. The most recent statistics
available to us show that overall participation through calendar year
1979 stands at 25.1 percent. These figures also show that while 201,723
individuals have participated in the program, 65,228 (32.3 percent)
have terminated their participation. Of this number, 34,822 (17 pexr-
coent) have requested refunds of their contributions. Additional infor-
mation reveals that, through December 1979, 470 individuals have
received benefits under the program-—representing 24, of 1 percent
of the total participants. Additional participation is expected as
servicemembers complete their first enlistment.

On February 9. 1980, the Department of Defense submitted to the
Fouse Committee on Armed Services a report entitled “Tducational
Incentives Study.” This report reflects the concern by the Defense
Department about the VEAT program as presently constituted. Pos-

sible improvements in the program are also being examined by the
Department of Defense.

In view of the ongoing studics of the VEATP program by both the
Veterans' Administration and the Defense Department, we believe it
1s premature at this time to enact any new education program for
service personnel. There are many factors including the tuture of the
Armed Forees. the comprehensive structure of the military, and budg-
etavy concerns which sheuld be considered before any legislative action
is talcon in this nrea. We recommend, therefore, that the Congress defer
any actions until such time as we have completed our studies and
the President has made his decisions about the current program. This
will allow n thorough examination of the specific objectives of the
program, which agency (ies) should bear the cost and administration,
how it relates to other educational assistance programs, and finally,
how it will fit into the fiscal year 1982 budget to be submitted in
January.

Turning to the specific provisions of S. 2596, as noted earlier, we
find many eligibility and entitlement provisions are drawn from the
chapter 32 and 34 odlueational assistance programs. Other previsions
represent significant departures from previous GI Bill programs
which require serious study and consideration by Congress and the
cxecutive branch. For example. basic eligibility under S. 2596 would
essentially require service on active duty for at least 2 years. This
would represent a departure from prior programs administered by
the VA for veterans of the Korean conflict and later periods. In the
case of Korean conflict veterans. basic eligibility for educational bene-
fits was granted for 90 or more days of active duty. For veterans of
the post-KKorean conflict, Vietnam and post-Vietnam eras. hasic eligl-
bility is granted for 181 or more days of active duty.

Provisions governing the payment of educational assistance (to be
made by the VA) are set forth in the proposed new section 1648 of
title 38. Basically. each eligible veteran pursuing full-time training
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would receive a subsistence allowance of 8300 per month. Tn acldition.
the VA would pay the veteran's tuition and fees or 83.000 pPer sehool
Year. whichever is less. If the eligible veteran is still on active duty,
no subsistence allowance would be paid.

We are seriously concerned that a new tuition assistance program
could bring a return to the problems and abuses experienced with the
tuition assistance program established with the World War IT GI
Bill. At that time. overcharges were made bv schools for tuition.
Following that unfortunate experience, Congress has consistently
avoided the World War TT model and instead provided a direct uni-
form assistance payment to veterans in the Korean conflict, Vietnam
era, and post-Vietnam era GT Bills.

Proposed section 1646 (e¢) would create a Predischarge Education
Program (PREP) for enlisted servicemembers to be used during the
last 6 months of their first enlistment, The Veterans’ Administration
and the Defense Department jointly support legislation passed by
the House and Senate (H.R. 5288) which would terminate PREP
under the chapter 32 contributory eduecational assistance program.
The military services now operate inservice education programs, rang-
ing from vocational training to graduate work. Thus, we believe the
continued need for PREP is no longer apparent and we would oppose
its inclusion in any new program.

Proposed section 1649 would provide educational assistance benefits
for pursuit of flight and correspondence training. Qur studies. along
with those performed by the General Accounting Office, persuade us
that neither program has attained jts intended goal, and both have
served as avocational and recreational programs for many individuals,
contrary to the intent of Congress in providing benefits for such pro-
grams. We have, therefore. proposed legislation to terminate both
programs and we would object to their inclusion here.

We wish to point out two technical errors in the title of S. 25986.
First, the title mentions providing a new educationa! assistance pro-
gram for persons entering the Armed Forces after December 31, 1980.
The proposed bill. however, uses September 30, 1980, as the key date.
Second. although the title mentions cancellation of certain education
loans for certain reservists. the bill does not contain any such provision.

It is estimated that enactment of S. 2596 would result in additional
direct benefits cost in fiscal vear 1981 of $8.1 million and in additional
direct benefits cost over the first 5 fiscal years of £1.1 billion. The addi-
tional administrative cost for fiscal vear 1981 1s estimated at $146.000
and at R19 million over the first 5 fiscal years. A detailed breakdown
of these estimated costs, together with trainees, follows:

[Dollar amounts in thousands]

Direct benefits Administrative
Fiscal years Trainees cost Man-years . cost
- 3 3, 000 38, 100 s 3146
%9 _______________________________________ 9, 400 26, 400 1€ 654
1983, LIlIIIIiIiIiiniTi 37, 800 109, 700 63 2,150
1884 L llllIITIinnmmmm 114, 900 324, 400 188 5,475
1885 .. L lllIIITIIIITIIoe 217,700 641, 100 351 10, 649
Total . _ ... 1, 108, 700 1,10°, 700 633 19,074
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For the reasons set forth above, the Veterans’ Administration
opposes the enactment of S. 2506.

IWe have been advised by the Office of Management and Budget that

there was no objection to the submission of this report to your Com-
mittee from the standpoint of the Administration’s program.
Sincerely,

Max CLELAND,
Administrator.

Chairman CRANSTON. Senator Armstrong, 1 recognize you and
Senator Cohen. We welcome you to the committee.

TESTIMONY OF HON. WILLIAM L. ARMSTRONG,. A U.S.
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO

Sepator ARMSTRONG. Thank you so very much. I am delighted to
be here, and I am grateful to you as I am sure my colleague Bill is
for giving us an opportunity to chat with you and the committee
about this issue.

I have had a chance to review your opening statement. I want to
make one observation before moving to my own statement. The
very essence of why I am interested in the GI bill in large part
responds to the concern you have expressed about the All-Volun-
teer Army.

It seems to me your perspective is the perspective many of us
have in mind when we suggest ways to improve the numbers and
quality of military personnel through voluntary means—that we
recognize that is the alternative to a conscription army. I want to
congratulate you on your concern, and I appreciate it.

Chairman Cranston. Thank you very much. I know that is a
shared concern.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, if it is appropriate, I would
like to also be sensitive to the time situation this morning.

Chairman CRANSTON. Very appropriate.

Senator ARMSTRONG. 1 would like to put my statement in the
record and summarize it briefly then for the benefit of those who
appear.

Chairman CraNsSTON. That would be very helpful.

Senator ARMSTRONG. I am joined this morning in presenting this
bill, my bill, S. 2596, by 11 of our colleagues—Henry Bellmon, Rudy
Boschwitz, David Durenberger, Barry Goldwater, Sam Hayakawa,
Roger Jepsen, Paul Laxalt, Pat Leahy, George Mcfovern, and Pat
Moynihan. If I may put my statement in the record, let me sum it
up in this way.

We are all aware, I am sure this committee is well aware of the
drastic decline in the gquality of personnel entering the Armed
Forces, in all services, but especially the Army. We are now seeing
not only a decline in numbers, but also a quality decline which has
caused the rewriting of military tech manuals downward from the
10th and 11th grade reading level to the 7th, 8th, and 9th grade
reading levels, and even then we are experiencing great difficulty
in making the training stick, according to some Army surveys. We
have seen instances where people are trained 1 week and the next
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week an inspector will come back and find that the training simply
did not take.

Obviously as the weapons systems and tactics become more and
more complex, this is an increasing concern, especially when you
consider that a tank driver today is operating a more complicated
and vastly more expensive piece of equipment today than the air-
plane pilot of World War 1I, so the quality of personnel is terribly
important. .

I am convinced that the most effective thing we can do to bring
in a steady stream of high quality recruits is to restore GI bill
benefits along the lines and of the same magnitude and scope that
we had in World War II.

In my judgment, the GI biil turned out to be the most effective
recruitment device we have ever had, and the prool is documented
in the material which I have presented in my written statement
and which will be elaborated on by Professor Moskos—surveys
which show that the recruits themselves identify GI bill benefits as
the motivating factor to bring them into the Volunteer Army.

When the Army announced on October 20, 1976, that GI bill
benefits would be terminated, they experienced the greatest surge
of volunteer enlistments for that last quarter then we have seen at
any time during peacetime.

The projections of what would happen after the termination of
the GI bill benefits were quite gloomy. The Arny predicted at that
time that there would be a serious dropoff in the number cf re-
cruits they would get and that this drop would be unacceptable.

In fact, their pessimistic expectation of recruiting and attrition
has turned out to be exceeded in every way. The problem has been
even worse than they anticipated. Other services report similar
although less drastic experiences.

The 1979 study by the Center for Naval Analysis estimated ter-
mination of the GI bill has resulted in a 17-percent loss in total
enlistments in the Marine Corps and a 24-percent decrease in high
scheool graduate enlistments. The Air Force and Navy report con-
tinued declines in enlistments in the higher mental categories, and
an_increasing difficulty in bringing in college eligible personnel.

The service chiefs have conciuded that the best way to repair
this damage would be through reintroduction of a GI bill benefit.

Mr. Chairman, at this time I would like to submit for the com-
mittee’s study and record four letters which speak to the question
of how the services themselves feel about this kind of an ap-
proach—f{irst, from General Jones I would like to just gquote one
paragraph because it is in a sense representative of everything that
has been brought to my attention about the need for GI bill bene-
fits.

General Jones says, and I quote:

bill would be an important recruiting and retention incentive.
He goes on at some length and I would like to submit that for
the record.
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May I also submit for the record a letter from General Aitken in
which he also endorses on behalf of the Marine Corps the concept
of a GI bill benefit as an aid to recruitment and retention.

If I may, I would like to submit a letter from General Meyer in
which he expresses in his opinion the belief that, again, if I may
just quote: “A new GI bill should be a tangible reward for those
who served their country.” And it goes on to spell out some of his
own ideas about how that could be implemented and endorses the
concept, and finally a letter from Admiral Hayward in which he
says, and let me again just quote briefly:

I strongly endorse the concept of offering educational benefits to young men and
women in the Armed Forces as incentives to take up a military career.

If I could, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask that that informa-
tion be copied into the record of the committee. '
Chairman CransTtoN. It will be.

[The letters referred to by Senator Armstrong follow:]
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THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301

18 June 1850 JN 18 PH S 19

Honorable William 1I.. Armstrong
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Armstrong

I appreci~te the opportunity to provide an input for your
deliberations on the desirability of reinstating G.I. education
benefits.

less, the Chiefs are on record in support of a noncontributory
education program for members of the Armed Forces as a mechanism
to assist in meeting manpower requirements.

I personally fully support the concept of providing cost
free educational” assistance to all members of rthe Axrmed Forces
who serve honorably and who are fulfiiling their milicary
obligation through active duty -- or reserve component -- military
service. I further believe that a roperly conceived and
carefully implemented G.I. Bill would be an important recruiting
and retention incentive.

This type of legislation, now more than ever, should f£il1l
a variety of needs — tangible reward for honorable service -—
support both active and reserve recrulting ~ promote retention.
For example, I recommend appropriate accommodation for service
in the reserve components and provisjions for eligible service
members to transfer unused benefits to their dependents .,

OIS Y S S

DAYID C. JONES, G eral, USAF
Chafrman, Joint Chiefs of staff
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20380
tHRIMLY RLILA TO

MpP-37 -msh
- 1300
17 JUN 1980

The Honorable William L. Armstrong
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Armstrong:

The Commandant has regquested that I reply to your letter and take
this occasion to express our appreciation for allowing us the
opportunity to provide you with the Marine Corps' views on the
desirability of reinstating G.I. Bill education benefits as well
as recommendations on the provisions of such legislation.

The Marine Corps views the enactment of G.I. Bill education
penefits as a positive step which would significantly enhance
the attractiveness of military service. While such & program
could be of great assistance to our recruiting effort, we en-
vision that the need =xists to also provide for retention in-
centives. It is within this perspective that we propose that
such legislation include the following provisions:

- Receipt of benefits be tied to honorable service.

- Entitlements be tied to length of enlistment by providing
i academic vear {9 months) for each year of service through the
fourth year, at which time full entitlements would be earned.

- Honorable service concluded prior to the end of the fourth
vear would entitle the service member to that portion of the

benefits he earned, as determined by that period of service
in excess of one year.

- Education benefits include the eligibility to register for
VA-approved vocational schooling, community college, college or
university. ’

- Eligibility to receive benefits continue for a minimum of
10 years after termination of active service.

- That officers be included in the provisions of the pro-
posed G.L. Bill.

- In order to enhance retantion it is recommended that such
a program include a provision which would provide for either a
cash settlement eguivalent to some portion cf the earned bene-
fita (60%) or for additional educational assistance entitlement
equal to that entitlement earned during an initial enlistment,

35
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MPP-37 -msh
_i%pSUN1BBD

if revalistment is for four years or more. This additional
entitlement could be transferred to a dependent of choice,
not to include subsistence allowances.

- Funding and administration be accomplished by the Veterans
Administration.

I trust that the foregoing information will be of assistance to

You during the upcoming hearings. If there is any way that I
may be of further assistance to you in this matter Please do not

hesitate to call on me .

Sincer:=aly,

H. S. AITKEN

Brigadier Gemeral, U. S. Marine Corpsa
Pirector, Maspawotr Plans and Polliay Pivinioen
By direction of tho Coamwondant of the Marine Corps
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UNITED STATES ARMY
THE CHIEF OF STAFF

18 June 1980

Dear Senator Armatrong:

It is a pleasure to Tespond to Your lerter of 13 June 1980 in which you

solicited my views and guidance concerning the provisions thaL a new GI Bi11l1l
should contain.

It is my belief that a new GI Bill should be a tangible reward for those who
serve their country. The legislation for a Servicemembers Education
Benefits Bill should be more than an enlistment incentive, encouraging
completion of initial enlistments and also acting as a retention factor. 1,

therefore, believe that the following elements should be included in a new
bill:

(1) .Benefits should be funded and administered by the Veterans Adminis-—
tration as a reward for honorable military service.

{(2) Entictlement should be earned on a basiz of one and one half months

of educarion for each moenth of military service up to & maximum of 36 months
(four 9 month school years).

(3) Benefits should be paid at a rate comparable to those available
under the World War 1I version of the GI Bill and include provisions for the
payment of tuition for attendance at a postsecondary VA aprroved institution

plus a monthly living allowance. The amounts should be adjusted annually to
reflect cost of living increases.

(4) In-service use authorized for part-time use after one year of
gervice and deducted from the total entitlement.

(5) Service Secretaries toc have the flexibility to &dd teo the $400
monthly allowance as an incentive for the filling of positions and retention

of personmnel in shortage area specialties and hard to fill geographical
assignments, etc.

{6) After 15 years of service, the military member would be permitted
to transfer an amount equal to the total portion of his or her unused

benefit to each dependent under 23 years of age. This multiplier effect
would be a key retention feature.

{7) Selected Reserve and Kational Guard personnel should receive
education benefits at half the rate of active duty personnel.

w
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(8) The delimitin

g date for existing Chapter 34 and future benefits
should be ten years

from the servicemember's final separation from service.

I1f there is any other information you desire co

ncerning my views, in
preparation for the {9 June hearing,

Please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

E. C. ER
Cener » United States Army

Chief of Staff

Honecrable William L. Armstrong
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

QO
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF
UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON. D C. 20330

338 JUN 1980

Honorable William L. Armstrong
United States Senate
washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Armstrong

The Air Force fully supports the concept of providing educaticnal
entitlements for individuals who serve their country faithfully.
We are convinced that the Veterans Educational Assistance Program
(VEAP), after some three and one-half years of operation, has not
proved to be an effective recruiting device. Furthermore, it
fails to encourage membhers to pursue a full Air Force care=r.
more comprehensive program is needed to attract and more impor-—
tantly to retain our skilled, highly trained personnel. The Air

Force is currently developing a legislative proposal toward that
end.

A

I would propose that such an educational incentive program specif-
ically address the retention isste. It should provide for a non-—
contributory educational entitlement for both officer and enlisted
personnel based on a two-tiered concept. While providing incentive
for enlistment and commissioning, the stipends involved should be
weighted to provide a substantial inducement for a full military

career. The program should be based on honorable service and be
available for in-service use.

We believe ar important feature in an educational incentive pro-
gram would be the transferability of unused accrued benefits to
dependents at the mid-career point. We also recommend that the
program be administered and funded by the Veterans Administra-

tion rather than regquiring the DOD to replicate an already exXisting
capability within the former agency.

Finally, members should be entitled without regard to specific
career field in recognition of the fact that categorization of
critical/shortage skills requirements is subject %o continuous
change and all members contribute to the accomplishment of the Air
Force Mission. In this latter regard, we urge that the current de-
limiting date {December 1989} for the existing GI Bill be extended
to 10 years after the servicememker's separation.

The net effect of such a proposal would be to provide young
people with an attractive incentive to enlist in the service of
t+heir choice while also providing tangible inducement for many
to pursue a full career in the service of their country.

Thank you for your interest and support.

LEW ALLEN, JR., General, USAF
Chief of Staff
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CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS

18 June 1980

Dear Senator Armstrong,

I welcome the epportunity to give my views on
the desirability of reinstating G. I. Bill education
benefits and to indicate the features I would prefer

to see in a legislative rackage.

career. Circumstances have changed significantly
since the old G. I. Bill was enacted over thirty vears
ago. The old G. I. Bil1l was designed to Provide
education as compensation for draft induced service.
Changes in 1l1jife Patterns were forced upon the indivi-
duals involwved. Few inductees came into the Service

make the Serwvice a career. In short, the o014 c. I.
Bill was not an incentive to remain in the Service;
it was a reward for imposed service, and that is not
our need today. We need career oriented reople, not
4 short term, high turnover force.

available, Particularly for our enlisted people. We
already have graduate education Programs for officers
that enhance their value to the Navy. We need to
increase the numbers involved and, even more importantly,
provide a significant opportunity for our enlisted
rersonnel to expand their educational level while in

the Service. Many of them require technical angd
managerial education above the high school level to
equip them to rerform their Jjobs well. we need this

tyve of educated individual j

numbers to operate and maintain with high competence
the sophisticated weapons systems of tomorrow in an
unsettled world.

In short, I would like tc see an educational
incentive rackage which clearly encourages enlistment
in the sense that it provides a tangible opportunity
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to fulfill long term ambitions while remaining on

active duty; we must be careful to avoid creating
incentives to Ieave the Service. T believe that a
SIcar mMEessage needs to be sent from the Congress and

the Department of Defense to our Nation's youth that
shows that service in the military is more than a
stepping stone. Military service itself is a fulfilling

and personally productive careerxr, and that is the point
we must get across.

I greatly appreciate Yyour giving me the opportunity
to express these views and applaud your strong interest
and effective action in strengtheniing our military

posture.
Sln07 ”

T. B. WARD
Admir , U. S. Nawvy

Senator William L. Armstrong
United States Senate
wWwashington, D. C. 20510

Senator ARMSTRONG. Now if I may just take a few moments to
discuss the specific bill which I have introduced along with 11 of
my colleagues, S. 2596 is a bill which was inspired by Prof. Charles
Moskos of Northwestern University. I am sure that the committee
is well aware of his distinction as a military sociologist.

I became interested in this when he testified before the Budget
Committee because of all the people who were commenting before
the Budget Committee on ways to make the volunteer service
work, he made more sense than anybody, so I am particularly
pleased that he is here this morning to share his expertise with the
committee.

The specifics of the bill which I have introduced are the follow-
: .der my proposal, a serviceman oOr woman who enlists or
nlists subsequent to October 1, 1980, and completes 2 or more
vears of service earns entitlement benefits of 100 percent of tuition
and fees at an accredited junior college, college, or university, up to
a maximum of $3.000 per year, for a maximum of 4 academic
years, plus a subsistence allowance of $300 per month while en-
rolled in the accredited college or university for up to 36 months.
This will not be an inexpensive program. However, measured
against what we are now spending for military costs as well as
what we are now spending to provide educational benefits to col-
lege-aid young people, it is relatively speaking a modest program.
There would be no cost during the first 2 fiscal years. If fally
implemented, according to the estimates which we are working
with, it would cost $200 million in the third year, and at the end of

6 years, a maximum of something around $800 million.
While I stress this is obviously not an insignificant amount,
compared to the magnitude of the personnel problem in the serv-

Elil‘cces it is in my opinion a well-justified expenditure.

4 i
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When you take into account the fact that we are alresady spend-
ing about $7 billion a year for education benefits for young people,
it is also a relatively modest amount in comparison with that, so
Mr. Chairman, that in brief is the prcposal which I would ask the
committee to consider.

I am satisfied in my own mind after talking not only to many
Senators and a lot of service people but also many young people
who would be directly affected by this kind of incentive that it
offers a very good opportunity to improve both the quality and
numbers of young people coming into the service.

Chairman CRANSTON. Thank you very, very much. I want to
stress that I am deeply committed to the preservation of the All-
Volunteer Army. I will take every conceivable step I can to assure
its preservation, and I believe t{nat educational incentives are a
very important part and _hould contribute in that effort.

am very glad that you have come before us to state your
position. We are anxious to work with all those who share this
viewpoint and I would hope that the two of you could help coordi-
nate whatever efforts go on between the Armed Services Commit-
tee and this committee. That would be a very important part and
ingredient of any success that we might achieve.

I look forward to working with you, each of you, in that respect.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Thank Kou very much.

Chairman CranstON. Thank you very, very much. You have
given us some important ideas.

[The prepared statement of Senator William L. Armstrong and
other related materials follow:]

4
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM L. ARMSTONG, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF
COLORADO

MR. CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS CF THE OOMMITTEE:

Thankymfcrgivim;methisogportunitytoappearbeforeyoq. And thank
you most of all for holding this hearing. I regard it as a significant step
towiard a solution to the military manpower problems that are soc gravely
weakening the defenses of our country.

All of us are aware of our severe, ard worsening, military manpower
prablems. Despite the fact that our active forces are smaller in number than
at any time since 1950, last year, faor the first time, all of the services
failed to attain their recruiting goals.

Along with the decline in nurbers of volunteers, there has been an even
more disturbing decline in aptitude. The number of high schecol graduates has
declined, and an increasing proportion of the high school graduates who are
recruited come f£ram the bottom half of their classes. Army manuals recently
have been rewritten downward to 8th, and even 7th, grade levels, and still
carmanders report many soldiers have difficulty understanding them. This is
a most sericus development in our modexmn, technology-ariented armed forces,
where the corporal whe cammards a tank has control over a more camplicated
piece of machinery than the aircraft college graduates flew during World War 1I.

If we wish to insure the effectiveness of our Armed Forces during this time
of rising world tension, we must take decisive action now to improve both the
mumbers, and the aptitude, of the young men and wanen who are entering the

Armeod Forces.
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The most effective, and the most cost—effective, means of doing this is to
reinstate G.I. Bill education benefits on samething approaching the scale of
the World War II G.I. Bill,

The Warld war IT and sucoessor G.I. Bills have proven to be the most
successful social programs ever instituted by the U.S. Govermment, returning
to the Treasury in tax revenues several times their cost as a result of
increased earnings by veterans who otherwisc would not have been able to
afford to continue their education.

More important, the G.I. Bill has Proven to be perhaps the most successful
recruiting device the Armed Services have ever had.

Graphic proof of this important truth was provided by a survey the Aruy
conducted in September of 1974 of 11,336 recruits at Armed Forces Entrance
Examining Stations (AFEES) throughout the United States. Twenty four per cent of those
interviewed said flatly they would not have enlisted had there been no G.I.
Bill. &An additional 36 per cent said they weren't certain whether or not they
would have enlisted if they had not been made cligible for education benefits.

After factoring out the indifferents, the Army concluded that terminating
the G.X. Bill——michcaxg-ressdidmnecerber, 1976 — could depress the pool
of potential recruits by as much as 36.7 per cent.

That wasn’t all. 1In its March, 1975 report to the Secretary of Defense,
the Army said temminating the G.I. Bill would require a 17 per cent increase
in annual accessions just to offset the increased losses due to attrition as a

result of drawing a disproportionate rmanber of recruits f£ram the lower _mental

categories.
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Further proof of the drawing power of the G.I. Bill in attracting exactly
the kind of men ard waren we require in the Armed Forces today has been provided
by the recruiting experiences of the Armed Forces in the three months preceding
the termination of eligibility for benefits under the Vietnam era G.I. Bill.

on October 20, 1976, it was announced that the G.I. Bill would not apply
to those enlisting after December 31. Approximately 100,000 men and wanen joined
the uniformed services during that period, just about double the normal first
term enliotment for the fourth quarter of the year. A far greater proportion
of volunteers in that cuarter were in the higher mental categories than in any
other quarter of that year or subsequent years.

Unfortunately, the Army's gloamy projections about what would happen to
recruiting if the G.I. Bill were terminated have proven to be unduly optimistic.
Army enlistments in the highest mental category have dropped by nearly two—thirds
since 1976, and the number of enlistees in the second highest mental category has
plunged by more than half. The rate of attrition in the Army has cane nearer
40 per cent than the 18 per cent rate the Army predicted COngress-mJ.ld finc_l
"unacceptable.”

The other Services reyort similar, although less drastic, experiences. A
1979 study by the Center for Naval Analysis estimated that termination of the
G.I. Bill has resulted in a 17 per cent loss in total enlistments in the Marine
Corps, and a 24 per cent decrease in high school graduate enlistiments. The
Air Foroe and the Navy report continued declines in enlistments in the higher
mental categories, and increasing difficulty in interesting college—eligible

high school graduates in military service.
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The Service chiefs have concluded, as I have cancluded, that the best way to
repair the damage daone by termination of the G.I. Bill is to reinstate the G.I.
Bill. I would like to insert in the record at this time letters fram the Chief
of Naval Operations, Admiral Hayward:; the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, General
Allen, and the Cammandant of the Marine Corps, General Barrow, which express
their deep interest and concern in enactment of a new G.I. Bill. The Armv is,
of course, the Service most interested in enactment of a new G.I. Bill. But
there are Army witnesses here to testify for themselves. I won't presume to put
words into their mouths.

Cne thing is clear: properly tailored educaticnal incentives almost certainly
would bring into the Armed Forces at least 50,000 high aptitude recruits each
year, encugh to offset present recruiting shortfalls, and to replace 15,000 -20,000
velunteers from the lowest mental category with volunteers fram the highest
categories.

On April 22, I introduced the G.I. Bill of 1980, one of two G.I. Bill proposals
currently pending before this Committee. I am Pleased to anncunce that I have
subsequently been joined in sponsoring this important legislation by Senators
Goldwater, Leahy, McGovern, Moynihan, Bellmon and Durenberger.

S. 2596, the G.I. Bill of 1980, derives its inspiration fram Professor Charles
Moskos of Nerthwestern University. I hawe described Professor Moskos as a
Praninent military sociclogist. The description does not do him justice. The
truth is that Professor Moskos, along with his occasiconal collaborator, Professor
Morris Janowitz of the University of Chicago, know more than any other men living
about. the sociology of the young men ard women who make up the All Volunteer Force
today. Not content to base his canclusions on the basis of statistics pored over
in the privacy of his study, Dr. Moskos has formed the conclusions he will present
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to this Oammittee today on his experiences living, working, eating and tramping
through the bush with our soldiers, sailors, and airmen. He knows firsthand
wherecf he speaks.

The G.I. Bill of 1980 differs in samne particulars fram the proposal Professor
Moskos presented to a Hoover Institute symposium last. December, but containg the
same basic elaments:

Under the G.I. Bill of 1980, a servicaeman or waman who enlists, or re-—enlists
on, or subsequent to, October 1, 19380, and who completes two or more years of
honorable service, would earn entitlement to benefits of:

—— 100 per cent of tuition and fees at an accredited junior college, college
or university, to a maximm of $3,000 a year, far a maximm of four academic
years, and

—— a subsistence allowance of $300 per month while enrolled in an accredited
college or university, for a maximum of 36 months.

Because two years of honorable service would have to be performed before a
serviceman or wanan could becane eligible far benefits, there would be no cost
for S. 2596 in the 1981 or 1982 fiscal years. The program would not rise to its
Full cost until FY 1936, the first year in which four classes could ke in school
urder the G.I. Bill of 1980.

It is difficult to predict how much S. 2596 might cost in the future. That
will depend on how many recruits enlist in order to obtain G.X. Bill benefits —
my bill specifies that recruits who accept initial enlistment bonuses will be
ineligible for G.I. education benefits -— how many benefits they earn; how many

attend public or private ocolleges and universities, and how high tuition fees rise.

O
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But if we assure cthat 50,000 Yyoung men £nd women enlist each year in order
to obtain G.I. Bill benefits, and that they attend public and private colleges
and universities in the same proportion as the current college population, the
cost of 5. 2596 would be approximately $210 millicn in FY 1983; $420 million in
FY 1984; 5630 millicn in FY 1985, and $840 million in FY 1986 and thereafter.
lhjsisakxutaﬂurdoftheprojectedim:reaseincostbetweennoumﬂ 1985
in existing direct aid to higher education loan and grant Programs administered
by the Department of Education.

The cost to taxpayers of the G.I. Bill of 1980 would be coffset substantially
by savings in the Department of Defense from lowsr training and attrition costs
as a result of recruiting a more stable, more easily trainable recruit pooil.

Enactment of 5. 2596 will not solwve all of ocur military manpower problems,
These are chiefly problems of retention caused by abwsmally low rates of B3y -

But S. 2596 can solve our present recruiting probiems, and can do so more quickly,
ard more econamically, than any other measure, including reinstitution of the
peacetime draft.

If it is unsuccessful, enactment of a new G.I. Bill would be virtually a
painless mistake, because it will cost morrey only in proportion to its success
in attracting college eligible high school graduates into our Armed Forces.

I want to conclude my testimony by Paying tribute to our colleagque, Senator
Cohern, who was the first among us to recognize the rneed to re—establish G.I. Bill
education beruafits. His bill, S. 2020, introduced last December, was the first
ray of light. There are same significant differences between his approach and
mine, which you may wish to explore in your questions. But although we differ
samewhat in details, we are united in our conviction that enactment of a new G.T.
Bill is the single most significant Step we can take to solve the critical
recruiting problems facing ocur Armed Farces.
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FROM
Bill Armmstrong
US. SENATOR FOR COLORADO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: Lee J. Stillwell
Thurasday, June 19, 1980 €(202) 224-0022

GROWING BIPARTISAN SUPPORT EXISTS
IN SENATE FOR PASSAGE OF A NEW GI BILL

WASHINGTON, D.C., June 19 —-- Growing bipartisan support exists in the Senate
for passage of & new C.1. Bill to help the military attract top recrults, Sen.
Bi11 Armstrong {(R-Cole.) said today during testimony before the Senate Veterans'
Affairs Comnittee.
Armstreong said 10 senators already have égreed to cogponsgsor hia legislacion
reinstating educational benefita for people who serve in the milirary.
Armstrong said many other senators have expressed a strong interest in a new
G.1. Bill and he is hopeful that several of them will support his legislation which
is based upon research done by the eminent military sociologist, Professor Charles
Moskos of Northwestern. Mnskos also was to testify at the Senate hearing.
"] am very pleased that there 1is growing recognition on both sides of the
alsle and in all regions of the country that my G.I. Bill proposal 1s a gonstructive
solution for the wmilitary's manpower shortage problem,"” said Armstrong. "I am
intent on redoubling my efforts to see that this important legislation 18 made inte law."”
The liast of cosponsors fuo:r the Armstrong legislation includes Sens. Henry Bellmon
{(R-Okla.), Rudy Boschwitz (R-Minn.), David F. Duremberger (R-Minn.), Barry Goldwater
(R-Ariz.), S.1. Hayakawa (R-Calif.), Roger W. Jepsen {(R-lowa), Paul Laxalc {(R-Nev.),

Patrick J. Leahy (D-Ver.), George S. McGovern (D-5.D.) and Daniel P. Moynihan (D-N.Y.).
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Chairman CRANSTON. Senator Simpson has a comment.

Senator SiMPsON. Mr. Chairman, I know how much time Senator
Armstrong has put into this and Senator Cohen, too. I have seen
them hatching—they sit near me, and they continue to hatch this,
and I knew that they would come up with something thoughtful
and provocative and I think it will receive our every consideration.

I am intrigued by it and I am also very concerned about the
volunteer military. I do not think it is working properly, and this
may be a way to interest people in it without going to some more
drastic steps. I appreciate it.

Chairman CRANSTON. Senator Stone wishes to comment.

Senator StoNE. In the interests of time, the statement that I
have prepared to open the hearing, I would like to submit that in
writing and ask that it be included in the record.

Chairman CRANSTON. It will be, and I thank yocu.

. [Tl'ie prepared statement of Senator Richard (Dick) Stone fol-
ows:

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HoON. RicHARD (Dick) StonNE, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE oF FLORIDA

Mr. Chairman: In 1976, this committee was faced with legislation to terminate the
GI bill education program for new members of the volunteer force. I, like the other
members of this committee, felt that education benefits were a significant recruit-
ment tool for the armed services and should be continued in some form. I, therefore,
supported enactment of chapter 32 of title 38, the Post Vietnam Era Veterans

ucational Assistance.

This matching fund education program has been in effect since 1977—but it has
not been very successful as an incentive to join the Armed Forces. Over the past few
years we have seen a decline in volunteers, and a decline in the quality of new
recruits.

I am extremely concerned that the Armed Forces might be unable to respond in a
case of a major crisis. The recent passage of funds for military registration is an
example of one of the steps that has to be taken to improve our military strength.

have been and will continue to be supportive of the All-Volunteer Force. I have
supported measures that make an armed services career more attractive. It is
important that our armed services meet their recruiting goals and retain sufficient-
ly trained and experienced girsonnel in a career status.

Another way to improve th the number and quality of our military ranks—and
possibly the most effective way—is through a new education program. I understand
that all the Service Chiefs are supportive of a new GI bill. Our hearings this
morning give us the opportunity to explore the impact such a program would have
on our military strength.

Chairman CRANSTON. I want to add I think it is fine that yvou
have come up with a proposal that doesn’t cost anything the first
year when we are trying so hard to contain costs.

Bill?

TESTIMONY OF HON. WILLIAM S. COHEN, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF MAINE

Senator CoHEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Prior to Senator
Armstrong’s departure, I would like to throw him one very big
bouquet.

I think more than any other individual, Bill Armstrong has led
the effort to deal with the problems confronting our military. I
serve on the Armed Services Committee, the Subcommittee on
Manpower, and I can tell you frorn my experience in listening to
the testimony that has come before that committee the past 2
years that the need to increase pay is perhaps the single most

Q
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important act that we can take to stem the tide of the people who
are leaving.

Admiral Hayward said we have got a hemorrhage in our services
now, and it is not much better in the Air Force. We are losing
great numbers of pilots, and it goes on and on. Senator Armstrong
has taken the lead during this session to introduce a bill to provide
for a significant pay raise which would more than any other factor
help to stem that tide to keep our people in.

I will not duplicate what Bill has said before you this morning,
but second only to the pay issue is the one about GI bill benefits.
Education is cited by practically every service chief as the single
most important thing we can du second to increasing pay for our
servicemen. So, I would like to take this opportunity to commend
him for the effort that he made last year on the Senate floor to call
for a significant pay raise, and commend him again this morning
for taking the lead in coming up with a proposal for a GI bill
benefit.

I think it is critically important. He is to be commended for his
leadership.

Chairman CrRANSTON. May I ask one question before Bill has to
leave? Do each of you feel that if we do enough to make service
more attractive 1n terms of pay, educational opportunity, and other
matters that we might agree upon, that we have a reasonable
prospect of maintaining the All-Volunteer Army as our approach
to military personnel needs?

Senator CoHEN. It is my personal view that we have not done
enough, have not made a serious, wholehearted effort to make the
volunteer force work. 1 will tell you candidly, that Congress in
some measure is responsible for the deterioration of our All-Volun-
teer Force.

We have taken actions which over a period of time have contin-
ued to undercut the desirability of going into the service, and I
have shared in some of those decisions. I have voted, for example,
to terminate the Gl bill benefit back in 1977 when it came before
the House. It was a mistake. One of the reasons I am here today is
to tell you it was a mistake. I hope you will take some action to
correct it through any one of the proposals that we have before us.
But that is one example of Congress’ action hurting the Volunteer
Force.

I can point to another where the recruiting efforts were up under
the programs of the Army, for example, so we in the House cut the
budget for advertising. We said, in effect, they are doing so well
they don’t need this much money for advertising so we cut it. That
in turn has contributed to inability to attract qualified people. So, I
can point to a number of measures that we in Congress have taken
to undercut the effectiveness of the All-Volunteerr Force.

In addition to that, I think there has beer . reluctance on the
part of many career personnel to support it who would like to go
back to & draft. But, I am satisfied that if we take these actions, if
we pay our people adequately the Volunteer Force can succeed. 1
will relate one thing before I defer to Senator Armstrong. I met
with the Defense Minister of Great Britain about a year ago, less
than a year ago, and asked him what they had done to turn around
the deterioration in their All-Volunteer Force.
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He said the first thing that happened when Margaret Thatcher
took office was she gave everyvbody a 30-percent pay raise and said
we love you, you are making a great contribution to your country,
and we want you to understand that. They cite that as the singie
most important thing that has happened to turn arcund the de-
clhine of their All-Volunteer Force.

I think we have to do the same thing, change our attitude about
the commitment that our young people and careerists are making
to the country, and we have to pay them accordingly and provide
the incentives. If we do that, it won’'t be necessary to resort to the
peacetime draft.

Chairman CraxnsTtoON. Thank you very much. I share that belief.

[The prepared statement of Senator William S. Cohen, the intro-
ductory statement on S. 2020, and other related materials follow:]

Prerpaped StareseNT OoF Hlos, Winaas S, Conexn, A LIS, SeExAaTOR FROM THE
StratE orF MaINE

Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the opportunity to appear today before this distin-
puished panel in support of my proposed new Veterans Education and Training
({VET) program. S. 2020, Knowing of the strong commitment both the Chairman and
ranking member hold for the best interests of those who are serving and who have
served in our Armed Forces, it is a special honor to testify before you.

I introduced S 2020 last Novemkor pecaure of my strong belief that we need to
return to educational incentives for military service. Educationaz]l benefits were
consistently listed as one of the top reasons for joining the military by recruits who
were surveved prior to termination of those ben »fits.

It has tecome increasingly clear that the mi.itary services are having problems
meeting recruiting quotas. Since the end of the GI bill, military recruiters have had
problems convincing sufficient numbers of top quality individuals to enlist.

Testimony before the Armed Services Committee's Manpower Subcommittee, of
which I am a member, has made it clear that, other than a pay raise, no single
action could do more to help boost enlistments than would a return to educational
benefits. The service personnel chiefs have pointed to the record number of enlist-
ments in the last month of the GI bill. They have cited the sharp drop-off in quality
in the months immediately after GI bill termination. And they have told our
committee of the large number of Category I'V's the lowest mental category eligible
for military service, who have joined the Armed Forces since 1976.

Oniy 38 percent of male Army recruits in this fiscal year are high school gradu-
ates. This fact is evidence enough that we need to provide a better educational
incentive pPrograian.

In the interest of time. T will ask that my introductory remarks on S. 2020 from
November be placed in the record. T would like to ndd new and pertinent informa-
tion which s vital to my advocacy of a new education prograrn.

Recent congressional actions have made all of us more aware of the need for a
workable veterans’ cducation benefit package. General Edward C. Meyver. Army
Chief of Staft, suggested that a new program., paving the way to pay for a soldier’s
tuture college education, would do a lot more for today’'s Army than bringing back
the dritt

Last month. the House Armed Services Committee approved a new education test
program :n its defense authorization bill. [t provides for a maximum of 1 vears’
tuition piavments at 31200 per vear and 36 monthly subsistence pavments of 3:300.

In the Senste Armed Services Commiittee's package of personnel benefits is a test
program ol increassed educational benefits which 1 proposed. The test program
mmcludes the =tadent loan forgiveness proposal which Representative Tom Petri
introduced in the House and T sponsored in the Senate, the transferability provision
which General Mever proposed, and other Features aimed at making the current
Meterains' Fducation Assistance Program more attronctive to prospective enlistees. 1
bBedieve thiat these improvements are only an intermediate =solution to providing i
real education sncentive 1o enlistment o the Armed Forces,

Mr Chinrman, i1 a2 obvious that Congress made o =<erious error when it termi-
nated rthe GO Bill of Fducation in 19760 1 wias one ol those who =<hared in that
mi=tike and my ol iz an effort to correct st Congres= must now look toward the
Besst micans of retnstraninge those henetits
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A new education program must be sufficiently attractive to bring quality vouths
into the military services. It must encourage them to stay in the service for a long
enough time that their contribution will be felt. And. 1 believe, it must not be any
more generous than what we offered those who fought in the Vietnam conflict.

That is why I offer my bill, S. 2020. for consideration. I have worked with the Non
Commissioned Officers Association. a private military organization, in developing
this legislation.

It was drafted as an amendment to title 10, United States Code. Since it is being
considered by the Veterans' Affairs Committee, it should be amended to reflect
changes to title 38, as appropriate. I assume the Committee staff will make the
necessary technical corrections if the bill is adopted by the panel.

My bill requires any person enlisting or reenlisting 1n the Armed Forces to serve
a minimum of 2 years before becoming eligible for education benefits. When individ-
uals have satisfied the honorable service requirement, they will receive payments at
the same rate as those provided to veterans of other periods.

My proposal has a number of advantages. It encourages quality rsonnel to stay
in for 4 years to receive maximuin benefits. It allows them to use the benefits while
in service, after 2' years. It has the 2-year minimum service requirement. And it is
the least costly of the proposals which have been put forward.

A Department of the Army analysis estimates a cost of $500 million annually at a
steady state, as opposed to a $1.6 billion cost for the Army's proposal. a $1.7 billion
cost for the proposal of my distinguished colleague, Senator Armstrong, and a $1
billion cost for the House Armed Services Committee’s test program.

As you know. the Senate Armed Services Committee has taken the extraordinary
action of cutting the strength of the Army by 25,000, despite vigorous objections
from Army officials. We did this because of our belief that quality is being sacrificed
by the Army to maintain quantity.

This has n described by some as a negative means of dealing with the quality
problem. I suggest that we must look to positive approaches.

While there is a cost involved in reestablishing this program of educational
benefits, it is likely to provide far greater short- and long-term benefits. Those
benefits go beyond the quality of our military forces. Testimony before this Commit-
tee in 1975 revealed: ‘“Veterans using the GI Bill return to the Federal Treasury
more than the Nation invests in them to pay for 36 months of college.”

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me thank you for the consideration you are
giving my bill and the other veterans’ education proposals. Your Committee has
traditionally been in the forefront in the field of veterans' education benefits.
Whether we wish to call these benefits an incentive to enlist or reenlist or a reward
for services rendered, the adoption of a new veterans’ education benefit bill should
come under the jurisdiction of the Veterans' Affairs Committee.

I feel certain that any proposal adopted by this panel will be fair and equitable to
all veterans, past and present.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will entertain any questions the Committee might
have at this time.

[Frem the Congressional Record, Vol. 123, No. 162, pp. S16806-S16898—Senate, Nov. 16, 1979)

VETERANS EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAM

Mr. Conen. Mr. President, I am introducing today legislation which would provide
for a new GI bill, the ‘‘veterans education and training’’ (VET) program.

The need for this legislation is clear. Educational benefits have consistently been
listed as one of the most popular incentives for joining the military.

Congress’ decision to eliminate the GI bill 3 years ago has been cited as one of the
key factors in the perception of those in—or considering—military service that
benefits are eroding. The veterans education assistance program (VEAP), a contribu-
tory program which replaced the GI bill, has not proven to be attractive to those in
the military.

he purpose of my bill is to provide an opportunity for individuals to earn
educational benefits based on honorable service in the military. It should encourage
more top-quality young men and women to enlist and reenlist in the service.

Basically, the bill will provide education benefits at the same rate authorized
veterans pursuing a program of education under chapter 34, title 38, United States
Code.

The bill does not require a monetary contribution from the participant. It re-
quires something more valuable—time. Eligibility for education under this proposal
begins when the member has completed 2 years of honorable service. The maximum
educational benefit cannot be earned in less than 18 months.
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The program is a simple one. After completing 2 years of service, a member in a
critical skill or combat arms position becomes eligible for 18 months of educational
assistance. Those in noncritical or noncombat arms occupations earn 12 months of
educational assistance.

Benefits continue to accrue bevond the 2-year point. Those with critical skills or
in combat arms will earn the maximum 36 months of benefits in 4 years. For their
noncritical/noncombat arms counterparts. the 36-month maximum may be earned
in 6 years.

In the case of individuals choosing to serve the minimum 2-year active duty
period or serving less than a full enlistment, the program requires that they be
transferred to the reserve forces to help alleviate reserve manpower shortages.

Further, to reduce attrition figures, the bill will not, in most cases, allow military
members to collect their eligibility if they fail to compiete the first 2 years of their
enlistment or re-enlistment. This is why it is called an “earned’ educational assist-
anc‘:_e program. No education benefits are earned if the service obligation is not
fulfilled.

For young people sincerely inte: -sted in attaining an educational goal, the bill
offers a program of assistance for services rendered. It also provides for education
loans and gives the eligible veteran 10 vears from the date of last discharge from
active duty to complete the education earned as a result of the proposal.

The program will produce a recruiting incentive aimed directly at a desirable
target group—high school graduates not in college. These are the kind of commit-
ted, topquality individuals that the services need to attract and retain.

While there is a cost involved in reestablishing this program of educational
benefits, it is likely to provide far greater short- and long-term benefits. These
benefits go beyond the quality of our defense forces. The U.S. Treasury as well
should reap benefits from the veterans who use the program. Testimony before the
Senate Veterans’ Affairs Committee in 1975 illustrated the fact that: ““Veterans
using the GI bill return to the Federal Treasury more than the Nation invests in
them to pay for 36 months of college."

The new GI bill I am introducing today will, I hope, serve as a reflection of the
commitment of Congress to those who sacrifice years of their lives to serve in the
Nation’s defense. We must not forget the special sacrifices made by our young men
and women in uniform, whether in peacetime or in war.

As was brought out during last week’s debate on the Armstrong-Matsunaga
amendment to lift the cap on military pay, the view of those in the military that
their pay and benefits are eroding is more than mere perception. It is a reality.

Basic recruit pay is now only 83 percent of the minimum wage. The discrepancy
between military and civilian wages is greatest in the 25 to 34 year old age group,
where most enlisted members are in grades E-5 and E-6, with 6 to 15 years of
service.

The average enlisted person makes only $9,990 a year. This compares with an
income of $11,546, which the Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates a family of four
needs to rnaintain a ‘‘lower level’ standard of living. Since 1972, inflation has
driven down the purchasing power of service personnel more sharply than civilians
by amounts ranging from seven to 20 percent.

Pentagon officials have recognized that there are significant problems with the
existing compensation and benefits system. They have indicated that they are
considering a variety of steps to upgrade that system.

One of the actions under consideration is a proposal to reinstitute education
benefits in a program more attractive than VEAP. VEAP has been a failure. The
reason why is clear. Its primary goal was to reduce the cost to the Government of
post-service education.

VEAP was designed as the first veterans program in history which requires a
monetary contribution from its participants. It is not surprising that only 16.8
percent of those eligible servicewide are participating in the program.

The monetary contribution, especially in a time of diminishing real wages, is a
key reason why the program has failed. Under the law, participants must agree to
contribute 350 to $75 per month for a minimum 12-month period. Basic monthly pay
in the first 2 years of service is fixed around $500. Thus, individuals must agree to a
minimum contribution of about 10 percent of their monthly pay.

Those who do participate will not receive a generous return. In fact, the maxi-
mum return is $225 a month for 36 months.

For every dollar the participant contributes to VEAP, the VA matches it with
two. The maximum contribution by the veteran may not exceed $2,700; the maxi-
mum VA contribution is fixed at $3,400.
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Participants must contribute for 12 months before they are permitted to withdraw
from the program. Unless hardship can be proven, they may not request the return
of the contribution, without interest, until discharge.

It is little wonder that military personnel have been reluctant to participate in
the program. And it is easy to understand why recruiters suggest that a GI bill
prograrn would be of real help in attracting guality enlistees,

A recent U.S. Navy memo concluded: The quality high school graduate who
lacked sufTicient funds for a college education lost in essence a $4.000-plus enlist-
ment bonus with the demise of the old G.1I. bill.

The memo noted that passage of the law terminating the wartime veterans
education benefits and replacing it with VEAP did nothing but work against the all-
volunteer force. i

Past and present studies illustrate the need for a new GI bill. Just 2 years ago, a
survey of soldiers ’Fointed out that educational benefits were the main reason for
joining the Army. Today, the military services report that recruiters want education

nefits on their list of recruiting inducements.

The old Gl bill helped recruit 25 to 30 percent of the volunteers entering the
armed forces. In December 1976, the last month for the cld Gl bill, a record 27,585
yo?tl'tlgdenlisted in the Army. The year before, only about half that many, 14,173
enlis .

Organizations such as the Non Commissioned Officers Association (NCQOA)
warned Congress that elimination of the GI bill couid have serious negative reper-
cussions on the quality and quantity of recruits for military service. Unfortunately,
that prediction has been borne out. It is time that we acknowledge the mistake we
made and that we take steps to correct our earlierf action.

The approach embodied in the measure I am introducing today is, I think, one
which will have far-ranging benefits for our young men and women considering
military service, for our Armed Forces, and for the glation itself. It will aid recruit-
ing efforts, enhance the quality of our defense force, encourage educatiogal advance-
ment, and stimulate the economy. As the old GI bill did, my proposal wil¥ return far
more than it will cost. LA

Perhaps the major difference from—and improvement to—the 8ld GI bill is the

rovision that participants must serve a minimum of 2 years before they are eligible
or benefits. This should serve to reduce the services' attrition problem. It will also
insure that only committed, qualified young men and women who have given 2 or
more Years in service to their country will reap the benefits of the program.

Costs will thus be reduced in two ways. The Navy has estimated that each recruit
dropout represents a $7,000-plus loss. IFor every individual encouraged to serve out
the term of enlistment or reenlistment, a substantial saving accrues. Extendin% the
minimum service time from 6 months to 2 years for benefits eligibility will limit
participation to those most deserving and will bring costs down significantly.

I believe the program is a good one. It represents the kind of direction that I
think we should be moving in as we seek to strengthen our military forces. And it
reflects my firm belief that the Nation should give proper recognition to those who
have served in their Nation's behalf. We owe them n considerable debt. Reinstating
educational benefits for veterans is one small way of repaying them for their
military service. )

The NCOA deserves great credit for its work on this legislation. The bill I am
introducing today was first proposed by the NCOA. Representative Bop WiLsoN of
California has introduced a similar measure, H.R. 4647, in the House. I am pleased
to introduce this companion bill in the Senate. This approach has already been
endorsed by the National Association for Uniformed Services. It i1s, 1 think, an
approach that merits the fullest consideration by the Congress.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, I do, toco, and I won’t elabo-
rate particularly, but 1 am convinced myself that we can make the
volunteer service work and that in fact the choice between a con-
scription Army or a Volunteer Army is a false choice, that that is
not really the option that we have in peacetime in this country.

The question is whether we are going to have an effective, vital,
vigorous Volunteer Army or a poor Volunteer Army because I am
convinced if we ever reinstated the draft in peacetime, it could be
so divisive and produce so many bad side effects it would be quickly
abandoned, so people who hold out the dream that we are going to
go back to conscripting young people 1 think are kidding them-
selves about what is possible, or in my judgment what is right.
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I think it would be wrong as a matter of principle, but I don't
think it is possible to do that in this country over a prolonged
period of time except when a national emergency exists, and so
that is one of the reasons why I am dedicated to making the All-
Volunteer Army work.

The point that Bill has made about saying to service personnel
that we care about you, we love you, we think what you are doing
is important to the country, is just critical, it is not just money and
education benefits, but in fact the signal that we transmit to the
servicemen and women when we don’t give them the pay raise we
promised them in the Pay Comparability Act and cut off the educa-
tion benefits and when they are constantly subject to criticism, it
transmits the wrong signal. It transmits the signal we do not value
them highly. This is not a high status occupation, that we don't
care about it and don’t regard it as important, when in fact as Bill
has pointed out, we ought to be doing exactly the opposite—prais-
ing them for their dedication in service to the country.

Chairman CranNsTON. That is a very good way to put it. The
choice is between an effective and ineffective Volunteer Army.

Senator ConHeEN. Just a couple of other points, Mr. Chairman—I
would ask your permission to insert the remarks that I made last
November, wher ' in*.duced my bill, into the record at this point.

I ask that my fu .  ‘atement be entered into the record, and simply
point out that | cin support many or any of these particular
proposals.

The bill that I have introduced was really, the work, background,
was really provided by the Non Commissioned Officers Association.
They developed it. Dick Johnson, particularly, was outstanding in
helping me with this.

It was drafted as an amendment to title 10 of the code and since
it is being considered by the Veterans’ Affairs Committee, I would
recommend that it be amended to reflect the changes in title 38. I
assume the staff would do whatever is necessary to correct that in
the technical sense.

My bill is quite similar to that of Senator Armstrong, but I think
this has a number of advantages. One is that it is the least costly
proposal that has been advanced.

A Department of Army analysis estimates the cost of $500 mil-
lion annually, steady state, as opposed to $1.6 billion cost for the
Army’s proposal, $1.7 billion cost for the proposal of Senator Arm-
strong, and a billion dollars cost for the House Armed Services
Committee test program.

Bill did not mention this, but there is something he is deeply
concerned about. Recently, the Senate Armed Services Committee
took the rather extraordinary action to cut the end-strength of the
Army by some 25,000, despite the very vigorous objection by the
Army officials. This was done by the committee because of a beljef
that the quality in our armed services is being sacrificed by the
Army to maintain the quantity. A number of people have reacted
to this in a very negative way saying it is a negative means of
trying to deal with the quality problem. I think there is merit to
that objection.

I suggest we also have to ilook to some positive actic.rs and
approaches. While there is great cost involved in establisiving a
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program of educational benefits, it is likely to provide far greater
short- and long-term benefits, so I would close my statement on
that note, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman CrANsTON. Thank you very, very much. You have both
been very helpful in giving us much assistance, and I look forward
to working directly and closely with the two of you.

I assume the two of you will be continuing to work with me in
your respective geographical locations on the floor.

Senator ARMSTRONG. You may count on that.

Senator Simpson. Mr. Chairman, I have an opening statement
and I might move that it be accepted into the record as if read in

full, and I regret that 1 have another meeting, and I will return,
however.

Chairman CRANsSTON. The full statement will go in the record.
(The prepared statement of Senator Alan K. Simpson follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF Hon. ALanN K. Simpson, A U.S. SeNATOR FROM THE
StaTE OF WYOMING

It is indeed a pleasure for me to be here this morning. I thank our Chairman for
his courtesy, and would at this time wish to reinforce his remarks.

We are here today to receive testimony on educational assistance programs avail-
able to those men and women who serve in our Armed Forces, now and in the
future. This is an important issue and one that this Committee should address. I am
committed to having Armed Forces that are capable of fully defending this country.
Without sufficient numbers of sufficient quality it is obvious that the services can
not achieve the capabilities we demand of them.

I um neither committed to the All-Volunteer Force nor am I committed to a
return to conscription. I am committed to a strong defense with personnel possess-
ing the necessary intelligence level and technological skills to fight and win if ever
committed. 1 am also committed to the principle that the military is not ‘‘just
another job''—available primarily to those in our society who have few employment
alternatives. The armed services must expect of its personnel a commitment to
accept inconvenience and personal risk—to an extent no other employer can reasca-
ably ask of an employee. Such a commitment should be the natural result of a sense
of civic responsibility and it can be undermined if service in the military is viewed
as a public service employment program or anything less than what it is, a responsi-
bility of citizenship.

Too many young people in our society look upon military service as something to
be avoided at all costs. Those who chose to avoid service are often those who have
the resources and backgrounds to pursue enriched educational and employment
goals. Thus, the affluent have come to share little in the burden of defense. I am
concerned that present trends only further insulate this affluent and capable seg-
ment of our society from military service and further encourage only the enlistment
of those lacking the full range of necessary intelligence and capabilities required to
fully succeed in the private sector.

I do not have the answer, and I look upon this hearing as my first opportunity to
begin the process of learning what can or should not be done. There are no easy
answers, but we must at some point in the very near future commit ourselves to a
course of action that clearly addresses this troublesome issue.

I thank Senator Cranston for this opportunity and I look forward to hearing the
testimony of those assembled.

Chairman CrANSTON. Thank you very much for your presence,
General Tice. I would appreciate it if you could abbreviate your
opening statement. The full text will go in the record. That will
give us time for the questions that we have, and we have guite a
few.

Senator SimpsonN. I have a statement of S-nator Strom Thur-
mond, and I wish it to be entered into the record as if read in full.

Chairman CransToN. It will go in the record.

[The prepared statement of Senator Strom Thurmond follows:]
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PREFARED STATEMENT OF Hon. StromM THURMOND, A U.S. SenaTOrR FrROM THE
STATE OF SouTtH CAROLINA

Mr. Chairman: This morning the Senate Committee on Veterans AfTairs will
receive testimony regarding a new GI Bill. Specifically, we will discuss the various
provisions within S. 2020, and S. 2596 which were introduced by Serators Arm-
strong and Cohen, respectively. Testimony will be received from Senators Arm-
strong, Cohen, and Warner, the Veterans' Administration, Department of Defense
and the various uniformed services, veterans organizations, ucators, and others.

As Senior Republican Member of this Committee and the Armed Services Com-
mittee, I am well aware of problems that our military is experiencing in maintain-
ing an adequate troop strength and qualified personnel. The All-Volunteer Force, to
say the least, is having its problems.

n the area of veterans education benefits, current law provides that those veter-
ans who enlisted after January 1, 1977, are eligible for benefits outlined in chapter
32 of title 38, U.S.C. This is a contributory program whereby the VA matches 2 for 1
for each dollar that is placed into an education fund by the veteran, up to a certain
amount. This program is the Veterans’ Education Assistance Program (VEAP) and,
it too, has not been a tremendous success. The statutory authority for VEAP will
expire on December 31, 1981; therefore, I believe it is very important that this
Committee initiate legislative work on its successor.

Mr. Chairman, S. 2020, S. 2596, and other legislative initiatives contain many
features which will not only act as an incentive for a young person to enter service,
but various provisions will encourage many to make military service a career.
Further, there are generous educational benefits for those who decide to enter
civilian life after rendering good and faithful service. :

Mr. Chairman, during this hearing and further consideration of a new GI Bill, I
believe it is imperative that this Committee maintain a proper view of its role in
veterans legislation and national affairs. I believe that the security and survival of
this Nation should be foremost when we consider any legislative initiative. Without
the military strength and qualified personnel to defend this Nation, the VA and
other elaborate programs that many of my colleagues take great pride in, can be
destroyed in a very short time. Therefore, we should not only consider what is best
for our veterans but, more importantly, what can be done to insure a strong
military. It may be necessa that the issues addressed in legislation considered by
this Committee today, also ;Kould be considered by the Armed Services Committee.
Regardless of the Committee jurisdiction, you may be assured of my wholehearted
effort to enact legislation that will provide for the defense of this Nation and will
compensate and reward those who have rendered. faithful service to this Nation in
the military.

Mr. Chairman, we have a distinguished list of witnesses today, and I look forward
to their testimony.

Chairman CrANsSTON. Our next witness is Major General Tice,

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Military Personnel Policy, De-
partment of Defense.

TESTIMONY OF MAJ. GEN. R. DEAN TICE, DEPUTY ASSISTANT
SECRETARY FOR MILITARY PERSONNEL POLICY, DEPART-
MENT OF DEFENSE, ACCOMPANIED BY NEIL SINGER, DIREC-
TOR, SPECIAL PROJECTS, OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY FOR MANPOWER, RESERVE AFFAIRS AND LOGISTICS;
SUE DUEITT. DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR HUMAN
SYSTEMS AND RESOURCES, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY; LT.
COL. THOMAS RETH, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY: AND
BRIGADIER GENERAL JOYCE, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

General Tice. Mr. Chairman, fellow members of the committee, I
am Maj. Gen. Dean Tice, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense,
Military Personnel Policy. It is a pleasure to be here this morning
to discuss educational incentives for the All-Volunteer Force.

Federal educational assistance for veterans has been in effect
since World War II when Congress foresaw a need to assist the
soldier in his readjustment to civilian life.
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Of course, we know simiiar efforts were made after the Korean
and Vietnam conflicts. From 1944 through 1979 the Federal Gov-
ernment spent more than $38 billion for education and training
under the GI bill.

By 1976, the GI bill assistance represented almost 53 percent of
all Federal education programs. The GI bill was terminated Decem-
ber 31, 1976, and replaced by the veterans’ educational assistance
program called the VEAP. This program provides for a 2 to 1
Federal matching of educational savings of military members up to
a maximum Federal contribution of $5,400. In addition, the Secre-
tary of Defense is authorized to contribute unspecified amounts
called the VEAP kicker to a member’s benefit package as a recruit-
ing or retention incentive.

Some of our experience with VEAP and the VEAP kicker is
summarized as follows. Participation in VEAP by enlisted person-
nel has increased each year since 1977. The cumulative VEAP
participation rate through fiscal 1978 for all DOD enlisted person-
ne! is slightly under 25 percent.

Of those who enrolled in VEAP since 1977, nearly two-thirds
were still participating as of December 1979.

The VEAP kicker at levels between $2,000 and $6,000 has modest
drawing power. VEAP will terminate at the end of 1981 unless the
President recommends to the Congress and the Congress approves
that it be continued.

DOD’s fourth annuatl report to Congress on VEAP, to be submit-
ted next year, will contain our recommendations ahout the struc-
ture and level of VEAP benefits and the program’s continuation.

At prousent, VEAP is the only postservice education program
available to military members. Over the past several months, how-
ever. many new programs, including those two that you are hear-
ing today, have been reported out in the form of proposed legisla-
tion. The report on educational incentives that we submitted to the
Congress last February incorporated our first thoughts on many of
these new educational initiatives, including those two bills before
you today, sir.

Since that time, our thinking on these programs has changed
somewhat. I am accompanied today by Dr. Neil Singer, Director of
Special Projects Office, who will present a short statement on
DOD’s position on current congressional initiatives.

I am also accompanied by Dr. Sue Dueitt, the Department of
"Army Deputy for Human Systems and Resources, who is available
to answer your questions.

At this point, T would like to ask Dr. Singer to read into the
record his short statement.

Dr. SiINGer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am Neil Singer, Direc-
tor of Special Projects for the Assistant Secretary of Defense.

In the interest of brevity, I will excerpt parts of my statement
and then read the rest for the record.

I am here today to discuss the Department of Defense’s position
on educational incentives for the All-Volunteer Force.

The Congress is considering several bills to increase educational
incentives for military members. In addition to those bills before
you, the Senate and House Armed Services Committees and the
House Education Committee have proposed programs in this area.
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The House of Representatives has already acted on two separate
programs, loan forgiveness and college tuition assistance for those
entering the military.

The Department of Defense supports the loan forgiveness pro-
gram, the Petri amendment, and is currently analyzing the cost
implications of broader tuition assistance and stipend program, the
White bill.

The Senate Armed Services Committee has recently completed
action on a $45 million educational incentives test program. This
program would give the Secretary of Defense the authority to test
additional educational incentives for the purpose of improving re-
cruitment and retention.

The results of any such test would, of course, be made a part of
next year’s final report to the Congress on VEAP. Although it
would be premature for me to present to you a detailed test propos-
al, let me outline some of the features of a test that we currently
have under consideration. ‘

Eligibility would be limited to nonprior service enlistees.

Loan forgiveness would be available for those who enlist or reen-
list in critical skills areas selected by the Secretary of Defense. For
active service, the Secretary would pay 33'% percent or $1,500,
whichever is greater, of outstanding Federal student loans for each
satisfactorily completed year of service.

For selected reservists, the Secretary would pay up to $750 for
outstanding loans for each year of satisfactorily completed service.

A’ noncontributory program of educational incentives available
for inservice use after 2 years or after the first term of honorable
service would be offered to persons who enlist in critical skill areas
and who meet the requirement for training in these skills.

For active service, education benefits would be related to the cost
of a college education. For service in the selected reserve, benefits
would be 50 percent of the level offered for active duty.

At present cost levels, the active duty benefit would be approxi-
mately $15,000 for 4 years of schooling.

To strengthen the retention incentive features of the program,
several provisions are being considered: Cash-out options for mem-
bers who reenlist to the 12-year point; the option of transferring
benefits to one dependent, also for members who obligate to the 12-
year point; encouraging inservice use of benefits through programs
such as college leave for senior noncommissioned officers.

Mr. Chairman, at this point let me depart from my statement
briefly to mention a point of some concern to us that was raised by
a previous witness. It concerns the issue of accrual funding for
these programs.

The Defense Department feels strongly that the costs of these
programs must be included in the year in which the cost is in-
curred. That is, that we budget for these proposals on an accrual
basis so that we have an accurate track of manpower costs in the
year in which they are incurred.

The purpose of the program that I am presenting to you today is
to test the effect of educational incentives. To have a fair test, we
feel we must also make a fair comparison of costs, and we can only
do that if we are able to proceed on an accrual basis.
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We recognize that some of these proposals would need to be
coordinated with other Federal agencies, especially the Veterans’
Administration and the Department of Education.

For example, the provisions of our test program would need to be
alined with current VA programs and Federal educational assist-
ance criteria. As we develop the test before the beginning of the
next fiscal year, we will consult extensively with these agencies.

Several of the provisions I have mentioned go beyond the current
concept of veterans’ assistance. Although the cash-out provision
would make the benefit more nearly akin to compensation, it also
would provide a retention incentive for the servicemember who
elects not to return to civilian life.

The transfer provision, although not a readjustment benefit,
would provide a unique method for a servicemember to use an
earned education benefit and still remain in the service.

Under this test we would try to design provisions for inservice
use that offer benefit levels similar to those for veterans. And we
propose to extend eligibility to the selected reserve as well, since
recruiting and retention incentives are equally as important there
as 1n the active component.

In general, the Department of Defense is guided by the belief
that the benefits for current service personnel need not come at
the expense of benefits for veterans. Before introducing any new
educational benefit program, we will discuss our proposals with
those who are familiar with the problems of veterans as well as
those of active duty personnel.

We wvalue, therefore, the advice and views of this committee,
especially on the features that 1 have described.

I am prepared to answer any questions you might have, and 1
thank you for this chance to appear.

Chairman CranstON. Thank you very much. 1 would like to
interrupt the order of witnesses now to return to Senator Warner
who was scheduled to be on earlier but because of events on the
Senate floor couldn’t be here at the scheduled time.

John, we welcome you and will be delighted to hear from you.

Senator WarNER. I appreciate that, Mr. Chairman, and I appreci-
ate the courtesy of the other witnesses so let me be brief.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask for unanimous consent that
my statement in its entirety may be a part of the record.

Chairman CRANSTON. Yes.

TESTIMONY OF HON. JOHN W. WARNER, A U.8 SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF VIRGINIA

Senator WARNER. ] will just speak extemporaneously and per-
haps if I might say personally from the heart, I would not be in the
U.S. Senate today were it not for the GI bill.

I entered World War Il as a seaman 1n 1944, a high school
dropout, and at the conclusion of the war I received enough GI bill
to get an engineering degree.

I then volunteered a second time for active duty in Korea, this
time as a Marine, and received enough GI bill to get a law degree.
So, I am going to fight hard for the young men and woemen of the
Armed Forces so long as I am privileged to be in the U.S. Senate to
see if they cannot nave the same benefits that [ received in my
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lifetime in hopes that one or more someday might take my place in
the Senate.

Now as you know, Senatcr Nunn and I through work on our
committee, the Armed Services Committee, have taken a tremen-
dous interest in the subject of retention of career people. It is our
feeling that we have put together now with the assistance of the
President, adding on his sections of the law, we have put tcgether a
composite of financial measures that will enable people to remain
in the career force, and also it is an inducement for others to come
in and join.

One element is missing, and that is the elimination of this bar on
the current educational program by which it expires under title 38,
U.S. Code, section 1662 on December 31, 1989.

I introduced a bill yesterday which would be submitted to this
committee to eliminate that statutory bar and 1 am hopeful the
committee will act favorably upon it and that that will be the last
piece in the matrix that encourages young men to remain as ca-
reerists,

Thank you very much.

Chairman CransTtoN. Thank you very much, John. That personal
statement 1s very helpful to our record. Your concerns are our
concerns, and we will be asking witnesses questions along the lines
of your particular interest in the course of the hearing.

[The prepared statement of Senator John W. Warner and the
introductory statement of bill S. 2941 follow:]

PrREPARED STATEMENT OF HonN. JOHN W. WARNER, A US. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF VIRGINIA

Mr. Chairman: [ am pleased to have the opportunity to testify before the Veter-
ans’ Affairs Committee today.

As you know. from my perspective of having served as Secretary of the Navy and
of currently being a member of the Armed Serices Committee, I have studied the
problems facing our personnel both in active service and as veterans.

Right now, the availability of highly trained personnel in critical job skill areas
may well be the most important issue affecting the readiness of our forces. We must
assure that our personncl view the military as an attractive career.

Today we are in danger of losing a valuable cadre who are needed desperately to
maintain the capability of our planes to fly, our ships to sail, and our ground forces
to deploy. These personnel may well elect to leave the military at this juncture in
order to assure that they have the current G.I. Bill benefits available to them.

Thus, we have the dichotomy of the current veterans' educational benefits being
counterproductive to our current active forces needs. As a consequence, I have
introduced legislation which would amend section 1662(E) of title 38 of the United
States Code to assure that the deadline for educational assistance is extended
beyond December 31, 1989, to a date 5 years after the veteran’s last discharge date
or release from active duty.

I believe this simple step taken at this time would be a clear signal to many of
our military personnel that we need them now in their active duty jobs.

Some will argue that the educational assistance benefit should be provided solely
as a compensation for time in active duty during a period of combat. However, 1 can
teil you that since World War Il our military advantage has gradually eroded to the
point today that in miany areas we are in an inferior position.

We simply cannot afford to lose many of the key personnel that we have on board
today who feel they are forced to leave or else they will lose their educational
assistance benefits.

I urge that the Committee give this proposal to extend the educational assistance
deadline full and prompt attention. We need tu retain our personnel if we are to
maintain a desired state of readiness.

In addition to this simple modification of the existing legislation, I plan to
introduce a bill which is intended to provide comprehensive educational assistance
benefits for military personnel. The proposal is designed to provide a stimulus both
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for recruitment and for retention of career personnel. 1 would like to submit this
proposal to the Committee for review and consideration.

IFrom the Congressional Record, Vol 126, No 112, pp S9349-50151 —Senate. July 2, 10hx0)

ARMED Forces EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE AcT OF 1980

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we have discussed at length in these Chambers the
fact that the Armed Forces today face critical problems in recruiting and retaining
high quality individuals.

I believe that we can provide a real service to our Armed Forces by addressing
this problem squarely and by making substantive improvements in our education
program for military personnel. .

The bill that I introduce has the objectives of increasing the retention of current
and future active military care2r personnel, enhancing recruitment through aug-
mentation of the military career benefit package., and upgrading the quality of the
military force.

Such a program is necessary for several reasons, First, career military personnel,
whether personnally in combat or not, have made a time commitment to their
country’s service. The time spent in the early stages of their military service may
have been used instead for career preparation had then not been in military. We
must assure our military personnel that time spent in their country’s service does
not deny them the opportunity to prepare for a career.

Second, educational assistance should be also viewed as one element of a benefit
package together with other features that this Congress is addressing such as the
Warner-Nunn proposal. Thus, educational assistance is a benefit which we can
provide to military personnel who make the commitment to their Nation to serve as
career personnel.

The bill that I bring forward will improve the quality of the career force by
providing educational assistance that will attract high school graduates or those
with equivalent experience who want help in acquiring additional education. As
most of you know, high school education has been found to be a statistically
important criteria in determining level of competence in the military.

The program is designed to provide four basic educational assistance options
which taken together will encourage enlistment and increase retention.

The first option is specifically designed as an incentive for recruitment. To quality
for educational assistance, an enlistee must make a commitment of time and serv-
ice. After 3 years of active duty and with a 3-year commitment to the Active
Reserves, the individual qualifies for 18 months of educational assistance. This
should also be an important benefit for those not necessarily interested in formal
university level education, but who can take advantage of this option for junior
college or trade school training. There is a critical national shortage of technicians,
professional machine and tool designers, skilled medical assistants, et cetera., and
such training should help alleviate that situation.

The second option is analagous to the original GI bill in concept and is designed
as an incentive for both recruitment and retention. Thirty-six months of educational
assistance would be provided to those who make the time and service commitment
of 4 years of active duty, along with a 4-year service in the Active Reserves.

The third option provides 36 months of educational assistance to those individuals
who remain on active duty 6 years before taking advantage of the GI bill. The
Active Reserve commitment is waived. The 6 years of active duty should help
relieve the critical skill shortage at intermediate enlisted personnel levels.

As an additional incentive for retention, a fourth option is provided which allows
the individual to pass his or her 36-month educational assistance program on to a
spouse or child if 16 years have been devoted to active duty.

The program is proposed to begin effective with fiscal year 1981. It is important to
note that no costs would be incurred until 1985,

Not since World War II has our country been threatened so dramatically on so
many fronts. We find ourselves not only lozing our military parity in the strategic
and conventional force arenas, but also subject to the emerging threat of revolution-
aries and terrorists.

At this time the availability of highly trained personnel in critical job skill areas
may well be the most important issue effecting the readiness of our forces. We must
assure that our men and women in uniform view the military as an attractive
career.

Recruitment of military personnel and retention of qualified individuals in key
positions pose the critical problem which may surface as the "“weak link” in our
defense structure. Despite the sophistication of our weapon systems (and, often,

-~
NSy



59

because of it), we need skilled individusls who are highly trained, available and
ready.

Currently, we are short 20,000 highly skilled and technically trained tty offi-
cers. Recently the U.S.S. Canisteo was removed from operational status ause it
was judged unsafe due o personnel shortages.

The Air Force is now short 3,000 NCO's. Chief of Staff Lew Allen has been forced
to suggest that in the early eighties he wants to spread the shortages “in a way as
wise as we can.”’

The Army is short 46,000 NCO's. Sui)port and Reserve Forces are under strength.

There are requirements today for million personnel in the Active Reserve-—
currently there are 800,000. The Individual Ready Reserve requires 700,000, but has
on& 200,000 personnel.

tention difficulties have reduced the skill levels in our current force. Today
large numbers of ocur artillery crewmen have insufficient skills for combat. Substan-
tial difficulties can also be found in other skill specialties such as nuclear weapons
maintenance, tank repair, Hawk missile maintenance, and on and on.

Wartime mobilization simulations show that we can only fill 52 percent of the
infantry positions, 73 percent of the artillery, and 28 percent of the armor require-
ments.

I urge that the Senate give this proposal full and prompt attention. We need to
retain our personnel if we are to maintain a desired state o]f) readiness—the capabili-
t:' of our planes to fly, our ships to sail, and our ground forces to deploy.

R Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the text of the bill printed in the

ECORD.

p "fhere being no objection, the bill was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
Ci1ilows:

S. 2941

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the ‘“Armed Forces
Educational Assistance Act of 1980"".

Sec. 2. (a) Title 38, United States Code, is amended by adding after chapter 32 the
following new chapter:

“Chapter 33-—ARMED FORCES EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE PROCRAM

1644, Statement of purpose.

*1645. Definitions.

*1646. Eligibility, entitlement.

“1647. Time limitations for completing a program of education.

““1648. Educational assistance, subsistence allowance.

*“1649. Program requirements.

“1650. Right of eligible veteran to transfer entitlement to spouse or dependent children.

“§ 1644. Statement of purpose

“It is the purpose of this chapter to demonstrate that an improved educational
assistance program for persons who serve on active duty will not only exact honor-
able military service from such persons but will also increase the retention rate of
current and future railita personnel, increase recruitment of personnel, and en-
hance the quality of the military force generally.

“§ 1645. Definitions

‘“For the purposes of this chapter—

‘“U1¥A) The term ‘eligible veteran’ means any person who entered military service
after September 30, 1980, and (i) served on active duty for three or more years after
such date and was discharged or released therefrom under conditions other than
dishonorable, or (ii) was discharged or released from active duty after such date for
a service-connected disability.

“{B) The requirement of discharge nr release, prescribed in subparagraph (A),
shall be waiv in the case of any person who has completed at least three years’
active duty (which began after September 30, 1980).

*“(C) For the purposes of subparagraphs (A) and (B}, the term ‘active duty’ does not
include any period during which an individual (i) was assigned full time by the
Armed Forces to a civilian institution for a course of education which was substan-
tially the same as established courses offered to civilians, (ii) served as a cadet or
midshipman_ at one of the service academies, or (iii) served under the provisions of
section 511(d} of title 10 pursuant to an enlistment in the Army National Guard or
the Air National Guard, or as a Reserve for service in the Army Reserve, Naval
Reserve, Air Force Reserve, Marine Corps Reserve, or Coast Guard Reserve.

ERIC 6.
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“t2) The terms ‘program of education’ and ‘educational institution’ shall have the
same meaning as in subsections (b) and (c), respectively, of section 1652 of this title.
'§ 1646, Eligibility: entitlement

"(ta) Except as otherwise provided in this section—

“(1) an eligible veteran who serves at least 36 consecutive months but less than 48
consecutive months of active duty and who agrees to serve as a member of the
Ready Reserve of an armed force for three years immediately after such veteran's
discharge or release from active duty shall be entitled to 18 months of educational
assistance under this chapter:

“(2) an eligible veteran who serves at least 48 consecutive months but less than 72
consecutive months of active duty and who agrees to serve as a member of the
Ready Reserve of an armed force for four years immediately after such veteran's
discharge or release from active duty shall entitled to 36 months of educational
assistance under this chapter: and

"3} an eligible veteran who serves at least 72 consecutive months of active duty
shall be entitled to 36 months of educational assistance under this chapter without
any re%uirement for service as a member of a reserve cornrponent of an armed force.

“(b) An eligible veteran who has served on active duty for a period of 16 years as
of September 30, 1986, or any time thereafter, may transfer, as provided in section
1650 of this title, such veterans educational entitlement under this chapter to such
veteran’'s gspouse or children.

"{c) Whenever the period of entitlemment under this section of an eligible veteran
who is enrolled in an educational institution regularly operated on the quarter or
semester system ends during a quarter or semester, such riod shall be extended to
the termination of such unexpired quarter or semester. ?ﬁ educational institutions
not operated on the quarter or semester systems, whenever the riod of eligibility
ends after a major portion of the course is completed such peri shall be extended
to the end of the course or for 12 weeks, whichever is the lesser riod.

“(d) Any enlisted member of the Armed Forces eligible for ucational assistance
under this chapter shall be eligible to participate in the Predischarge Education
Program (PREP), authorized by subchapter VI of chapter 34 of this title, during the
last 6 months of such member’s first enfistment after September 30, 1980.

“(e) Eligible veterans under this chapter shall be eligible for education loans
authori by subchapter III of chapter 36 of this title in such amounts and on the
same terms and conditions as provided in such subchapter, except that the term
‘eligible veteran’ as used in such subchapter shall be deemed to include ‘eligible
veteran’ as defined in this chapter.

“(f) Except as provided in subsection {a) and in subchapters V and VI of chapter
34 of this title, no eligible veteran shall receive educational assistance under this
chapter in excess of 36 months.

“(gx1) No educational assistance shall be afforded to any eligible veteran who fails
to complete three consecutive years of active duty service.

*“t2) The Administrator shaliyterminate the benefits under this chapter in the case
of any veteran who fails to participate satisfactorily in the Ready Reserve of an
armed force if such participation was a requirement for entitlement under this
section. The Administrator may reinstate such benefits upon receipt of certification
from the Secretary of Defense that such veteran is pacticipating satisfactorily as a
member of the Ready Reserve of an armed force.

“*§ 1647. Time limitations for completing a program of education

“(a) No educational assistance shall be afforded an eligible veteran under this
chapter beyond the date six years after the veteran’s last discharge or release from
active duty after September 30, 1980; except that, in the case of an eligible veteran
who was prevented from initiating or completing such veteran’s chosen program of
education within such time period because of a physical or mental disability which
was not the result of such veteran’s own willful misconduct, such veteran shall,
upon application, be granted and extension of the applicable delimiting period for
such length of time as the Administrator determines, from the evidence, that such
veteran was prevented from initiating or completing such program of education.

““(b) In the case of any eligible veteran who has been prevented, as determined by
the Administrator, from completing a program of education under this chapter
within the riod prescribed by subsection (a), because the veteran had not met the
nature of crigcharge requirements of this chapter before a change, correction, or
modification of a _discharge or dismissal made pursuant to section 1553 of title 10,
the correction of the military records of the proper service department under
section 1552 of title 10, or other corrective action by competent authority, then the
six-year delimiting period shall run from the date the veteran's discharge or dis-
missal was changed, corrected, or modified.
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“te) In the casce of any eligible veteran (1) who became eligible for educational
assistance under the provisions of this chapter. and (21 who, subsequent to the
veteran’s last discharge or release from active duty, was captured and held as a
prisoner of war by a foreign government or power. there shall be excluded. in
computing the veteran's six-vear period of eligibility for educational assistance., any
period during which the veteran was so detained and any period immediately
following the veteran's release from such detention during which the veteran was
hospitalized at a military. civilian or Veterans' Administration medical facility.

'8 1648, Educational assistance; subsistence allowance

“tal The Admianistrator shall pay, in the case of each eligible veteran pursuing a
program of education under this chapter, the cost of such veteran's tuition and fees
or 31.5M0) per school year (or an appropriate portion thereof, as determined under
reguiations which the Administrator shall prescribe in the case of an eligible
veteran pursuing a program of education on a pari-time basis), whichever is less.

“tb) The Adrainistrator shall pay to each eli figle veteran pursuing a program of
education under this chapter a subsistence allowance of $300 per month tor an
appropriate portion thereof, as determined under regulations which the Administra-
tor shall prescribe, in the case of an eligible veteran pursuing a program of educa-
tion on a part-time basis), except that an eligible veteran pursuing a program of
education while serving on active duty shall not be aligible for a subsistance allow-
ance under this section.
"§ 16449, Program requirements

"“The provisions of sections 1670, 1671, 1673, 1674, 1677. 1681(c), 1683, 1696, and

1698 of this title and the provisions of chapter 36 of this title shall be applicable to
the educational assistance program provided for in this chapter.

“§ 1650, Right of eligible veteran to transfer entitlement to spouse or dependent
children

“la) (1) An eligible veteran described in section 1646(b) of this title may transfer
all or any part of such veteran’s educational entitlement under this chapter to such
veteran’'s spouse or to a child of such veteran. Any transfer under the preceding
sentence may be revoked at any time by the veteran making the transfer.

“t2) If a veteran described in paragraph (1) dies before making such an election
but has never made an election not to transfer such entitlement, any unused
entitlement of such veteran shall be automatically transferred to such veteran's
surviving spouse or (if there is no surviving spouse or if the surviving spouse so
elects) to such veteran's children.

“(b) Any transfer of entitlement under subsection (a) shall be made in such form
and manner as the Administrator concerned may prescribe.

“ler A spouse or surviving spouse or a child to whom entitlement is transferred
under this section is entitled to educational assistance under this chapter in the
same manner and in the same amount as the veteran from whom the entiilement
was transferred, except that the delimiting period shall be ten years after the date
on which the entitlement is transferred or ten years after the veteran's last dis-
charge or release frorn active duty, whichever is earlier. A surviving spouse is not
entitled to educational assistance under this section by wvirtue of the service of
another person during any period during which the surviving spouse is remarried.

“td) The total amount of educational assistance available to a veteran entitled to
educational assistance under section 1646 of this title and to the veteran's spouse
and dependent children is the amount of educational assistance to which the veter.
an is entitled. If more than one person is being provided educational assistance for
the same period by virtue of the entitlement of the same veteran, the subsistence
allowance authorized by section 1648%(b) of this title shall be divided in such manner
as the person may specify or (if the person falls to specify) as the Secretary
concerned may prescribe.'. .

tb) The tuble of chapters at the beginning of such title and at the beginning of
pirt Il of such title are each amended by adding below the item relating to chapter
32 the following new item:

"33, Armed Forces Fducational Assistance Program.'.

(¢) Chapter 32 of title 38, United States Code, relating to the post-Vietnam era
veterans educational assistance program, is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new section:

“§ 16141 Termination of program

“No person who enters the military service after September 30, 1950, and who is
eligible to earn educational assistance entitlement under chapter 33 of this title
shall be eligible to participate in the program provided for in this chapter after such
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date. and no person who entered the military service before such date shall be
eligible to participate in such program after September 30, 1982, The preceding
sentence shall not be construed to deny benefit payments under this chapter to any

eligible veteran who was a participant before the applicable termination date speci-
fied in the preceding sentence.”’.

td) Clause (4) of section 1795 of title 38, United States Code, relating to limitation

on period of assistance under two or more programs, is amended by inserting 33,7
after “"chapters 31,

Sec. 3. (a) The Administrator of Veterans' Affairs and the Secretary of Defense,
not later than 90 days after the date of enactment of this Act, shall submit to the
Congress a joint report containing their respective plans for implementing the
educational assistance program provided for under chapter 33 of title 38, United
States Code, as added by section 2 of this Act.

(b} The Secretary of Defense shall report to the Congress semiannually on the
effect that the educational assistance program provided for under chapter 33 of title
38, United States Code, as added by section 2 of this Act, has had on the number

an(ii quality of individuals entering the armed forces. Each such report shall in-
clude—

(1) the number of original enlistments in the armed forces, the number of first
reenlistments, and the number of other volunteers for active duty during the
preceding six-month period;

(2) the retention and attrition rates in the armed forces during the preceding six-
month period;

(3) a comparison of the enlistment, reenlistment, retention, and attrition rates in

the armed forces during the preceding six-month period with those for a comparable
period in each of the preceding five years; and

{4) such other pertinent information as the Secretary deems appropriate.

TESTIMONY OF MAJ. GEN. R. DEAN TICE—Resumed

Chairman Cranston. General Tice, are you through with your
opening testimony?

General Tice. Yes, sir.

Chairman CraNsTON. As you know, there are individuals serving
on active duty in the military who entered the service prior to
December 31, 1976, and thus have eligibility for the current Viet-
nam-era GI bill.

Current section 1662(e) of title 38, United States Code, provides
that no educational assistance shall be afforded under chapter 34
after December 31, 1989.

Is this termination date having any detrimental effect on the
ability of the armed services to retain chapter 34 eligible persons in
the military at this time?

General Tice. Our assessment is that if this expires we would
have a loss of some of our individuals to take advantage of that
limitation date for that schooling.

Therefore, the Department of Defense has taken a position to
have the expiration date extended.

Chairman CransTtoN. Dr. Dueitt, what is the Army’s experience
on that point?

Dr. Duerrr. We do not have any Pprecise statistics. However,
anecdotal evidence shows that many people report finding it neces-
sary to leave the Army in order to take advantage of the GI bill.
Therefore, as General Tice has said, we support the extension of
the delimiting date to 10 years beyond the point at which the
person is discharged or leaves the service,

Chairman CranNsTON. Do you feel that people are actually start-
ing to leave now for that reason?

Dr. Dueirr. We do. As I say, we do not have precis2 statistics on
that. However, some people report that this is the case.
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Perhaps General Joyce could comment on that.

General Jovce. People have told me that they either plan to
leave the service or in fact did leave the service early specifically
because of the limitation on the educational benefit.

Chairman CRANSTON. The current Vietnam-era GI bill, unlike
the World War Il and Korean GI bills, permits eligible individuals
to use their GI bill benefits while on active duty.

Section 1682(b) of title 38 provides that when benefits are used
on active duty, the VA computes the educational assistance allow-
ance at the rate of established charges for tuition and fees or the
full-time rate. However, the individual’s entitlement is charged, not
on the basis of assistance paid out, but on the basis of rate of
pursuit. That is, for example, if a servicemember is pursuing a 3-
month course of training at a three-quarter time rate, his or her
entitlement is charged for three-quarters of a month for each
month of pursuit, despite the fact that established charges for
tuition and fees may be only $100. Thus the servicemember is
actually losing more than $600 in potential GI bill benefits.

Do the services encourage inservice use of the GI bill by service-
members, and if so, are the servicemernbers advised prior to their
enrollment in the program with GI bill assistance of the adverse
implications it may have for the future use of GI bill benefits?

Dr. SINGER. Senator, I can speak to the first part of the question,
although not current service practice.

It was precisely that problem that I alluded to when I indicated
that we were interested in making benefits for active duty mem-
bers, inservice use of educational incentives, similar to those avail-
able to veterans. We think that penalizing inservice use acts as a
substantial retention disincentive, and we wish to eliminate that to
the extent possible.

Perhaps Dr. Dueitt can :=peak to current service practice.

Chgtirman CRANSTON. Are they advised of the adverse implica-
tions®

General Tice. I would be hard put to say that in each case they
are told specifically “you are forfeiting a portion of your benefit’’
when you go into service. I have no details on how that is handled
other than I think they are encouraged to make use of the GI bill
while they are in service because if they do, then we will be able to
retain them in their current jobs.

Chairman CRANSTON. Dr. Dueitt, what is the Army practice?

Dr. DuEertT. It is not our policy that education counselors advise
these individuals of the adverse impact. Indeed we do encourage
people to tale advantage of the benefit while in the service. We
would like to see them continue on in the service.

Chairman CraNsTON. Have you found this method of charging
entitlement for inservice use to be a deterrent to effective utiliza.
tion of these benefits while inservice?

Dr. Duerrr. We really have not analyzed that, so I am unable to
say at this time.

Chairman CrANSTON. Dr. Singer, any comments onr: that?

Dr. SiINGER. No, sir.

Chairman CRANSTON Moving away from title 38 now, education-
al incentives in the military can be separated into three catego-
ries—preservice, inservice, postservice.
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Which of these three categories do you believe has the most
potential for assisting the military in recruiting the caliber of
personnel necessary to provide for adequate military preparedness?

Dr. Sincier. I think we would like to try to blur the lines between
the latter two. We think that many members upon their entry into
service have not yet made a decision as to separation date and we
would try not to give them incentives to make what we think is an
adverse decision after entry.

As far as the effectiveness of preservice use, I think that the
program that we have before you or that will surely be coming
before you—the loan forgiveness program in which students who
have outstanding educational loans at the time of entry into mili-
tary service—would have some {raction of those loans forgiven on
the basis of honorable service—we feel that that has a potential to
be quite an effective program.

Unfortunately, we have never tried it and we have no data on
what its eifectiveness might be. We are quite anxious to try it as
part of this test.

Chairman CraNsToN. What improvements have been explored in
the area of inservice programs?

Dr. DuEerrr. Perhaps General Joyce, who is the director of our
Army educational programs, would like to talk about some of the
recent improvements in the inservice program.

General Jovce. We have a continuing education system in the
Army that begins with basic skills education, job-related function-
ally oriented designed to bring the individual up to speed in the
basic learning areas and at the same time train hini on his job.

The first stage is as I described. This process is designed to lead
the individual up to the point where if he is not a high school
dipioma graduate, i»: gets his high school equivalency. There is a
follow-on stage that eads into post-high school experiences, service-
mermber opportunity colleges, affiliations that we have in the edu-
cational field whereby people can get college credit for inservice
training in occupations.

The final state is post-high school tuition assistance programs of
a variety of programs that can lead to college degrevs, to associate
degrees, to apprenticeships in various fields—a sort of a hierarchy
of educational opportunities beginning with training in the basic
skills on duty.

Chairman CransTON. One of the highly publicized problems of
the military has been the large number of recruits lacking high
school diplomas.

What steps is DOD taking to assure availability in pursuit of
inservice programs designed to meet the needs of these recruits
who do not have high school diplomas?

General Tice. Some of the difficulty we have is to provide the
time from training and the daily requirements of the job in order
to undertake this educational opportunity.

As you may recall 2 years ago we were forced by congressional
action to stop the formal process of providing high school education
on duty and the basic skills program is the one that was substitut-
ed for that earlier program.

If we can show that while attending these courses to ffet their
high school diploma it also contributed to improvement on the job,
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then they could take those courses. Otherwise, they would have to
seek the options that we have in our educational centers for get-
ting those credits through the GED or evening classes, and that is
pretty consistent I think throughout all the services, Mr. Chair-
man.

Chairman CransToN. When the GI bill was terminated in 1970,
the Department of Defense indicated that it would have to improve
and increase emphasis on inservice training opportunities to offset
the termination.

Has that actually happened?

General Tice. I think that the increased emphasis has taken
effect in the form of the basic skills educational program and our
desire to continue funding the tuition assistance program. That is
about the extent of the assistance that we have been able to
accomplish today.

Chairman CransTtON. I would like to ask you to provide for the
record a complete summar v of all the i1nservice educational pro-
grams conducted by each of the services and the extent to which
they have been utilized from fiscal 1977 to the present.

General Tice. We will gladly do so.

[Subsequently, the Department of Defense submitted tne follow-
ing information:]

Two programs conctitute the major fraction of DOD inservice educational pro-
grams. The voluntary, off-duty program provides high schoo! completion education,
vocational-technical-occupational education, instruction at the associate and bacca-
laureate level, and post-graduate education. Funding for the voluntary program
includes tuition assistance. the GI bill. the Veterans Educational Assistance Pro-
gram. Fducation Department grants and loans, as well as individual contributions.
Although comparable data prior to fiscal year 1978 does not exist, program growth

is demonstrated by increasing enrollments and by increasing expenditures for tu-
ition assistance

VOLUNTARY EDUCATION

Enroitments — Fiscal year

1373 1979 1380 1981t

{actual) (3ctuat) Lpiojecied) {projected)
Army ‘ o 232050 212.402 219.402 235,793
Navy 56.200 64,500 70.000 77.000
Air Foree 334.3E63 336,100 340.560 343,900
Manna Coros 25,185 21,322 727,480 28.530
Tuition assistance: in miltrons
Frisenl vear DTS et e 2:30.6
Fiscal vear DOmo cactunl o e 331
Fiscal vear i=~v iprojectedr o0 U 37.6
Fiscal yvear 19950 iprojected) o0 0 e e 12,05
Basite skills educoation:
Fiscoal veor DTS taactuaa b o e e 11.0
Fiscal vear P70 cactuad o e e 17.9
Ficcal year 1050 tprojectedy oo e e 2018
Fiscal yvear 1951 rprojectedy . .0 o0 e e 21,97

During tiscal vear 19700 there were over 162000 conrollments in basic skills
education.

Chairman CranNnstonN. The commmittee has received the VA's por-
tion of the third annual report or the VIEAP program. However,
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we have not yet received DOD’'s portion which was due 2% months
ago.

When will the committee receive that report?

Dr. SiINGER. I believe, Mr. Chairman, that is in what I might
refer to as the final stages of preparation. I hope it will be to the
committee within a matter of a week or two.

Chairman CRANSTON. Good. In the VA’s evaluation of the VEAP
the report states, “Early indicators lead to a less than optimistic
view as to the program’s viability.”

Would you concur in that assessment?

Genera! Tice. I think we can concur in that assessment. I would
suspect we would have greater participation if the compensation
levels for service were higher. Experience has shown in examining
the withdrawals, that the withdrawal usually occurs when the
individual gets married or starts a family, when they find them-
selves in a financial bind and start withdrawing their contributory
effort thereby closing out the VEAP program.

Chairman CRANSTON. What do you believe is the major contribut-
ing factor in the lack of success of VEAP in-meeting the needs of
the military and the needs of the individual servicemember?

General Tice. That’s a tough one to answer. Dr. Singer can give
us some thoughts on this, but I am not entirely convinced that it is
the contributory aspect that has driven servicemembers away. I
think that certainly is a key issue in their mind when they com-
pare and find that their predecessors perhaps had a free education
benefit option.

Would you like to add anything?

Dr. SinGeEr. I don’t have very much to add, Mr. Chairman. 1
think that we have heard a lot of anecdotal evidence that the
contributory feature of VEAP is its greatest drawback. Of course,
that is understandable.

We have supported efforts to mz.ke what one might think of as
technical improvements in the program by way of increasing the
range of monthly contributions that a member may make in order
to give him a little more latitude to take full advantage of the
program within the exigencies of his own financial situation, and
we weuld hope to have some results within the year.

Of course., we are entering the last year of the 5-year life of
VEAP. We hope to have some results in the last year of the
program that would indicate to what extent the prospect of sub-
stantial improvement and participation is the resuilt of that sort of
;escoping of the program as opposed to substituting major changes
or it.

At the same time, we are not in all candor highly optimistic that
those k.nds of changes will have major effects upon the program’s
attractiveness, and that is one reason why we are anxious to try
the noncontributory program that I outlined to you before.

Chairman CrRANSTON. I would be interested in the Army’s com-
ment or this, too.

Dr. Duerrr. T think many soldiers who are aware of the basic
education opportunity grants, the guaranteed student loans and
various other programs available through the Department of Edu-
cation. Naturally, they compare those options to the contributory
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VEAP, and the choice becomes simple. The Department of Educa-
tion is more attractive. _

Chairman CrRaNsTON. Are the experiences of the other branches
similar to that number of the Army?

General Tice. I will have to give you an assessment of that for
the record.

Chairman CRANSTON. Would you do that, please?

[Subsequently, the Department of Defense submitted the follow-
ing information:}

In the third annual report to the Congress on VEAP, we reported the following
views by the Services on VEAP:

“The Navy recommended a reduction of the minimum required VEAP contribu-
tion to $25 per month. As a retention incentive, the Navy proposed a 32,000 VEAP
‘kicker,’ to be offered at each of four, 4-year reenlistment points. Further, the Navy
suggested that VEAP funds be made available for the education of the dependents
of VEAP participants who successfully complete 20 years of service.

“The Marine Corps and the Air Force concluded that VEAP was not an effective

recruiting tool, and the Air Force recommended consideration of a noncontributory
replacement program for VEAP.

“All Services found the need for some modification in the structure of the pro-
gram. Recommendations to enhance the attractiveness of VEAP centered on two
potential changes in the program: (1) an increase in the monetary value of the
benefit, and (2) elimination of restrictions on participation and use of the benefit".

Chairman CrRANSTON. The Non Commissioned Officers Associ-
ation in their testimony discussed a number of inadequacies in
VEAP, including the requirement that if an individual disenrolls
from VEAP participation, his or her access to contributed funds is
denied until the completion of an initial term of enlistment.

Is this in your opinion a real problem?

Dr. DuerrT. Is it true that individuals are not allowed to with-
draw their money until the completion of their term of service?

It was my understanding that individuals could withdraw the
funds from the VEAP program but they would receive no interest
under such circumstances.

Chairman CraNsTON. Except for demonstrated hardship, basic
education opportunity grants, the guaranteed student loans and
various other programs available through the Department of Edu-
cation. Naturally, they compare those options to the contributory
VEAP, and the choice becomes simple. The Department of Educa-
tion is more attractive.

Are the experiences of the other branches similar to that
number of the Army?

General Tice. I will have to give you an assessment of that for
the record.

[At the time of printing, the requested material was not submit-
ted.}

Chairman CransTON. Would you do that, please? The Non Com-
missioned Officers Association in their testimony discussed a
number of inadequacies in VEAP, including the requirement that
if an individual disenrolls from VEAP participation, his or her -
access to contributed funds is denied until the completion of an
intitial term of enlistment.

Is this in your opinion a real problem?

Dr. DuEerrrt. Is it true that individuals are not allowed to with-
draw their money until the completion of their term of service?

Q
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It was my understanding that individuals could withdraw their
funds from the VEAP programn but that they would receive no
interest under such circumstances.

Chairman CraNSTON. Except. for demonstrated hardship, that
apparently is the way it is applied. Does that create a problem?

General Tice. I would say yes. _

Chairman CRANSTON. In terms of discouragement?

General Tice. Yes, sir.

Chairman CRANSTON. One of the suggestions which has been
discussed is the inability of the servicemember to make a lump-
sum contribution—for example, all or a portion of his or her enlist-
ment bonus—to VEAP,.

Would you believe that the VEAP program would be made more
attractive or more meaningful and effective by permitting lump-
sum contributions?

Dr. SiNnGer. Mr. Chairman, I think that that sort of flexibility
would go in the direction of efforts that we would like to support.

My own view is that that increasing members’ options along
those lines. as well as increasing their options with respect to
monthly contributions over the course of their term of service,
would all be salutary improvements in the program. But as I said
before, we have no real way to know to what extent that would
have an effect on members’ behavior. We would like to try it.

Chairman CranNnsTON. In January 1979, the Department began
testing the so-called VEAP kicker in eorder to evaluate the cost
effectiveness and relative appeal of expanded VEAP incentives.

Would you summarize your conclusions drawn from this test
briefly?

General Tice. We really, Mr. Chairman, have not come to a firm
conclusion. In the report that we will send you in the next couple
of weeks we touch upon that aspect, but we have no conclusive
evidence that even the VEAP kicker at the level we are making
that contribution has had any radical impact on the participants.

Chairmian CranNsTON. Dr. Dueitt, would you expand on the
Army’s experience?

Dr. Duertr. 1 would like to introduce Lieutenant Colonel! Reth.
He is our expert on VEAP. Perhaps he would elaborate for us.

Colonel RETH. I agree with the comments made by General Tice
that the VEAP kicker has had no discernible effect, only a margin-
al effect on t.:at.

Chairman CrANSTON. The VA refers in its testimony to a
number of concerns it has with respect to improvements in VEAP
such as modifying the maximum/minimum contribution and
paying interest on contributions.

What do you think of those concerns?

General Tice. I think to make the educational incentive more
attractive we are all kind of striking out into areas that will give
us greater flexibility in the hopes that we could have a fair assess-
ment aks to whether the contributory educational incentive is going
to work.

I would suspect that their concerns may not be supported any
more strongly than our comments about having this additional
flexibility. We think that the basic element there is one of the
contributory aspect of this system and that is why the Department
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of Defense will be coming forward to you with a program of non-
contribution on the part of the soldiers.

Chairman CraNsTON. Thank you. In 1976, in conjunction with
the enactment of the VEAP program, DOD indicated that it sup-
ported the administration’s request for a complete termination of
the GI bill.

The Department stated that ‘“A peacetime GI bill is not a cost-
effective enlistment incentive.”” Has the Department modified its
thinking about the cost effectiveness of postservice educational
incentives?

Dr. SINGER. The short answer is no, but I would like to give you
a slightly longer answer if I may.

We recognize that the GI bill would confer different categories of
benefits. There would be benefits that would accrue from the pro-
gram as a social program in the way that Senator Warner de-
scribed in his testimony.

We in the Defense Department are not particularly well posi-
tioned to comment on those benefits and we would prefer not to
offer any evaluation of the program’s merits in that respect.

In addition, we believe that such a program would have some
recruitment and perhaps some retention benefits, although the
latter would depend on the particular design of inservice use provi-
stons. While we think that those recruitment effects would be real,
we think that there are more effective programs that would pro-
duce similar effects. It is in that sense that we would not endorse
return to the GI bill as a Defense program at this time.

It is not that we think it would not have an effect on recruit-
ment. It is that we think it would come at too high a price.

Mr. STEINBERG. To what do you attribute the disproportionately
large enlistment rate for the month of December 1976, other than
the attraction of benefits under the current GI bill which was
expiring at the end of that month?

Are those people that in your judgment would have come in in
any event and just accelerated their schedule?

Dr. SINGER. Mr. Steinberg, I would have to offer a nonanswer to
the question, largely because I don’t have the data at my fingertips
that would let me zssess the extent to which whatever fluctuation
that occurred then was far beyond the bounds of normal monthly
or annual fluctuations in the recruiting patterns.

Mr STEINBERG. Several of the witnesses who will testify later
make that point in their prepared testimony. Perhaps you could
look at those data and give us a response for the record and also
indicate whether any effort was made in any of the services or by
the Defense Department to attempt to find out from the people
who signed up whether they were just accelerating a career plan
that they otherwise might huve had or whether they actually made
the decision to enter based on the ability to get this benefit.

Dr.dSINGER. I will be happy to try to supply that analysis for the
record.

[Subsequently, the Department of Defense submitted the follow-
ing information:]

There is little doubt that many of the individuals who enlisted in December 1975

were motivated to do so in order to qualify for GI Bill benefits. Unfortunately, we
have no data to indicate if those persons already planned to join the Services and
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merely accelerated their timetable because of the pending expiration of the GI Bill,
or if they were attracted solely by this educational entitlement.

Dr. Sincer. If I may offer a comment which is not directly
germane but bears somewhat on the question, our experience with
surveying members on their attitudes suggests that it is not always
the most accurate way of figuring out what they are doing, why
they are doing what they are doing.

Chairman CRANSTON. It seems to me we have t~ be concerned
about the overall attractiveness of any educationai incentive for
the All-Volunteer Force vis-a-vis the current Vietnam-era bill, that
is, should we be providing postservice educational benefits for those
who volunteer for peacetime service greater than those given to
those conscripted who served in combat?

Does the Administration share these concerns. especially at a
time when some Vietnam veterans continue to i .intzin that edu-
cational benefits for Vietnam veterans nave been inadequate and
should be improved?

Dr. SiNcGER. Our view, Senator, of the proper level of educational
incentives today is that the benefit should be determined by our
recruiting needs. We are not prepared to impose constraints on the
level of benefits because of programs that might have existed in a
previous era.

As noted, the militiry service environment today is very differ-
ent. The package ¢{ recruiting incentives is quite different from
what it was in earlier years. The availability of higher education
programs from other Federal agencies is far different from what it
was then, and our personnel needs are very different from what
they were then. I think that we would prefer to design programs
that would meet today’s needs and try to adjust those programs to
reflect equity with previous generations of service by improving the
administration of programs for the earlier service veterans.

Chairman CraNSTON. I can understand that viewpoint from the
point of view of DOD's needs and how to meet them. The issue does
raise serious questions of equity that we cannot ignore.

It is my understanding that if an educational incentive program
is successful in promoting increased recruiting and retention, there
will be substantial savings in DOD as a result of lower recruiting,
training, and attrition costs.

Do you agree with that?

Dr. SincGer. I agree with the proposition that there would be
savings. I am not prepared to address how substantial they might
be. It is very difficult for us to get a handle on what one might
think of as the full costs associated with an entering recruit.

Chairman CrRaNSTON. You can’t really estimate?

Dr. SinGer. I can’t really estimate.

Chairman CRANSTON. What would you think is an acceptable
attrition rate?

Dr. SinGeEr. I think an acceptable attrition rate is one that will
permit us to meet our force manning needs with the recruits we
can attract and retain.

I don't think that there is an absolute number, nor do . think
that it is particu arly useful to think of an absolute number be-

cause the supply and the demand conditions that we face change
frequently.
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Chairman CrRANSTON. Does the Army have any present estimate
of what an acceptable attrition rate is?

Dr. Duertr. No, sir. We have no quantification at present. Natu-
rally, we would like to keep it as low as possible.

General Tice. I think, Mr. Chairman, as we saw in the volunteer
era, there was a tendency to see an increase in the attrition rate,
and I think that manifestation is probably brought about by two
views. One is that if the individual is on a voluntary basis, has
some difficulty early on with his service, we would be more in-
glined to let him out than we would be if he was forced in by the

raft.

Now that may seem illogical, but I think that at the unit level
that is very possible to assume that thought process.

Dr. SINGER. Excuse me. May I follow on that one comment? Lest
you think my earlier answer either evasive or facetious, neither of
which was intended, let me offer the observation that we have in
fact urged the services to reduce their attrition rates, and the
services have been quite successful in reducing attrition over the
past 5 years.

I believe that first term attrition rates have fallen by the order
of magnitude of a third during that time, and we anticipate further
improvements over the next few years.

Chairman CranNsTON. There are a number of proposals that in-
corporate so-called two-tiered approaches to the accrual of educa-
tional benefits whereby basically the longer the servicemember
stays in the service, the more attractive the benefits become.

What are your views on this approach as a retention device?

Dr. SINGER. Let us provide it for the racord, please.

Chairman CraNsTON. All right.

[Subsequently, the Department of Defense submitted the follow-
ing information:}

The Department feels that a prouram of educational benefits that increases as
time-in-service increases would be difficult to administer. Recognizing, however, the
retention appeal of this type of precgram, the Department included in the test
program described in the testirnony several features to accomplish this end. Both
the cash-out and transfer provisions would increase the attractivess of educational

benefits to service members who increase their tours of duty. Such provisions, the
Department feels, would act as retention incentive for members in the Service.

Chairman CrRANSTON. As you point out in your prepared state-
ment, the Senate Armed Services Committee is reporting logisla-
tive authority for an educational incentive initiative.

My understanding of thut authority is that although it is loosely
structured, the committee’s intent is to permit the services in a 1-
year pilot test to evaluate certain modifications of VEAP.

Are you familiar with the details of the Armed Services Commit-
tee proposal and the committee’s intent?

Dr. SINGER. I think we are familiar with its intent, but not the
details of the proposal. Our understanding of the proposal with
respect to VEAP is that we would be authorized to conduct a test
of a noncontributory VEAP program. We would hope to conduct
that test in conjunction with the so-called VEAP kicker, which
would produce a level of benefits for ar entering recruit roughly at
the level that I described as under consideration in my prepared
statement. So, I think that if our understanding of the Armed
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Services Committee’s intent is correct, that bill would give us the
flexibility that we seek to carry out the test that we have in mind.

Chairman CRANSTON. One of the concepts the Armed Services
Committee's proposal apparently would test is the effect of the
service making the servicemember's VEAP contribution on behaif
of certain servicemembers whose skills and terms of service are
determined to be most needed.

How would the Department determiine eligibility for this test and
approximately how many service members would be involved?

Dr. SinGer. The way that we would determine eligibility I would
hazard a guess is the way that we now determine eligibility for
bonuses for enlisting. That is there is a determination of critical
skills made by the individual service, and that definition varies
with time. The levels of benefits vary with time as well.

As for numbers of individuals, I am aftraid I can’'t give you an
answer. My impression is that we now offer bonuses to substantial-
Iy less than half of the force. I would prefer to provide information
on the numbers.

Chairman CrRANSTON. Would you do that for the record?

[Subsequently, the Department of Defense submitted the follow-
ing information:]

Enlistment bonuses are offered to high school graduates who enlist in selected
critical skills tprimarily combat or combat relatedi for a period of 4 or more years.
Approximately 10 percent of all non-prior service accessions receive an enlistment
bonus although in some skills 70--80 percent of those eligible opt for a bonus. We
recently submitted a legislative proposal which would increase the maximum award
level and eliminate the need for a 4-year enlistment. Enactment of these provisions

would provide the Department with greater flexibility in developing an effective
enlistment bonus program.

Chairman CranstonN. The propecsal made by the Armed Services
Committee and the proposal passed by the House, H.R. 6974, call
for a 1-vear test.

Do you believe this is a sufficient time period in which to test
proposals of this scope, especially since the Department has not
made any final conclusions on the VEAP kicker test and since the
Department's recommendations with respect {o the continuation cf
VEAP beyond 1981 will need to be submitted prior to the termina-
tion of the test? :

Dr. SINGER. | suppose that we could take it a year at a time. I
think that we would be willing to accept a l-vear test and if it
turned out at some point in the course of the test that we could not
anticipate having conclusive results by the termination, we could
seek an extension.

My personal view is that a year is an awfully short time for
something like this, but it doesn’t necessarily foreclose its useful-
ness.

Chairman Crax~nsTON. Which agency do you believe should ad-
minister any program of educational assistance benefits primarily
focused on postservice use, the VA, or the Department of Detense?

Dr. SINGER. We favor administration with the Veterans' Admin-
istration. We would seek, as I indicated earlier, to coordinate pro-
grams with them as we have in the administration of VEAP. but
we have not reached final agreement either with VA or with other
agencies on the details of the test program that we have in mind.
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Chairman CrRANSTON. One of the proposals under consideration is
the concept of transferability of educational benefits from the
servicemember to his or her spouse or children.

What imipact do you think this would have on recruitment and
retention?

Dr. SiNGer. Mr. Chairman, 1 alluded to that in my prepared
statement. We support such transferability, but for members who
have made what we think are career commitments. For those
members we think that there could be guite a beneficial retention
effect from transferability.

Chairman Cranston. If given the opportunity to test transfer
ability, how would the Department propose implementing that
authority?

Dr. SiNGeER. Well, our current thinking is to provide it as an
entitlement for members who commit to the 12-year point. That
was mentioned in my statement.

Chairman CraNsTON. When would the transferability actually
occur then?

Dr. SiNGEeR. The transferability would accrue to the member once
he had made a commitment which would carry him through 12
years of service. If someone enlisted in 4-year blocks, he would
have transferability after the 8-year point.

Mr. STEINBERG. Let me follow up on that for a moment. Are you
suggesting that the actual transfer could occur as early as the first
year or only after the fourth year in terms of the commitment that
i1s made to a 12-year term?

Dr. SiNGER. Our notion is that the transferability would be the
member’'s right once he had made the commitment to take him
through the 12-year point. That would not be until the member
had passed say the 8-year point, depending on his service branch,
so that transferability would not be available to members generally
in their first or second enlistments, but would only become availa-
ble to members who have already accrued substantial honorable
service.

Mr. STeEINBERG. In order to test the importance of that as a
retention device, you would be questioning people during the 1
yYear as to the extent to which transferability was important to
them since obviously you would have no experience in use of
transferability?

Dr. SinGEr. That is correct.

Mr. STEINBERG. Thank vou.

Chairman CRANSTON. Later on we will hear from a number of
service organizations. Among their concerns is the effect that the
awarding of selective discretionary educational benefits, especially
the awarding of such benefits to dependents, would have on
morale.

The National Association for Uniformed Services urges that per-
su” sive arguments be produced by proponents of transferability
that such incentives are better than cash reenlistment bonuses.

What persuasive argumenrts, if any, do you have in this regard?

Dr. SiNGER. The most persuasive argument I can offer you is that
not to offer such benefits would serve as a separation incentive for
some cluss of individuals. We view that possibility with real alarm.
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It is simply a question of the numbers, I think, rather than the
direction in which that incentive would work.

The point is that when a member enlists and obtains the right at
some point to use those educational benefits, there is no further
substitution of those benefits for cash. That is, we cannot substitute
a reenlistment bonus for those educational benefits.

The only question is whether he can eventually make use of
those benefits in his own career. To limit his use clearly creates
some sort of separation incentive compared to a situation in which
we would permit transferability.

Chairman CransTOnN. Why doesn’t DOD share the concerns of
the military service associations with respect to transferability in
terms of morale?

Dr. SiNGer. I guess we think that transferability wo'ild have a
positive effect on morale by improving the value that a career
member saw in this particular provision.

Perhaps the Army would like to comment on that.

Chairman CransTON. I guess the concern is about those to whom
transferability is not extended.

Dr. SINGER. We now offer a large variety of compensation pack-
ages to members in different personal circumstances. This would be
another such dimension along which compensation packages would
vary.

1 see no difference between this and other particular elements of
compensation systems.

Chairman CranNstOoN. Have you given any thought to the pro-
posal as articulated in the testimony of the Fleet Reserve Associ-
ation of requiring a commitment of military or national service on
the part of the dependents to whom the servicemember’s benefits
are transferred? Wouldn't this perhaps deal with some of the con-
cerns that have been raised in that area®”

Dr. SincGEer. I confess we have not given attention to that sugges-
tion. We would have to do so.

Chairman CranstTonN. Why don't you explore that? Could you
give us a response for the record?

Dr. SINGER. Yes.

General TiCcE. Yes, sir.

[Subsequently, the Department of Defense submitted the follow-
ing information:|

The Department. at this time. belicves that the servicemember who wishes to
transfer his earned education benefit to a dependent should be allowed to do so
without incurring additional obligations on the part of the dependent receiving the
benefit. The benefit has already been earned by the member and. as in the mem-

ber's use of monetary bonuses, no additional stipulations should be put on his usce of
education bonuses.

Chairman CransTON. It seems to me that the same argument
can be made with respect to a cash out as is made with respect to
transferability, that is, what makes this different than a cash
bonus?

Dr. SinGgeEr. I think mxy response would be the same, that not to
offer the cash out would provide a separation incentive for a cer-
tain class of individuals, and we feel that it 1s an unfortunate
policy for the Defense Department to pursue.
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Chairman CrRANSTON. You indicated in your statement that one
of the features of your proposal for a test is the noncontributory
program of educational incentives available for inservice use.

How would thi. program differ from current tuition assistance
programs offered by DOD?

Dr. SiNnGer. 1 am afraid I can give you two answers, neither of
which will be very satisfactory. One is that since we have failed to
flesh out fully the details of our test program and coordinate it
completely with other agencies, I can’t tell you exactly how the
inservice use provisions would operate.

The other answer is that current inservice programs vary widely
and I am not sure to what extent we would be able to match or
want to match specific provisions that are now in effect.

I would prefer to defer an answer until such time as we have
been able to detail our test program more completely. At that time
I will be happy to provide the answer.

Chairman CransTON. What criteria are presently used for deter-
mining eligibility for and amount of tuition assistance programs in
the military?

Dr. Duerrr. At this time, anyone wishing to pursue college
courses off duty may do so with 75-percent tuition assistance at the
undergraduate level.

Chairman CrRANSTON. Without regard to the amount of tuition?

Dr. DuEerrr. That is correct. The program provides 75-percent
tuition assistance without regard to the number of hours taken or
total amount of tuition.

Chairman CRANSTON. With respect to inservice pursuit of pro-
grams of education, do the service branches encourage such pursuit
and is adequate time available for the service member to pursue
really meaningful programs to further his or her education?

General TicE. 1 think that I alluded to thai question earlier. We
certainly encourage educational improvement on the part of all
service personnel, but as you know, Mr. Chairman, a lot. of opportu-
nities today, unfortunately, is on the luck of the draw. If you are
deployed in the Persian Gulf, if you are in a unit that spends lots
of time in the field, there are some difficulties which arise that
forces an individual not to seek these options.

On the other hand, with the rotational base that we have, you
may be on the next assignment in a stationary situation wherza you
can pursue these educational opportunities.

Chairman CraANSTON. Your reference to making educational
benefits relate to the cost of a college education appears to be a
variation of a tuition assistance approach.

Who would be eligible for such assistance?

Dr. SinGer. Mr. Chairman, I don’t think that we would condition
the level of benefit on the amount of tuition. We would prefer to
establish a benefit level based upon some broader average experi-
ence and then let individual members choose their educational
programs as they would.

l\E}I;igibility would, of course, be determined on the basis of critical
skills.

Chairman CraNsTCc ° How would you dual with the difference in
benetfits provided to an individual who wants to attend a local
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comdn)lunity college and an individual who wants to attend Har-
vard:

Dr. SINGER. The person who wants to attend Harvard is probably
going to have to bear a substantial fraction of the cost himself. We
hope that it would be possible for the person who wants to attend a
community college or public university or some other institution to
finance at least the great bulk of his attendance through his
earned educational benefit.

Chairman CranNnsTON. Would this benefit include a subsistence
allowance?

Dr. SiNnGer. We would include some minimal subsistence allow-
ance in our calculation of benefit levels, but we would not pay
subsistence explicitly. We would instead pay the members a total
amount they could allocate.

Mr. STEINBERG. Dr. Dueitt, you referred to a T7i-percent tuition
subsidy now. Would that program continue to be available in addi-
tion to the test program that we have been discussing?

Dr. DuEeitTr. Yes. I think it would have to be. Currently the 75-
percent tuition assistance program applies to everyone, whereas
the test that Dr. Singer proposed would be targeted on a few
individuals in critical skills. Basically, he is proposing an addition-
al recruiting bonus.

That is quite different from our across-the-board T75-percent tu-
ition assistance program.

Mr. STeEINBERG. If the individual wishes to take courses at Har-
vard, he could take advantage of that particular benefit?

Dr. Dueltr. I would think not since we don’t have any Army
installations located near Harvard. Most of the time the individual
would be zttending courses provided on the military post by wvar-
ious universities. All of these programs are under the scrutiny of
the services. Thus, there is little opportunity for abuse in the use of
tuition.

Mr. STEINBERG. Could you provide us for the record with some
description of the ranges of amounts that you are paying in tuition
under that 75-percent program?

Dr. DUEITT. Yes, we will be happy to do so.

[Subsequently, the Department of Defense submitted the follow-
ing information:]

The average cost of the 75 percent tuition program is 348 per semester hour:
within a range of $10) per hour to 3150 per hour. This range is dependent, at least in
part, on course content, institution conducting course, and geographical location of
the class site. A course conducted in Europe will cost more than a similar course

conducted in CONUS. This is partially attributable to the fact that states subsidize
some institutions in CONUS.

Chairman CransTON. It sort of appears that the features of the
test that you outlined vary from both th¢ proposal that has passed
the House and the Senate Armed Services Committee’'s proposal.

Under what authority do you propose to carry on the test?

Dr. SinGeEr. Mr. Chairman, I think that our test is consistent
with the proposal of the Senate Armed Services Committee as we
understand it.

I confess that we have not had a chance to see the language that
the Senate Armed Services Committee has prepared., and thus 1
must reserve an answer to that gquestion until we have been able to
see that language. But as between the thrust of the Senate Com-
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mittee and the House Committee proposals, our test is clearly more
consistent with the Senate approach.

Chairman CRrANSTON. Wouldn’t certain modifications in the
VEAP authority facilitate the test?

Dr. SiNGER. Certain modifications?

Chairman CRANSTON. Yes.

Dr. SINGER. Modifications that would, for example, permit us to
pay members’ contributions would facilitate the test.

Mr. STEINBERG. Do you believe that such a change in the VEAP
authority would be necessury in order for you to carry out the test?

Dr. SINGER. The Senate Armed Services Committee bill, as we
understand it, would give us that authority on a l-year basis. At
this point that is all we are seeking. We would not propose a
permanent change of VEAP authority at this time.

Now, of course, the entire issue of VEAP continuation will be
reconsidered in the course of the next year. We would like to have
the experience of a contributory VEAP to add to our evaluation of
the program.

Mr. STEINBERG. We will discuss this with the VA witness, but the
qQi:estion is whether we need to make modifications in title 38 with
vespect to the requirement there that the member contribute or
whether or not there wculd be some overriding, subsequently en-
acted law—such as what the Armed Services Committee is propos-
ing—which would fill that gap.

Dr. SINGER. I see the question. I am not competent to answer it. I
think that is a legal issue, as I understand the question.

Mr. STEINBERG. We occasionally have to confront those issues.

Chairman CranNsTON. Dr. Dueitt, would vou comment on how the
needs of the Army in terms of educational incentives differ from
the needs of the other branches?

Dr. Duertr. Certainly. We in the Army are different from the Air
Force, and somewhat different from the Navy in that we have
many combat arms specialties that are not readily transferable to
the civilian community. Therefore, the Army needs a rnore attrac-
tive education program to help these individuals who return to
civilian life, to prepare them for economic self-sufficiency when
they return to the civilian sector,

It seems that the Air Force skills have much higher civilian
transferability than do those of the Army.

Chairman CrANSTON. A number of proposals such as S. 2020
would make a distinction on the basis of critical versus noncritical
military skills.

Would you comment on the feasibility of such a distinction in
terms of the administrative problems that it might present?

Dr. SINGER. Mr. Chairman, 1 think those administrative prob-
lems are similar to those that are resolved regularly under the
bonus programs. It is an administrative burden that we are only
too happy to take on in view of the gains that we receive in terms
of efficiently managing our personnel force.

Chairman CrRANSTON. Your testimony does not include any dis-
cussion of the two proposals rending before this committee, S 2020
and S. 2536, Would vou submit agency views on those measures for
the record?

General Tice. Yes, sir.
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[Subsequentiy, the Department of Defense submitted the follow-
ing information:]

The Department of Defense supports the education incentives test program as
outlined in the testimony. The Department, at this time, does not wish to begin any
new education program similar to the GI Bill until the current education program
AVEAP) and the program to test additionnl educational incentives have been com-
pleted and analyzed. The Department would not support appropriating Defense
{)L.l:l']lds for educational benefits at the outlay levels that would result under these

1i1s.

Chairman CkaNsTON. We seem to be the closest to a consensus
among various parties on the concept of requiring completion of a
minimum period of service as a conditinon of eligibility.

However, that concept is complicated by the minimum enlist-
ment periods in the various branches, that 1s, for example, 2 years
in the Army. 4 years in the Air Force.

W hat suggestions do you have about that problem?

General Tice. Obviously we will have to have a consistent option
there to make one eligible for these benefits. That could be satis-
fied by modification of the legislation to speak of years of service as
opposed to enlistment terms.

Chairman CransTON. To what extent is DOD prepared to assume
the cost of a postservice educational program?

Dr. SiNcER. To the extent that it is implicit in our test program,
we recognize that the benefits would accrue to the Defense Depart-
ment in terms of manning the force, and we are prepared to accept
the costs of that program.

With respect to broader entitlements of the sort that the Arm-
strong bill would provide, I think our position at this time is we are
not prepared to accept those costs. -

Mr. STEINBERG. Was your ilestimony earlier, where you deviated
from the prepared remarks, about the accrual funding that during
the period of such a test program you would expect to have appro-
priated the amount of money that ycu would be obligated to pay
out perhaps over 20 years or somewhat less as a result of enlist-
mentis during that period?

Dr. SinGeER. Yes. That is exactly right.

Chairman CrRansTON. The DAV has suggested in their testimony
that DOD be responsible for all necessary {inding of a peacetime
G1 bill, including the costs of benefits and tne VA's administrative
costs.

Could you comment on that recommendation?

Dr. SINGER. Mr. Chairman, I think that that fz lls into the catego-
rv of the program that I described earlier as not cost effective in
our view. We would not support that approach.

Chairman CraNsTON. Legislation has been introduced to require
that in order for an individual to be eligible for present veterans’
benefits under title 38 he or she must complete at least 18 months
of an initial enlistment.

The assumption made here is that some individ .als are entering
the service for the purpose of establishing eligibility for such bene-
fits based on only 6-months service. The only benefit that can be
earned by such service by a peacetime enlistee who is not service-
connected disabled is VEAP benefits, home i1oan benefits, and limit-
ed health-care eligibility. I think it is inconceivable that these
veterans' benefits are attractive enough to create the incentive for
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en‘zring peacetime service, and that if this is occurring. there is a
pussibility that military recruiters are misleading enlistees as to
the benefits they would earn. :

Do you have any comments on that?

General Tice. 1 would be most surprised if recruiters were falsely
promoting veterans’ benefits in the way you describe, Mr. Chair-
man.

Chairman CraNsTON. Fine. Do you have ony indication that
there are individuals who have enlisted in the Armed Forces but
who have failed to complete their initial enlistment period and
have left the service early solely for the purpose of taking advan-
tage of their VEAP benefits?

General Tice. We have no historical data on that, sir.

Chairman CrRANSTON. Do you have any evidence such persons left
early solely to obtain VA health-care eligibility?

General Tice. No, sir, we would have no information on that.

Chairman CrRANSTON. Any reason to believe that people are en-
listing in the Armed Forces with no intention of completing their
enlistment period in order to establish entitlement to any veterans’
benefits?

General Tice. I don’t think that we would take a swag at that
one, sir.

Chairman CRANSTCON. You don’t have any reason to believe that
is the case?

General Tice. Well, it would be awfully hard to ascertain that.
You might get a gut feeling from a survey. We do interview most
individuals leaving the service, but 1 don’t recall seeing that re-
sponse as one of those primary reasons for leaving early.

Chairman CrRANSTON. Do you have any comment on that from
the Army’s point of view?

General Jovce. I have never in a number of years in the person-
nel field encountered any substantiated case of that, and I have
never heard of it on any scrt of a scale either.

General Tice. We will be glad to take a look and see what might
be available to respond to those questions for you, sir.

Chairman CrRANSTON. That would be helpful.

I would like to say that it seems to me that the educational
appreaches Leing proposad are well intended but I think rather
hurriedly and haphazardly conceived, and that, if enacted, we will
further down the road regret not having proceeded more carefully.

I want to stress again that I am deeply committed to the All-
Volunteer Force. I want to make it work. I want to do everything
conceivable and practical to make sure that we have made every
effort to make it work before there is any effort to abandon it.

I am ready to do all I carn: to assure that mitlitary service in this
country is made attractive to high-caliber young men and women
because I know we need high-caliber young men and women in the
services, yet I am appreh:ansive that if a l-yvear test is not well
thought out and is not implemented and administered in the most
efficient possible fashion, 1 vear from now we will be just fanning
the fire for those who would discard the volunteer approach. They
will say “‘See. it didn't work. We told you it wouldn't. Now let’s go
back to the draft.”
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I wouldn't want to go so far as to sugpest that s anvbody's
hidden asenda, but clearly that is a risk if this test fails. and 1
don't want to see the test fail. I want to see it given every opportu-
nity to work, and I want to make sure that we have a test that is
-arefully thought out and then well administered.

The very clear executive branch lack of consensus on all of this
waould, I think, almost inevitably lead to a failure.

What are your comments on that?

Dr. SINGER. Senator. let me assure vou that failure of the All-
Volunteer Force is most certainly not on our hidden agenda either.
I am most concerned and interested in your comment that you
think the provisions of this test are ill conceived or hastily thought
out, and I would like the opportunity to consult with your staff, the
Committee staff, at some later date to get more specifics on ways in
which this test might be modified to fit more closely with your
notions.

Bevond that, as far as being in a position a year from now of no
greater information than at present, should that prove to be the
case, and I would hope it not be the case, then I think we would
have no hesitation in asking that the test be continued until such
time as we had adequate information on which to base some per-
manent legislative program.

I think that it is premature at this point to seek permanent
legislative authority. We don’'t have a good idea of what pregrams
would work. We do have very real concerns about finding a work-
able and effective program that we can afford and it is with «n eye
toward developing such a program that we have proposed this test.

As far as we are aware, that is the agenda of others who are
supporting expanded educational incentives. We wish to look at all
of their programs. If it should prove that a broader program will be
more effective than we currently anticipate, then we will be only
toc happy to rethirls the question of whether we should support a
larger scale educational effort.

Dr. Duritr. If I might add a further comment conceraing a
broader program that would be clearly akin to the traditional GI
bill. it might be appropriate to have a number of agencies partici-
pate in the funding process racher than having the Defense D.part-
ment shoulder the entire burden—if 1 may speak personnally on
this.

Naturally there is some hesitation for us to say that we would
want this as a retention and recruiting incentive © one because it is
hard to prove that it is cost effective;

However. when vou look at the payoff for the entire Nation in
terms of promoting good citizenship and rewarding patriotism, and
in teaching voung people to e .rn their way in life rather than
expecting something for nothing, then it becomes much more ap-
pealing from a national, as opposed to a Defense perspect:ve.

Chairman CRANSTON. If we are going to have an effective test, it
seems clear that we need to have the cooperation and active par-
ticipation of all of the branches of the armed services.

I also don’t se how a l-vear test can prove very much, Just as
one example, if we have S-percent unemploym~nt through this
vear, we are not going to learn very much that is relevant to what
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would be the situation when unemployment got down to 5 percent.
We have some hard work to do together to figure all this out.

General Tice. We would agree, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman CransToN. Can we have your assurance that in work-
ing with us all the services will be participating?

General Tice. Yes, sir.

Chairman CranstON. Thank you very much for your helpful
testimony.

We will now go to Guy H. McMichael III, General Counsel of the
Veterans' Administration. Mr. McMichael, we welcome you.

Mr. McMicHAEL. It is a pleasure to be here again.

Chairman CraNsSTON. If you can be brief, we would appreciate it.

Mr. McMicHAEL. | shall attempt to do so.

TESTIMONY OF GUY H. McMICHAEL IH, GENERAL COUNSEL,
VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION, ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE E.
ARNSTEIN, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE GENERAL COUNSEL

Mr. McMicHAEL. I am pleased to be here today, and I will submit
my entire statement for the record s.- that you might have some
more time for gquestioning.

Let me say that I asscciate myself with your remarks that this is
a very complex subject, and that we must proceed with a fair
degree of thought before we rush into something that may have
consequernces that we have not intended.

I think all of us ha'c personal examples of rushing into pro-
gralr:)ns without adequate¢ forethought that have later proved to be a
problem.

It seems that the first question is, What are our objectives? 1
think the testimony that just concluded indicates that defining
what our objectives are with respect to these programs is impor-
tant.

As you know, educational assistance benefits have been provided
to over 17 million veterans—the World War 1I, Korean conflict,
post-Korean and Vietnam-era GI bills—and those bills have had as
their objective to provide readjustment assistance to individuals
who served in wartime or during a period in which the draft was in
effect.

As you also know, the administration recommended, and there
was considerable support in Congress in 1976 for completely termi-
nating the GI bill. I might say that it was principally this commit-
tee which had second thoughts about the advisability of simply
terminating all GI bill programs that produced the post-Vietnam-
era educational assistance program known as VEAP.

Consistent with the fact that we were not at war or in a period
1in which the draft was in effect, it did provide for scaled down
benefits and did require contribution on the part of the service
members.

When the committee authorized the VEAP program it did say in
its report that the Nation needs to provide some form of readjust-
ment assistance to those who served and will serve in the Armed
Forces. I assume that continues to be an important objective of the
pProgram.

As vou know. three basic purposes are enumerated in chapter
S2—first, to provide educationoal assistance to men and women who
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enter the Armed Forces after Deceinber 31, 1976; second, to assist
young men and women in attaining an education they might not
otherwise be able to afford; and third, to promote and assist the all-
volunteer military program by attracting qualified men and women
to serve in the Armed Forces.

I might say that they are very similar to the objectives of the
regular GI bill with the exception of those provisions dealing with
disruptions caused by the draft.

The VA has been evaluating the chapter 32 program which in
effect really has been a 5-year test program, and I think we have
some pretty good ideas of what is and what i1s not workin--.

The overall participation rate at least through cale dar year
1979 stands at 25 percent. It also shows that while 233,000 have
participated in the program, 81,000 have terminated their participa-
tion and 17 percent have received a refund of their contributions.

Most disenrollments are occurring before separation from serv-
ice. Married service personnel have been contributing at a signifi-
cantly lesser rate than their single counterparts, and moreover as
the number of dependents incieases, the likelihood of participation
diminishes. These statistics sugg.st to us that economic reasons are
prompting the decision not to participate in the program.

It is our recommendation, Mr. Chairman, that Congress defer
action on any new education program until such time as we have
completed our studies. As you know, we have tc make recommen-
dations to the President who must make recommendations before
next June on the current program. We believe that a somewhat
more thorough examination will allow us to examine what our
specific objectives of the program are, which agency or agencies
should bear the cost of administration of the program, how it
relates to other educational assistance programs, and finally, how
it will fit into the fiscz  year 1982 budget which we submitted in
January.

These all, it scems to me, are important considerations v>at must
be examined closely by Congress.

You have asked us to report on S. 2020 and S. 2596. I won't go
into details other than to indicate that we have a number of
qurstions about them. They deal with questions about the form and
amount of benefits, differing amounts of benefits for differing occu-
pational skills, types of discharges that qualify you, length of serv-
ice that is required in order to qgualify, who pays, whether it 3
DOD or VA, whether there should be subsist2nce allowance while
in the service. We also are concerned about whether the benefits
are more generous than for wartime Vietnam combat veterans and
about what tvpes of training are suthorized or ought to be author-
17ed?

We note one bill would not authorize OaT or vocwtional training,
and {inally: have questions about how schools are approved. All of
these raise very .| aportant gquestions which we believe have to be
thoroughly considered both within the executive branch and vsithin
Congress before embarking upon any major new program.

That concludes my statement. [ will be happy to respond to any
questions you may have.

Chairman Cranston. Thank vou very much.

[The prepared statement of Guy . McMichael TIT follows:]

S

-~ f

Q




E

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

&3

PREPARED STATEMENT oF Guy H MoMicuarn 11 GENERAL COUNSEL. VETERANS
ADMINISTRATION

Mr Chairman and Members of the Committee: We appreciate the opportunity of
appearing before you today to review with you where we stand with regard to the
contributory education program which is jointly administered by the Department of
Defense and the Veterans' Administraticn, other problems confronting the Adminis-
tration in conjunction with educational assistance for the Armed Forces. and to
provide you with our views on two measures (S. 2020 and S. 2596) which propose
new educational assistance programs for service personnel.

Before turning to the specific measures befure you, it should be noted that this
nation has provided educantional assistance benefits for approximately 17 million
veterans through the World War I1, Korean conflict, and post-Korean and Vietnam-
era GI Bills. These programs, as you are well aware. were enacted to provide
readjustment assistance to those individuals who served in wartime or during a
period when the d-aft was in effect.

With the termination of the Vietnam era, Congress considered what type of
educational assistance program, if any, should be provided to individuals serving in
the all volunteer military forces. The .sesc t was the enactment of the ‘‘Posi-
Vietnam Era Veterans' Educational Assistance” program which was included in
Public Law No. 94-502, and which took effect January 1, 1977. Since all three
versions ol the GI Bill were enacted while we had national conscription, it is not
surprising that for peacetime and for the new All-Volunteer Armed Forces there
was enacted a scaled-down education program known as the Veterans Education
Assistance Program (chapter 32 of title 38, United Swates Code).

This is a program under which the service individual contributes between $30 and
575 per month from his or her service pay up to u maximum of $2,700 and under
which the Veterans' Administration will contribute $2 for each 31 invested by the
servicemember when he or she wishes to utilize the benefits—during or following
service. In addition, the Secretary of Defense is authorized to contribute such
amoun:s as the Secretary “‘deems necessary or appropriate to encourage persons to
enter or remnain in the Armed Forces.” These contributions have come to be known
as the DoD “kicker.”

In adopting the program the Congress noted in the Comn.ittee Report accompany-
ing the bill (S. Rept. No. 94-1243) that “the Nation needs to provide some form of
readjustment assistance for those who serve and those who will serve in the Armed
Forces.”

As stated in the first section of chapter 32 of title 38, the contributory program
has three basic purposes: (1) To provide educational assistance to those men and
women who enter the Armed Forces after December 31, 1976; (2) to assist oung
men and women in obtaining an education they might not otherwise be able to
afford: and (3) to promote and assist the all volunteer military program of the
I'nited States by attracting quahricd men and women to serve in the Armed Forces.

e guestion of what stepr, sho1ld be taken to provide greater incentives for
1. casing and maintaining the size of our Armed Forces is guite complicated. It
tnvolves such concerns as whether to extend and expand the current contributor
education program, how our Armed Forces are to Ee structured, the tie-in wit
other remuneration of our Armed Forces, and budgetary considerations, among
vthers. Obviously, this is @ matter of serious concern to us all, particuiarly in these
dayvs of heightened international tensions.

The Veterans' Administration and the Defense Department have been actively
evaluating the effectiveness of the chapter 32 contributory educational assistance
program so that the President will be able to make a recornmendation before June
1. 1981, as required by law, as to whether it should be continued or modified. The
eurly indicators show certain problems about the program in its present form. Some
of the oproblems were inaicated to the Congress in our third annual report on this
program. submitted last month, which also contains the most recent statistics
available to us. They show that overall participation in the program through calen-
dar year 1979 stands at 25.1 percent. These figures also show that, while 201,723
individuals have participated in the program, 65,228 (323 percent) have terminated
their participation and, of this number, 32,822 (17 percent) have requested refunds
of their coniributions. Additional information reveals that. through December 1979,
470 individuals have received benefits under the program—two-tenths of one per-
cent of the total participants. Additional participation is expected as service-
members complete their first enlistments.

Most disenrollments are occurring before separation from service. and married
service personnel have been contributing at a stggnificantly lesser rate than their
single counterparts. Moreover, as the number of dependents increases, the likeli-
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hood of participation diminishes These statistics supprest that economic reasons are
prompting the decision not te participate in the program

We believe it should be emphasized that, in creating the contributory program,
the Congress enacted what might be termed o Upilot progrien™ in that it provided 1n
the law that the program should run only for a S-year period tJanuary 1, 1977
Devcember 31, 19510 unless the President, before Fune 1, 1851, submits to the Con-
gress 1 written recommendantion that such program continue to be open for new
enrollments

It is our recommendation at this time that the Congress defer action on any new
education program until such time as we have completed our studies and the
President has made decisions about the current program. This will allow a thorough
examination of the specific objectives of any potential new program, which
agencyvtiest should bear the cost of administration, how it relates to other education-
al assistance programs, and finally, how it will fit into the fiscal year 1982 budget to
be submitted in January,

Mr Chairman, vou have requested our views on two measures which would
establish new educational programs for service personnel (S0 2020 and S, 25961 1
would prefiace my remarks on these bills with the caveat T have already presented
to you. nameiy. that any new program to revise or replace the current chapter 32
program or to provide a new GI Bill program for preactime veterans must be
thoroughly studied. We note that a number of siginificant departures from previous
Gl Bill programs which require serious study and consideration by Congress and the
executive branch are included in these measures. It should be noted that some of
these measures, including the Whnite Amendment to H.R. 6974 which was adopted
by the House on May 15, 1980, would provide more generous benefits for peacetime
volunteers than for wartime Vietnam veterans,

S. 2020 would provide a new educational assistance program designed to induce
enlistments and reduce attrition rates in the Armed Forces. The Veterans' Adminis-
tration would administer the new program, but the appropriations and expenditures
would be functions of the Department of Detfense.

Under the bill, an individual who enlists or reenlists in the Armed Forces for the
first time after the date of its enactmment would be eligible for up to 36 months of
cducational benefits. Entitlement would be earned at differing rates depending on
whether the servicemember has been designated as having a critical military skill.
For those so designated. entitlement would be earned at the rate of 18 months for
the first 24 months of active duty, 6 additional months of entitlement for the third
12-month period of active duty, and 12 more months during the fourth 12-month
period of active duty. If the servicemember has a noncritical skill, entitlement
would be earned at the rate of 12 months upon completion of 2 years of active duty
and additional entitlement would be earned at the rate of 1 month of each 2 months
of active duty service.

Entitlement may be utilized by a sarvicemember while still in service, or the
individual may choose to wait until after he or she is discharged. Entitlement would
halve to be used no later than 10 years following the individual's last discharge or
releise.

We foresee a number of problems should this measure be enacted in its present
form. Some of them deal with interpretation, while others are more substantive in
nature. In our report to yvour Committee, we have rot forth these problems in
considerable detail. Rather than cite all of them now, I would merely mention a
few.

For example, to be eligible for benefits, the individual must have been discharged
or releassl from active duty under ““honorable conditions.” Under the three most
recent educaiional assistance programs we have administered, the eligibility crite-
rion has been o release or discharge “"under conditions other than dishonorable.”
Thus. it would appear that 3 more stringent criterion is being imposed on those
under the new program as contrasted with those under prior educational programs.
Is it the explicit intention of Congress that today’s veterans receive less generous
treatment than earlier eras? In addition, we observe that the measure also provides
differing amounts of entitlement to individuals depending on their skill positions.

Another problem is that the bill provides for payvment of benefits in the same
amount as would be paid if the service individual were pursuing a program under
the GI Bill, We believe this merits clarification since the current chapter 3.1 benefit
pavable to veterans is gearced to the type of program pursued and to the number of
dependents the veteran may have—the more dependents the larger the monthly
stipend. In addition. the monthly allowance payable to veterans includes subsist-
ence We suppest that Congress mav wish to consider whether payments to service-
persans shoutd be limited 1o tuition and fees
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S. 2596, like the measure I have just discussed, would also prov le a new educa-
tional assistance program for service personnel. There are. ho' ever, substantial
differences between the two measures.

S. 2596, unlike S. 2020, does not have a purpose section. We assum- that the
purpose of this bill is to induce individuals to enlist and reenlist in the Armed
Forces—the same as S. 2020.

There is a great difference between the two measures on the earning of entitle-
ment to educational assistance. As [ pointed out earlier, entitlement under S. 2020
would be granted based upon the individual’s occupational skill. S. 2596, on the
other hand, would grant the full amount of entitlement upon completion of 2 yvears
or more of active military service commencing after September 30, 1980. We believe
the Congress may wish to consider the feasibility of granting entitlement based on
the occupational skill since this would be contrary to the bases on which the
Congress has granted entitlement in the prior benefit programs.

There is also a wide variance in the benefits payable under the two measures. As
I mentioned earlier, the benefits payable under S. 2020 would be geared to those
currently being paid under the chapter 34 (GI Bill) program for the same type of
pursuit. S. 2596, on the other hand. would pay benefits of $300 per month plus the
veteran’s tuition and fees up to a maximum of $3.000 per school year. S. 2596 does
provide that, where the individual is pursuing a program of education while still in
service, no subsistence allowance shall be paid, but S. 2020 sppears to be a little
ambiguous in this area. The latter bill does provide that the benefit shall be paid
like chapter 34 and, under the current program, we do not pay any subsistence
benefit to those on active duty, but it does not provide the sufficient specifically in
this area. We believe this should be clarified. :

Another area of difference is in the application of the two measures to the
current contributory program being administered under chapter 32 of title 38. S.
2596 contains specific provisions barring eligibility in the contributory prcgram to
those entering service on or after October 1, 1980. S. 2020 would a parently have
both programs running concurrently. It is questionable whether in ividuals would
contribute to the chapter 32 Program if they were eligible for a much more liberal
program which does not require them to contribute any sums from their service
pav.

S. 2596 provides elj tbility for individuals to pursue PREP and flight and corre-
spondence training. e wish to point out that both the House and Senate, in
enacting H.R. 5288, have included provisions repealing the authority for pursuit of
PREP training under the chapter 32 program as recornmended by the Administra-
tion. (Authority for such pursuit under the GI Bill was ended on October 31, 1976.)

In addition, as you are well aware, the Administration has, over recent years,
advocated termination of both the flight and correspondence programs. While no
such provision was included in H.R. 5288, your Committee did approve curtailment
of the utilization of both programs and the House Committee on eteran’s AfTairs,
in recently ~pproving H.R. 7394, has provided for ending botk programs. It has been
our position tgroughout that these prograins have failed to meet the olkjective of
providing meaningful employment for veterans and that both should be ended.

hus, we would oppose the inclusion of any of these three programs in any new
program which might be enacted by the Congress.

Another major difference between the two measures ic the method of funding. S.
2020, as I noted earlier, provides that funding would be considered to be the
function of the Department of Defense for budget purposes. S. 25906 provides for VA
funding in that it calls on the Administrator to pay the tuiticn assistance as well as
the monthly subsistence allowance.

S. 2596 provides a tuition assistance benefit. We are seriously concerned that such
g about the same abuses which arose during the World War I
G111 Bill program. Following that unfortunate experience, Congress has consistently
avoided the World War Il model and instead has provided a direct uniform assist-
ance payrnent for veterans in the Korean conflict, Vietnam era and post-Vietnam-
era GI Bills. Abuses could also occur, we believe, if flight and correspondence
training, which in effect have permitted avocational and recreational training to
occur, were to be authorized.

S. 2596 appears to be a more generous program for individuals than S. 2020, since
it would allow entitlement to accrue over a shorter period of time; it would provide
much more generous benefits: and it would authorize more types of programs which
could be pursued. In addition. we kelieve that under S. 2596 most individuals would
be paid more in benefits than those currently allowed veterans under the GI Bill
program.

In summary. Mr. Chuairman, we oppose the enactment of S. 2020 1 nd S, 2596, The
Administration is in the process ol making an evaluation of the future needs of our
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Armed Forces This will include a review of what the educational objecuives are for
inservice personnel. Since this is tied in with the decision the President must make
in less than a year on what recornmendation, if any. he will make to continue the
present contributory program. we urge the Cungress to defer any action on any new

education programs until the President has had an opportunity to make his deci-
sion.

This concludes my prepared statement. 1 shall be pleased to answer any questions
you may have.

Chairman CRraNstor. Thank you very much. Since VEAP was
tailored for a peacetime All-Volunteer Force as a scaled-down bene-
fit, what possible consequences do you see from enacting a new
educational program under these circumstances with benefits egqual
to or greater than the Vietnam-era GI bill, that is, providing post-
service educational benefits for peacetime volunteers that are
greater than those given to those conscripted who served in
combat, particularly at a time when some Vietnam veterans, in-
cluding several of our own colleagues, contend that educational
benefits for Vietnam-era veterar.s have been inadequate and should
be improved?

Mr. McMicHAEL. I think it has enormous consequences, and 1
think Congress would want to proceed very carefully in deciding
what kind of parkage it authorizes and how it reiates to previous
programs.

Obviously things change. Things cost more. New programs are
authorized. and we can’t simply be !limited by what has gone on in
the past. At the same time, we have tu, if our ahjectives are to
provide readjustment assistance, then the amount and quality of
that readjustment assistance for peacetime volunteers has to be
measured against readjustment assistance provided to combat vet-
erans of previous wars.

On the other hand if the objective is simply another form of
~ompensation for the all volunteer military, and that objective is
clearly spelled out and is not essentially a readjustment benefit
and that benefit is borne as part of the military caompensation
structure, then maybe you could have a different perspective.

My view is that although Congress wanted to help attract men
and women to the service, they viewed this as a readjustment
benefit primarily, one in which people went in the service and left
the service and received benefits as a reward for service. In other
words the program was intended to fulfill other societal objectives
that we think are importan., and certainly if that remains an
integral part of any bill that we have, then you must contrast that
with earlier programs.

Chairman CRANSTON. Do you believe that it is valuable to utilize
the existing VEAP structure as a basis for testing various alterna-
tives and modifications prior to the end of the 5-year VEAP experi-
ment?

Mr. McMicHAFL. I believe that it offers an opportunity, we know
how the program operates and if you wanted to make amendments
to that program, the program could be readily adapted.

I note that one of the coiicerns is the contributory aspect on the
part of servicemen. It would seem to me if funds are authorized by
the Armed Services Committee, this committee could if it so de-

sired authorize that the serviceman’s share could be contributed by
the service itself.
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pitfalls in VEAP which have

Chairman CRANSTON. What are the
ccess and your lack of opti-

resulted in the program’s lack of su
mism?

Mr. McMicHAEL. I think one is the level af benefits, they are
significantly reduced from previous programs.

Second, probabiy the most important factor has been the contri-

bution aspect. While there are minimum contributions that result
i ini ing by VA, the maximum contributions are

- servicemen. We see the l>wer participation
by married servicemembers, those with dependents, as indications
that there are -conomic reasons which may be difficult for them to

participate.
If that contribution aspect were ameliorated, it seems to me the

program would be much more attractive.
Chairman CRraANsTON. You think it is practical to do that, to

overcome those difficulties?
Mr. McMicHAEL. I think it is very possible to overcome those

difficulties.
Chairman CransTON. You think a contributory program can be

successful?

Mr. McMi:cHAEL. The “contributory aspect” from the VA’s stand-
point cculd be either the military service or the servicemember. To
the e»xten’. that we are talking about contributions by the service-
member, it is my personal view that the contribution must be
sigriificantly lower than it is today, and that the governmental
share, must he increased in order to make it a viable program.

hairman CransTtOwN. What problems have there been with the
administration of the VEAP program?

Mr. McMiIcHAEL. We have the sort of problems that occur in
setting up any new program, particularly when two agencies are
involved. We have had to set up a new computer system. With a
number of people who are withdrawirg from the pProgram, that has
posed some problems as wel].

I think by and large our technical problems are behind us now,
but if there were wide-scale participation, we might have addition-
al problems that we can't presently foresee.

Chairman Cranston. We have heard a lot about tests that the
Department of Defense may be conducting as educational incen-

1 . Since it is likely that the VA would be involved in the

admi_n{sgration of postservice benefits unde

might come up in the imriementation of those programs

Mr. McMICHAEL. At the time you embark on something new, you
have some problems, and some” of the suggestions such as tuition
pPayments appear to reraise old problems that have been confronted

by the agency before.

As you know, that is an issue that this committee and Congress
has wrestled with for a good period of time. Following the some-
what unfortunate experience of World War II, Congress has gener-
ally declined to have a tuition program because of abuses.

We have also experienced other abuses in the program. Any time

you authorize new ways of dealing with things you increase the
possibility of abuses.

;-
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Chairman CRANSTON. What are your views on making a distinc-
tion between critical and noncritical skills when designing an edu-
cational assistance program?

Mr. McMicHAEL. I don't know where 1 really come down on that.
As you know, traditionally in the GI bills that we are all familiar
with there has not been that sort of distinction. There has been a
uniform payment that does not relate to the critical skills.

It seems to me that the critical skills element relates more to the
military compensation objective than to the readjustmrent objective.
i could not say, however, speaking personally, that I would be
opposed-to - me kind of program in which you had at least a {airly
solid uniform base of assistance and then provided some additional
assistance, indeed as chapter 32 authorizes for critical skills. It
seems to me it is a question of degree and who pays for what
objective.

Chairman Cr/s isTON. Would you comment on the requirement of
a minimum period of service a2s a prerequisite for eligibility to a
postservice educational assistance program?

Mr. McMicHageL. I think this is a question basicailly for Congress
to determine. Our position has been that obviously any service-
connected benefit should be paid regardless of time in service.

With respect to say educational benefits, we have no objection to
requiring a given period of time. However, we think it cught to be
uniform: to peg entitlement to benefits say requiring 4, 6 years
enlistment in one service and 2 to 3, 4, in another we think poses a
problem. So from the standpoint of the VA’s perspective we believe
they ought to be a uniform period of time.

Chairman CraNsTON. Gn page 5 of your statement you inaicated
thhat you have come to scmewhat similar conclusions as had DOD
with respect to VEAP, put you have additional concerns relating to
altering the matching level by the VA, greater emphasis on the
VEAP kicker, ar- interest on escrows.

Would you expand on this statement and be more explicit?

Mr. MCMIicHAEL. These are things we are just considering. I want
to emphasize we don’t have a developed administration position,
but it seems o me that the options are fairly obvious.

One is to what extent do you require the servicemen to contrib-
ute, and are we talking about a lesser contribution?

Second, to what extent does the VA share stay the same or
increase? Do you change the matching ratio?

Finally, to what extent do you make greater utilization of the
military’s ability to contribute and enhance the program?

What we are really talking about is how are you going to slice
the pie up in terms of ultimate benefit package that you have?
Certainly the payment of interest on tt2 account is a matter that
we think also ought to receive serious consideration.

Chairman CRANSTON. Your recommendation on page 6 of your
statement is that Congress defer action until the President has
made decisions about the VEAP program.

Does that recommendation include testing various modifications
of VEAP in order to make some determinations about how the
program might be improved?

Mr. McMiIcHAEL. 1 think what we have to do is distinguish be-
tween the best of all possible worlds, and that in which we deal
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with, we think that probably the best way to proceed is to have
some time to sit down, to examine this, to try to fit this into a
budgetary framework, decide which agencies should bear costs and
how niuch of he costs, and to fit it into the fiscal year 1982 budget.

At the samc time, we cannot let go unnoticed the fact that the
House Armed Services Committee has authorized a test program. It
appears likely that the Senate will authorize such a program, and
so we have to deal with that reality, and in dealing with that
reality, we would then like to do some testing and hopefully do it
in a sane, rational manner.

Chairman Cranston. Have you had an opportunity to review the
Defense Department's proposal for a 1-year test?

Mr. McMIcHAEL. I am just generally acquainted with some of the
ideas being discussed. I don't think we have gotten to the point
where we have sufficient details as to how all these programs
would operate that I could speak knowledgeably.

Dr. Arnstein who accompanies me today has been in contact
with the Department of Defense and we are attempting to learn
more about how they are thinking about these and what they have
in mind.

Chairman CranNsTON. In your opinion, are no new VEAP authori-
ties really needed to carry out the DOD pronosal as outlined in
their testimony?

Mr. McMicHAEL. Again, I would like to see the bill that is
reported by the Senate Armed Services Commititee because it
seems to me that would be critical in any legal judgment I would
maxe.

To be on the safe side, my initizl reaction would be that probably
there would need to be sormne amendment to chapter 32 to explicitly
authorize the military to contribute the servicemembe:'s contribu-
tion if that were part - the program.

Chairman CrRANSTON. Would you report to us as soon as you have
had a chance to see what thaot committee actually reports?

Mr. McMIcHAEL. Yes, sir.

Chairman CranstON. If the Congress decides to go along with
the concept of the l-year test proposal, do you believe modifications
in the VEAP authority would facilitate such a test?

Mr. McMicuarn. [t is my personal view that it would

Chairman CransTonN. In connection with the question 1 poused
carlier to DODD. ~_es the VA take steps to assure that inservice
personnel with eligibility for the current Vietnam-era GI bill are
made fully aware of the way in which their entitlement is charged
i they pursue courses under the GI bill while they are on active
dutv?

Mr. ModMicuaiL. Is your question directed at what the Veterans’
Administration does?

Chairman CranstoN. Yes.

Mr. McMicrarn, I would have to say although I am sure we
technically advise them as to how entitlement is being charged,
that the thrust of your question goes to whether or not we are
advising them as to the implications of any decisicn they may
make. and T wou! | have to say we do not.
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hairman CRANSTON. What impact would you foresee that cash-
om, opflons transferablhty provisions. and loan forgiveness could
have on prior veterans' educational programs?

Mr. McMicHAEL. It seen:s to me that veterans' group leaders
might complain that they have organization members who did not
utilize their GI bill benefits and would like the same op—ortunity to
transfer benefits to their children.

It would also seem to me that the extent to which these benefits
are more generous, viewed as more generous than existing benefits
that that would in turn give rise to calls for furtner enhancements
of the current program.

Chairman CrANSTON. As | noted earlier, the DAV has suggested
that the DOD be responsible for all necessary funding of a peace-
time GI bill, including the cost of benefits and the cost incurred by
the VA in administering the program.

Would you comment on that suggestion?

Mr. McMicHaEL. I think I understand what gives rise to that,
particularly having gone through a very difficult year with the
budget.

I think the motivating factor is in large part the feeling that
other veterans’ programs wili somehow have to be reduced to ac-
commodate new program.

I am not £ ‘re that is the way the systen: works. We have seen
tremendous variations in the amount of dollars being spent on
current GI bill programs going from a high of almost $5 billion
several years ago down to less than half that amount. 1 haven’t
seen any kind of shift in other accounts that seems to be reflected
as a result of that change, so it seems to me you deal with each
entitlement program independently.

Who bears the cost seems to me relates in large part to what
your objectives are. If you are viewing this simply as an inservice
part of the compensatlon package, then it seems to me that there is
a great der” _f logic in saying that DOD ought to bear the cost. If
you are »1ew1ng it in somewhat larger frame, indeed as the purpose
of sec.ion 32 would seem to 1ndicate, that it is a readjustment
benefit, tnen for the VA to bear some and perhaps the substantial
part of the cost is, in my personal view, appropriate.

What would distinguish this program from previous programs
would be the requirement of some contribution from elsewhere
than just the VA. This contribution from elsewhere—either from
the serviceine:aber or the military service itself would be what
distinguishes it from previous GI bills.

Chairman CraNsToN. My final question is something for the
record. The VFW in its testimony has indicated that they would
support cnactment of legislation providing educational benefits
more generous than the current GI bill only if it were funded by
DO and administered by the VA.

They further suggest that enactment of such legislation would
create a ration:nl basis for removing the 10-year delimiting period,
extending the number of months of benefit from 45 to 48 months,
and making a 3(‘-percent cost-of-living in<rease in benefits.

Would vou provide us for the record a cost estimate of these
nodifications of the current Vietname-era GI bill?

Mir. McMicHAiL. T will be pleased to do that.
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Chairman CranNsTtON. Thank you very much. It is good to have
you with us, and thank you for your usual ¢.cellent testimony.

Our next witness is Prof. Charles C. Moskos, Department of
Sociology, Northwestern University, '&vanston, I11.

We welcome you. If you would please abbreviate your prepared
statement which will go in full in the record, we would appreciate
it.

Professor Moskos. I might add the last time I appeared before
this committee some 7 years ago I was arguing against the conten-
.ion that our Vietnam veterans were confused and alienated, and I
hope my testimcny today is a litile bit more persuasive than it
might have been 7 ycurs ago.

TESTIMONY OF CHARLES C. MOSKOS, DEPARTMENT OF SOCI-
OLOGY, NORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY, EVANSTON, ILLINOIS

Prc¢ 2ssor Moskos. I have devoted my entire research career to
the study of the Armed Forces since my own draft days some 20
years ago. I think we all agree there is no question that the All-
Volunteer Force is on the edge of survival, and the central issuie is
whether we can abtain a cross-section of American youth to serve
the military without a draft, I believe we can.

The mujor barriers to more effective recruitment have been the
elimination of the GI bill in 1976 and concurrent expansion of
Federal assistance to college students. Congress has created a
system whereby more educational benefits are offered to those who
do not serve their country than to those who do. This is perverse.

Federal aid to college students is projected to increase to at least
$7 billion annually over the next 4 years. In effect, we have a GI
bill, but withcut the GI. We must restore postservice educational
benefits. I think in this regard Senate bill 2596 iz both well thought
out and on a scale sufficient to be genuinely called a GI bill.

My own qualification would be to add zn appropriate reserve
obligation following active duty for GI bill entitlement.

Whatever the costs of =z GI bill, it would, of course, be only a
fraction of the present sederal expenditures. Moreover, there
would be substantial countervailing reductions. I am thinking of a
better manning of the reserves, a lower attrition rate, reduced
recruitment outlays, elimination of combat arms bonuses, and most
likely fewer lower ranking servicemen with families. There is also
evidence that college students as well as the college bound are
much more responsive to educational incentives than to higher
recruitment pay.

I think it is startling to learn that in May 1980, in the entire
1J.S. Army combat arms, among first termers, there were cnly 25
college graduates. That is out of a total of 100,000 men. A GI bill
will go a long way toward resolving recruitment problems, al-
though it does not solve career problems. Such retention problems
require other kinds of personnel and compensation initiatives.

I think the proposal to have a so-called test program of 2duca-
tional benefits is ill conceived. We must be wary of halfhearted
educational programs whose failure will only confirm those whn
want to see the AVF die. It makes no sense to handicap the last
chance to make all volunteer recruitment work. It must be clear
that a GI bill is not more of the same kind of partial and compli-
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cated educational packages that have proven to be ineffective in
military recruitment. When I heard some of the testimony earlier
this morning. my eyes glazed over as 1 was trying to understand
the coinplications and qualifications of those programs.

1 also believe that tinkering with VEAP is nothing more than
beating a dead horse. An All-Volunteer Force GI bill must be
simple to understand and applied to all servicemembers successful-
ly completing a tour of duty. It would also tap into the positive
symboiism GI bills have had for two generations of Americans.

The problems of the All-Volunteer Force are not found in the
end of conscription nor in the efforts of service recruiters. The
basic goal must be to manage Federal programs for college educa-
tion. so that the All-Volunteer Force recruitment is not under-
mined.

With the introduction of an AVF GI bill, and with the principle
that persons who have completed some form of national service,
include civilian options or reserve duty, should be given priority for
educational aid. Under that kind of a scheme, expenditures could
be coordinated to serve national needs.

Government subsidies of college education should be consistent
with the idea that citizenship obligation ought become part of
growing up in America. Such an objective would also clarify the
military’s role by emphasizing the larger cali of national service.

That concludes my oral presentation, and I am at your disposal
for any gquestions.

Chairman CrRaNsTON. Thank you very much. Your approach is a
very interesting one, and one that we will consider very carefully.

[The prepared statement of Professor Charles C. Moskos follows:]
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PREPAREDY STATIMENT OF PROFESSOR (3 AGRUES £, MOSKOS, DEPARDMENT OF SOCTOLOGY,
MORTIWESTERN UNIVEE JITY » EVANSTON, ILL.

The all-veolunteer force is on the edge of survival. In 1979, all four ser-
vices did not meet their recruitment goals. Enlistment shortfalls are particu-
larly severe amoni those wio will serve in the greound combat arms and aboard
warships. Along with enlistment shortfnlls, educational levels of new recruits
continue to drop. More than one in three service memhers fail to caomplete their
initial enlistmentis. Desertion rates are double that of pre-Vietnamn ievels. The

growing number of skilled techniciang and career personnel leaving the military

threaten to undermine the capabtility of our military forces. Army reserves are

in a perilous state.

Difficulties in recruiting an all-velunteer force have led to renewed talk

of restoring conscription. But o return to the draft would pose anew the qQuestion

of whe serves when most do not. Under present manpower requirements, only about
one in six males would be drafted or otherwise serwve in the military. To have a

workable conscriptioen also requires a consensus on its peed within the relevant

youth population. Such a consensus does not presently exist. Induction would
likely lead to turbulence on college campusesn. If compulsion is used, moreover,
many will attempt to avoid military service, which will bring on its own prob-

lems. Even under a seemingly "fair'" lottery system, decisions would have to be

made which will corrode the induction system. In any event, only a small and,

by definition, unlucky minority would ever be called to serve. In a peacetima

situation, we must make the all-volunteer force work rather than find ourselves

embroiled in a debilitating drafrt controversy.
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Grantin, conscrioption ia nox rfeasable, what about management steps that

could be tni

~o improve manpower~ utitization within the all-volunteer f{ramce-

work. Here we Tun inte the difficulty that almost all proposals in this veln

do no+t addres:s the core issue! petting Young quaiifivd men into the combat armns

and aboard warships- Maither lowering physicnl or mentnl standards, nor in-

crensing the numnber af

wonmetl, nor greater reliaace on civilian persenncl, nor

-

more utilizntion 57 oleer militory members suit the imperatives of the combat

arms. Larie raises in military pay for lower cnlicted personnel were the princi-

raticnale to induces persons to join the all-voluntecr force. Thin has

turned aut o e a Jdouble-edged sworid, however. Yocuth survey:s show that cash

motivates lers jualified youtlh {for example, high school dropouzs) to join the

armed servicen while haviog a nepligible effect on cos_sge bound youth. Dispro-
portionate emphasis on recrull pay; moreover, diverts compensation away from

the career and technical force, precisely the areas where retention difficulties

are most nLevera.

The central issue remainsi is there o woy without direct compulsion by which

a craons-section of young people can to attracted into military service. Or, to

put it differently, is therc a way we can obtain the annlogue of the peacetime

draftee in the all-volunteer era? I bulieve there in.

tduentional Benefitn in Conflict with the All-Voluntueer Force.

The major

barriers to more effective recruitment hnve been the elimination of the G.I.

Bill in 1976 and concurrent expansion of federal assisztance to college students.

Congress has created a system of educationnl benefits that offers more to those

who do not serve their country than to those
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who do. Thin jia perverse, Under the Veterang Educational Assistarce Frosram

(VEAP), which replaced the GI Bill, the government matches, within prescribed

limigs, vOluntary Soatribustion:s made by service member. It is entimated that

~

ZAF will reach $87 million for the year 1984,
In contrast, trederal aid to college ctudents in 1930 will amount to more than
S%.’ pillion. This sum is projected to increase to between 7 and 1Q billion
dollars ainually by 1935:
The funds pllocated to students in college under major assistance Programs

in 1980 were:

Basnjic Bducational Opportunity Grant S2.27% billion
Supplemental Educntional Cpportunity Grant « 370 billion
College “ork-~Study Progr-am -550 billion
National Direct Student Loan «286 billion
Guaranteed Student Loan -960 billion

Total SLLULLY billion

with the passage in 1978 or the Middle Income Student Assistance act
(MISA), eligibility for Basic Zducational Opportunity Grants can extend to
silien edfning as much as 327,000 annually. Also under MISA. there is no
need reguirCment for the Guaranteed Student Loan Frog The work-Study Pro-

& . 17 becPming a majer source of graduate student support. A college student

WD g eatallish uclf~supportin5 status, moreover, is eligible for most federal

assistance Programs.  Such governmental policies can hardly be thought of as

pPart or a g®verty program. In effect, we have created a G.I. Bill without the

G.E.
To meet military manpower needs in the all-volunteer context and to pursue
i
- .-
) i,
b I VR

MC - -
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cquity, thers munt be an immedinte resntoratien of post-nervice educaticnal bene-

fity for active—duty military member: on the seale of the G.I. 3ill following

world war II. AL tho same time, the vrinciple nust be set forth thnt there must

e a linkage between federal ntuient aid and some torm of national service,
5

rncludin,: civilian as well an military options, and including reserve as werll s

active-duty military servica.

Prowinions of an All=Yolunice:rn MNorce (AVED) .1,

Bill. A person who enlinto

in the armed forces and completen hisn oy her two-year obligated period of nctive

Juzy woulid be entitlesd to collegze educational ascintance oo follow:.
1l. The costn of tuition and fe2sn up to 55,000 per academic

-

s private iastitution, or up to 31,000 per academic yenr in
jnatitution, ror a maximum of four acndemic yenrs; and

2. A mubsistence stipend of 3300 per month whnile enrolled
collese for a maxinum of thirty-uix manths.

5. Such entitiement will be dependent apon i apprapriate reserve
abligation follewin active duty.

Cn the bunin of

"o

¥t

Lot analyaoes poasible and assuming tifty to seventy
thousan:d service members take advantage of the AVF G.I. Bill each year, thoe
direst conta of n fully operatingg program would be about one billion follars
annually, or about one-quarter of preuent federal cxprndaiture: for écllcﬂe
No:intaAne e progiraunt: - Countervailin,< reductions in the conts of an AVC G.I. Bill
woull Se nubatantinl, moereoover. Chene include better manning of the Telerves,
lowering of military attrition rates, reduced recruilment outlaysn, e#limination

of combnt arms bonunesn amwl, most likely, fewer lower-ranking service mombers with

ramilies. In nll likelihood, the net constn of an AVE G-L. Bill would be under

LRIC 104
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5500 million dollar: annually.  We can also expect, fas in previous G.I. Bitle,

that large sums would be Teturned to the Treasury ns & rosclt of the incrsased

I veteruns wino othorwine waould not have been able te afford to con-

tinue their educatio:n.

wouléd appeal o stu-—
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Making the All-Volunte=

as high school graduates. There is some ovidence that
ollege ctudents as well as the college bound are nore respolsive to
incantives than to enlistment bonunes eor higher recruit pay. Mil

coLild be tolerable and perhaps even welcome for <hese seeling a break ia the
locustep of the undergraduste curriculum or betweeon college ana profession

Smmentary on the all-volunteer force to learn that

-

-
)

1~

e

1930 in 21! of the combat armi; —--— infantry, artilliery, armor, tombat eng

only 2% colluge sraiuaten among first-term enliusted men

"tent proTram' or post-service educational beneliis
It maxes ne sense to iiandicap with constraints what may beo
£ chance to make the all-volunteer frarce work. It must te clear that a

genuine G.I. Bill is not more of the same kind of partial and complicated educa-

tional paci<amges that have proven to be ineffective in military recruitment. An

AVE G.I. Bill would be ~imple to understand. It would apply to all service mem-

ters succesnfully completing o tour of duty. - I+ would alno tap into tho posi-
P & h E P

tive symbolism G.I. Bills had had for two generations of Americans.

The p. blewns of the all-volunteuv:r forece are not found in the end of conscrip-

tion, nor in the declining youth cohort of the 19805, nor in the effortn of

O

<
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service recruiter: (who have accomplished a task of immense proportions). The
prievous flaw has been a redefinition of military cervice away from an institutional
rormat to ona more and more resembling that of an occupation.

Tue basric oal is to manage federal programs of aid for college education

=0 that recruitment effor%si otf the armed forces are not undermined. With the

b=

tntroduetion of a G.L. Bill for the all-volunteer force and with federsl assis-—

tance limited o persons who have compleZed some form of national service, ex-
pendituras for cducational aid ~ould be coordinated ©o Serve national needs.
At “he very minimum, national servers must have first priority for federal
educational aid. A "little G.I. Bill" for reserve duty ought alogo be considered.
Usder such a program, budsetory c9sts could easily be contained within present
Timites anid, over the long term, most likely even be reduced.

Government Bubcidies of colleoge education should be connistent with the
{deal that citizen obligation caght become part af growing up in America. Such
an objective would alse clarify the militory's role by emphasizing the larger

calling of national service.

Chairms . CransTtON. Do you believe the Federal Government
has a responsibility to upgrade the education level of those leaving
the service with inadequate education or training so as to aid their
success in civilian economy?

Professor Moskos. I not only believe that, but I believe that is
perfectly consisten: with service recruitment needs.

It is of interest to note that the Government has made it a
priority in its national agenda to offer those kinds of advantages to
a large cross-section of youth who do not serve. But for some
reason we have not focused that principle upon those who serve
the country.

Chairman CransTonN. What are your views on using GI bill type
benefits for this purpose”

Professor Moskos. I think this would be the most obvious answer
to this question, although a GI bill along Senator Armstrong’s
proposal must be more generous than other kinds of educational
opportunities that might be federally subsidized. '

There has to be a qualitative break between that kind of educa-
tional benefit versus the nonservice educational benefit.

Chairman CransTOnN. Do you believe military personnel needs
are better met by offering educational and other special incentives
for critical skills areas rather than a general nonselective educa-
tional incentive program?

Professor Moskos. I believe a general program is better for sever-
al reasons. One, it is simple, second, in effect people who join are
going to be assigned to where the critical skills are needed. The
greatest shortfalls today are at the first-term level for service
aboard warships and service in the ground combat areas. These
will be the places that GI bill recipients would be involved.

o I think it is a phony kind of division to separate between critical
FRICskills and not critical. Nonselected people without prior assign-

1)z
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ments will be put into those positions where they are needed

anyway.
Chairman CraNsrton. Do You think we can get people adequately

skilled by that method?

Professor Moskos. It ig really on the edge of survival. What it
really needs now is approXimately 40,000, 30,000 to 50,000 good
people. This is the population that we are talking about.

With a generous GI bil] we would be tapping into a new kind of
pool, one that has hitherto not been inclined to join the military.

Chairman CransTON. Do YOu believe that offering the possibility
of a transfer of education@l benefits to dependents wouid be a
useful retention tool? .

Professor Moskos. It certAlnly would be a yseful retention tool,
though I think if it were 1Mplemented that certainly should be

Chairman CraANSTON. You COmmented on the lack of merit of a 1-
year test program. Do you s€€ any elements of various test propos-

als that have been made that hava any merit?
Professor Moskos. The usua] thing with test Programs is they

the All-Volunteer Force.
I might add I have no principled objection to the draft myself,

but I think in the current state of reality that we must make the
All-Volunteer Force work.

Chairman CraNsTON. Thank you very much.

Professor Moskos. Could I magke one additional comment about
the inequities that were befCeived between Vietnam-era Gl Bill
and an All-Volunteer Force GI bi]]?

Chairman CRANSTON. Yes, ]
Professor Moskos. That I think doesn’t stand up to close scruti-

ny. There are two points to pe ade. One is that the Vietnam GI
bill itself was not based on the World War II model.

Second, only 1 in 7 active duty members ever served in Vietnam
at all, and at the most generOUs level, having done research there
myself, only 1 in 20 service Méeémbers during the war experienced

went up to 1976. .
Indeed, if 1 out of 40 reciPlénts of the Vietpnam GI bill were

actually combat soldiers, I would be surprised. An AVF GI bill
really won’t be that much different.

Q -
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Chairrnyan CraNsTON. Thank you very much. You have been very
helpful. E\p_ﬁt-eciate your being with us.

I would like to say that Senator Matsunaga had planned to be
with us phis rorning as a member of the committee but he has
been held up in the Finance Committee meeting.

He hag asked that his opening statement appear at the appropri-
ate placeg 11 the hearing record, and that will occur.

We no# £20 to our first of two panels. The first one consists of
Emil F. aker, administrative assistant to the national executive
secretary, Fleet Reserve Association; Donald L. Harlow, deputy
executivg director for Government relations, Air Force Sergeants
Associatj/n; Richard W. Johnston, Jr., assistant director for legisla-
tion, Nq# Cornmissionec Officers Association; and Col. John_ P.
Sheffey, Axecutive vice president, National Association for Uni-
formed {2xVices. '

We wgleome you. If you would proceed in whatever way and
order yqJ se€e fit——please be brief. I just received a note that mo-
mentarily ] have to go to the floor briefly, for something that
Senator é:yrd, the majority leader, needs, and Jon Steinberg of the
staff wil] carry on while I am gone. I will do my best to return
swiftly. | ®ssure you I will study the record.

TESTIMgNY OF A PANEL CONSISTING OF DONALD L. HARLOW,
DEPUTY EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR FOR GOVERNMENT RELA-
TIONS AIR FORCE SERGEANTS ASSOCIATION; EMIL F.
BAKE);: ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT TO THE NATIONAL EX-
ECUTIWE SECREFTARY, FLEET RESERVE ASSOCIATION; JOHN
P. SHyFFEY, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSO-
CIATIgN FOR UNIFORMED SERVICES; AND RICHARD W.
JOHN§N, JR., ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR LEGISLATION, NON
COMMISSIONED OFFICERS ASSOCIATION

Mr. RzxLow. I am Donald L. Harlow, deputy executive director
for Govygsmment relations. I would just like to quickly read a brief
statemeyl pertaining to the educational benefits program.

In all gf the surveys taken within the Air Force, next to pay, the
opportuyity to further their education was ranked as the second
most imyQrtant reason for joining the military service.

While there are several bills pending in both the House and
Senate, gkl of which contain elements toward establishment of an
educatiqpal program for members of the armed services, 1 chose to
direct r;V Specific comments to the U.S. Army proposal as the
majority of the elements are contained therein.

We wotald first render full support to the noncontributory educa-
goanrggram recommended to the Department of Defense by the

ir ForeA-

We a‘]:écs support the proposal by the Air Force to increase the
tuition gSsistance program from the current 75-percent limitation
to 90 pgrcent. For those participating in the TA program and
pursuing studies directly related to their specialty, it is proposed
that 107 percent of payment be considered, to include books and
lab fees &t cetera.

As to fhe Aarmy proposal, we offer the following. We do not feel
an educggtional program should be utilized by the service secretar-
ies for ghe recruitment and retention of personnel to fill highly

Q
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specialized skills. Adequate bonuses or special pays should be uti-
lized. An educational program similar to the GI bill should be
available to all members entering the armed services.

Two, we agree that the Veterans’ Administration should fund
and administer any educational program developed.

Three, we would prefer the monthly stipend be two-tiered, with
monthly payments of up to $300 up to 4 years of service, but
increased to $500 per month after the member reenlists and for
officers on extended active duty past 4 years.

Where this one is concerned, I am sure there will be an adjust-
ment based on agreement among the services to a particular pro-
gram that will be satisfactory to all.

Four, we would prefer a l-month benefit for each month of
service, with a member completing a full year of service to qualify
for any benefits. At the end of the 1 year, benefits should be
available for use in service or on a part-time basis.

Five, to enhance enlistments in the Guard and Reserve, provid-
ing the same educational benefits at half the rate of those in the
Regular Force would also be desirable.

We have several misgivings on the transferability of the educa-
tional benefits to dependents. As previously stated, the authority to
transfer such benefits should not rest with the service’s Secretary.
If such transfer authority is written into the final bill, we strongly
suggest it be applicable to all members of the armed services and
that an individual would have to serve at least 12 Years before such
transfer authority would be available.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, we are keenly aware of the importance
of providing educational o poriunities for all members of the Air
Force team, and we stronsgly urge this committee report out legisla-
tion similar to the curreut GI bill, education bill.

Furthermore, pending action on the bills and proposals already
before the Congress, we would support the extension of a cutoff
date of December 1989, for the current GI bill for an additional 10
years, and I thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Donald L. Harlow follows:]

1vog
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DONALD L. HARLOW, DEPUTY EXECUTIVE DIRECTOK, AIR FORCE
SERGEANTS ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the committee;

I am Donald L. Harlow, JeputyY Executlve Director for Government
Relations for the Air Force Sergeants Association, represcenting

over 148,000 enlisted men and women and their dependents.

Having recently testified before the House Armed Services Sub-
committee on Military Personnel, in support of "An Earned
Educational Incentive Program, I am grateful for this opportunity
to appear before this distinguished body in further support of

"Servicemembers Education Benefits RBill of 1980."

Young men and women volunteering for military service give a
variety of reasons for joining. However, in the majority of.
surveys taken at ocur Basic Military Training Center, Lackland
AFB, Texas, the opportunity tc further their education is ranked

as the second most important reason.

Further proof of the significance of educational opportunities
was vividly exhibited in the closing months of 1976, when it was
announced that G. I. Educational Bcncfits would be terminated

for individuals joining the Air Force after 31 December 1976.

A surge of enlistments, under the delayed enlistment pregram (DEP)
up to the closing hours of the final day of the year were ex-
periencgdf Some 100,000 individuals joined the services during
this last minute rush to take advantage of the G. I. Educational

Benefits, of which 21,000 joined the Air Force.

107/
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Obviously, ocutside of PAY, which is the most serious deficiency
in our Arwed Services today, an education pProgram similar to

the G. I. Bill is @ssential to stimulate service enlistments.

The Veterans Educational Assistance Program (VEAP) has not been
an effective recruiting tool for the Air Force. The high cost
of participation and pProhibition against in-service use during

an initiai enlistment make VEAP unattractive.

Air Force participation in ViIApP is approximately 6 percent, with
only 14,295 currently in the program. This is the lowest par-—

ticipation rate of all the services.

Those young men and women entering the Air Force over the past few
Years and who are interested in continuing their education make
much moie extensive use of the "Tuition Assistance (TA) Program,”™
to help offset their expenses. During fiscal year (FY) 79, there

were owver 200,000 course enrollments in the tuition assistance

program in the Air Force.

NONCONTRIBUTORY EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM:

The Air Force has recommended to OSD a "Noncontributory Educational
Program™ to replace VEAP. Essentially, this program would provide
all eligible members with $2,000 of educatiocnal benefits for each
Year of service during an initial enlistment of up to four years.
Individuals selected for retention would receive $1,000 of educ-
ational benefits per year for up to four years beyond the initial
four year enlistment period. The total educational benefits

provided under this program would be $12,000.

o 1o s
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Personnel who are separated with less than an honorable discharge
during their initiai enlistment period would iose all benefits.
Those separated with less than an honorable discharge during a
reenlistment period would still receive benefits earned during
their initial period of service. Individuals entering the other
services for periods of less than four YyYears would be permitted to

extend their enlistments to gain maximum rugram benefits.

Monies accrued under this program would be dispensed as needed
and could be used to pay for tuition and instructionally-related
fees, i.e. laboratory eqguipment, books, etc.. A provision in
the bill should accomodate the anticipated inflation of education

costs in the out years.

The recommendation in this proposed program that would permit the
utilization of such educational benefits within 10 years after

the member's separation or retirement from service is not favorably

supported by our association.

I refer to the statement entered into the Congressional Record on

April 29, 1977, during introduction of a bill on educational

benefits for our veterans, by Rep. Benjamin A. Gilman (R-NY).

He stated, and I guote, "The imposition of arbitrary deadlines

for utilizing educational benefits, attenuates the value of such
assistance to no inconsiderable degree. By employing such a
deadline, we are, in effect, informing veterans that regardless

of unforeseen circumstances, OT obligations incumbent upon them

as heads of households, that they must use their educational
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benefits within 10 vears of discharge or forever lose their rights

to these benefita.®

Should this "Noncontributory Educational Program" be accepted,
we would recommend elimination of the proposed 10 year limitation

for utilization of such earned educational benefits.

LOAN/GRANT ALTERNATIVE:

Another alternative to VEAP offered by the Air Force is a "Loan/
Grant Program. This approach would involve a loan/grant concept
and would not require individual contributions. An interest free
edugation locan of $2,000 would be made available +o the member

at the end of the first year of service. For zarbh of th~ npnext
three years of service, a $2,000 grant would . pirovided. The
grant portion ($6,000) could also be used in-service, if the loan
portion has been exhausted, or could be used for post-—-service

education.

A $1,000 loan for the first Year and a subseguent $1,000 grant

Per year would be offered to those members who choose to reenlist
and are accepted by the service. This would prowvide each eligible
menmnber an educational loan up to $3,000 and a grant of $9,000
after eight years of service. Again, this program includes a

10 year limitation after separation or retirement. We do not

agree to the time limitation on any earned Loan/Grant program.

ERIC iy
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TUITION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM:

Another proposal offered by the Air Force, which our association

could certainly support, is increased payments under the

YTuition Assistance" Program.

It is proposed that the tuition assistance should be increased
from the current 75 percent limitation to 90 percent of instruc-
tionglly—related expenses, as well as basic tuition costs or fees
in lieu of tuition. For those members participating in the
tuition assistance pProgram and pursuing studies directly related
to their specialty, it is proposed that 100 percent of payment

should be considered, to include books, lab fees, etc..

OTHER LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS:

We are aware of three Servicemembers Educational Bills pending

in the House, with four companion bills pPending action in the
Senate. While all of the bills offer various educational assistance
to enhance enlistment and reenlistment in the Armed Services, it
appears that the U. 8. Army proposal for a "Servicemembers

ducational Benefits Bill of 1980" contains the essential elements.

U. S. ARMY PROPOSAL:

ELEMENT NR. 1: To provide maximum flexibility of Service

Secretaries by authorizing them to selectively supplement the
basic VA educational benefits for recruitment and retention
purposes, utilizing DboD funds. Such supplements could be

targeted toward high school graduates, critical specialties,

RIC
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and hard-to-fill assignments.

AFSA COMMENT: While we can appreciate the Army's intent,

utilizing such a supplement for ONLY those possessing a critical
skill could be detrimental to morale. Due to changes in weapon
systems, the‘listing of critical skills in the Air Force con-
tinually changes. Then too, many specialties in the support
areas are essential to overall accomplishment of varied Air
Force migsions. To exclude these "team” members from such an
educational supplemental program could result in shortages in

other areas not catergorized as critical.

We firmly believe that a "Non-contributory Educational Program™
should be available to all military personnel, regardless of
their specialty. For those possessing highly specialized skills,
an adeguate bonus of special Pay should be utilized as an en-

listment or reenlistment incentive.

ELEMENT NR. 2: The Veterans Administration to fund and administer

a basic level of benefits that would be available without cost to

2ll Armed Services Personnel.

AFSA COMMENT: We agree that the VvA has the administrative

Structure and the expertise to administer the educaticnal program

and funding should remain within the VA.

ELEMENT NR. 3: Provide a maximum monthly stipend of $400 that

would be applied to a maximum of 36 academic months of education

for enrollment in VA approved institutions.

I\\:i
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AFSH COMMENT: We would prefer the monthly stipend be two-—

tiered. We suggest that the monthly payment of $300 up to 4
years of service, but would increase to $500 per month after

the member reenlists and for officers on extended active duty
past 4 years. Based on the maximum 36 months' educational
benefits, this would prowvide $10,800 for completing 4 vears of
honorable service in the Air Force but with the inducement of
staying past 4 vyvears the monetary benefit would be worth $18,000.

Under this formula the initial program cost would be reduced.

ELEMENT NR. 4: Sevicemember would accrue 1-1/2 months of

educational benefits for each month of military service; maximum

of 36 months benefits.

AFSA COMMENT: wWhile the Army uses this formula as a recruiting

incentive because it allows the 2-vyvear enlistees to accrue the
maximum 36 months benefit. However, we prefer a one-—-month
benefit for each month of service, and a member must ccocmplete
one full vear of service tc gualify for any benefits. A one-—
for—-one formula would extend the time requir=sd for full benefits

to 3 vears.

ELEMENT NR. 5: Servicemembers shall earn the full benefit by

completing their tours with an honorable discharge or by

reenlistment.

AFsa COMMENT: We agree and also point out that those honorably

discharged wmnedically prior to completion of their initial tour

should also bhe eligible.

ERiCA 4l_1t;
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ELEMENT NR, & Benefits car be used in-service on part-time

basis aft¢@r one year of service.
AFSA COMMENT: Agree.

ELEMENT NR, 7: Selected Reserve and Naticonal Guard shall receive

education benefits at half the rate of active duty.

AFSA COMMENT: We agree with this proposal deeming it to be a

good inceftive to enhance recruitment for the Guard and Reserve.

ELEMENT NR, 8: Unused benefits can be transferred to dependents
at the diScretion of service Secretaries. It is proposed that
such tranS5fer pe made at the 8, 12 or 15 years of sgervice point,

and would s«pply t© the existing or new educational benefits.

2AFSA COMMENT: We have several misgivings pert .ining to this-

2lement of the proposal. Permitting this transfer authority

to be utilized by the service Secretaries could once again cause
concern as to its effect upon morale. If the educational benefits
are authorized to be rvransferred only to the dependents of those
occupying @ritical skills, not only those in critical support
areas woulrq be affected but their dependents would also feel
discriminated against. Furthermore, a dependent child who drops
out of the program after one year, or the spouse who might seek

a divorce after one year in the program could complicate the

administration of the program.

If such transfer authority is to be given, then it should be
administer®d at the 12 or 15 year point, {(preferrably the 12

Yyear point) and should be authorized across-the-board by all

o |
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sServicemembers. What about the single male or female who has
no eligible dependents to which such educational benefits can be

transferred?

Another guestion which needs to be addressed is the obligation
of the dependent child to whom such educational benefits are
transferred and fully utilized. Does he or she have any obligation

to serve this nation in the military or a national service program?

What is extremely disturbing to the members of the Air Force
Sergeants Association is the millions and perhaps billions of
taxpayer’s dollars to provide grants or loans to young people
coming from families having an income of up to $26,000 and who
have failed or refused to repay such loans. Yet these same
Young people have no obligation whatsoever to serve this nation.
Such programs certainly takes away f£rom the ability of the

Armed Services to attract such individuals for military service.

Obviously, there are many specifics which must be addressed
before such transfer of educational benefits can be instituted.
However, we must keep in mind that the original intent of the

G. I. Educational Program was created to assist those members
of the Armed Services to re—-adjust to a career in civilian
communities, due to the time lost while serving in the military.
To depart from the objective of a military educational program

could be not only costly but also complicated.
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ELEMENT NR. 9: Extend the current delimiting date of the

current G. I. Bill to 10 years after the servicemember s

separation.

AFSA COMMENT: Our association has a standing proposal to

continue the current G. I. Education Bill. However, it is
obvious that these hearings and those held in the House of
Representatives are designed to replace_the current G. I. Bill.
Pending action on the bills and proposals already before the
Congress, we fully concur in the extension of the cut—off date
of December 1989 for an additional 10 years , whether or not

any of the new provisions are accepted.

MR. CHAIRMAN, This concludes my testimony and once again I

thank you for the opportunity to speak out for the pecple I

proudly represent. I now stand ready to respond to' 'any questions

You or your distinguished colleagues may wish to pose.

Mr. STEINBERG [presiding]. Mr. Baker?

Mr. BAKER. It is my privilege to present the views of the mem-
bership of the Fleet Reserve Association on the vital subject of
%arned educational incentives for the personnel of the Armed

orces.

The urgent need for such a program is clearly demonstrated b
the alarming shortfalls in the retention of mid-career personnei’:
and the immediate need to upgrade the educational level of person-
nel in the Armed Forces. Statistics regarding this are in my full
statement.

We feel that an earned educational incentives program will be a
boon to solving these problems. The basic provisions of our pro-
gram are, one, that the Department of Defense would fund the
prograim.

Two, the Veterans’ Administration would administer the pro-
gram under the direction of the Department of Defense, as the
Veterans’ Administration has the machinery, expertise, and experi-
ence to operate such a program at minimal cost to the American
taxpayer.

All enlistees and reenlistees who meet the below stated criteria
would be entitled to the earned educational incentives.

No educational assistance for those discharged or released from
active duty before completing 2 years of active service or under
other than honorable discharge; the entitlement benefits to expire
at the end of a 10-year period beginning on the date of retirement
or last discharge.

One standard academic year or the equivalent for each year of
the initial enlistment up to a maximum of 4 years; if discharged or
O rwise released from active dutyIfierﬁcompleting 2 years of
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service but before completing the term for which the person enlist-
ed. or before completing 4 years of active service in the case of an
initial enlistment of more than 4 years, then the period of educa-
tional assistance iIs one standard academic year, or equivalent, for
each year of active service.

A portion of a year of service shall be rounded to the nearest
month and shall be prorated to a standard academic year.

All persons who initially enlist or reenlist in the Armed Forces
after September 30, 1980, are graduates from a secondary school or
have a high school diploma or its equivalent as determined by the
Secretary, would provide for a maximum of $1,200 per year for
tuition, fees, books, and laboratory fees, plus 3300 per month sub-
sistence allowance.

The Secretary of Defense shall increase the maximum whenever
the rate of basic pay authorized by section 203(a) of title 37 for pay
grade E-1 is increased.

Each such increase shall be in the same percentage as the per-
centage increase in basic pay.

A member who reenlists at the end of initial enlistment may
elect to receive a lump sum payment of 60 percent of total educa-
tion assistance and subsistence allowance earned during initial
enlistment. Such an election to receive a lump sum payment is
irrevocable.

A member who reenlists at the end of initial enlistment may at
any time after such reenlistment transfer all or part of his/her
entitlement to spouse or to dependent child.

Last, would provide half benefits of the earned educational bene-
fits program to persons enlisting in the Reserve and Guard compo-
nents of the Armed Forces.

In closing, the cost of such a program will be offset substantially
by savings in the Department of Defense budget from lower re-
cruiting and attrition costs.

We urge the establishment of a comparable program, and we
thank you for the opportunity to express our views.

Mr. STEINBERG. Thank you very much, and thank you for sum-
marizing. Of course, your full statement will appear in the record.

[The prepared statement of Emil F. Baker follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMINT OF IMIL F, PAKER - AIMINISTRATIVE ASS1STANT TO THE NATIONAL
EXEQUTIVE SECRETARY, FLEET RESERVE ASSOCIATION

INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman and members @?f Yhis discingulshed Commitree, 1 am Robert W.
Noian, Natilonal Executive Secr£b3Ty gof the Fleet Reserve Assoclation. As a
Navy retired Chief Petty OfficcT» ir is my privilesgse to speak for rthe 148,655
membars of rthe AssociaEion- er Dembership is comprised of enlisted personnel
and commisstioned officers who '#V€ prior enlisted servigce of the U. S. Navy,
Marine Corps and Coast Guard, A#PProximately, one—-third of ou: membership is
serving on active duty in the ¥e38Ylar Sea Services. The remainder are in the
Fleet Reserve components of ;he Navy and Marine Corps or are fully recired
from one of the three 3ca ServiC®S. A5 you can apprecigce, educaticonal benefits

are of prime concern to our pewbers,

PRESENTATION

The urgent need for an "EsTNed Fgycactional Incentiyes Program'” for the
personnel of our Armed Forces 18 Slearly demonstrated by the alarming short-—
falls in the retention of mig-c3%¥®er personnel and the {pmediate need co up-
grade the educational level of ghﬂ Scervices. The retenrion 9f experienced and
skilled mid-carecer profeésionnls iy L, ghe crisls srage. The U. S. Army 1is
short 40,000 non~commissioned afflcerg_ The U« S. Navy is shore over 20.000
petty officers. Receontly, a paVval! vegsel of the Atlantg{e fleet did noc deploy
because of a shortage of skilled P0flor techniclans. .

The oducaticn level of ypectuiltg has becn droppilng despite the current
ability of the Services to mec: Rhegp recrulting quotas, In 1979, sixty-eight
percent of the enlistees vithout! Prior mllitary service had high school diplomas.
This year, 1980, only 58 percen® 2! ghuem have high schoo] diplomas. The share
of service -personnel with som: Callugc experience who have cnlis:;d in the Army
has -taken a shocking drop: frof 13.9 pecrcent 1In 1964 to 3.2 percent last year.
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They, TACty clearly Justify the need for an immedlate "Earned Educational
Incentiy,A Frogram" for the Armed Forces. Such a program would add significantly
to the 3,f«£33 of attracting and retaining an educable quality armed force.

THE PROQZ~QF-EDLICATIONAL EINCENTIVES

The jAlEed Siares Government has had a rewarding experience with irs programs
of educyyleonal pedefics for military personnel and veterans. During the Past
three dg A<e3, ghe Amerlcan peopPle have invested $29 billion in G.I. Bill
educatigy and training of 15 million vererans of World War 11, the Korean
Conflicy And Co1ld War-vietnam eras.

For ,AamPle , the §29 billion in education and training assistance will
be more cf“hﬂ Tepaid Quring the liferime of the service personnel beneficlaries
1in the jgA@d Faderal fncome tax that they will pay on increased earning made
possiblg P> thegr G.T. BLll educacrion.

Thisg Ia €vpecially true of the 7.9 million who trained at the college
level. bFQD"'ling t@ che Departﬂfent of Labor,. a male college graduate will
eatn, ang PaY Llomcowe tax on, In excess of a quarter—-of-a-million dollars
more in 1,}-1% lifetime chan the high school graduate. The Federal tax on the
added in. ™e of the G.I- Bi{ll college graduate veteran will be several times

the tota) QpsSt o»f hls educarion and tralning assistance from the government.

THE PREQg/BNT 0FF EDUCATION BENEFITS AS AN

INCENT I\ BOR MILITARY SERVICE

A kay point that jis overleooked regarding the Cold War G.I. Bill is the

manner g, wniclh career personncl of the Armed Forces could receive their G.1.
Bill ber\efics- This Jaw (P.L. 89-358) had a termination date of ren years
afrer th, LAST digcharge. Thus, carcer personnel serving in the military

had up g, ReM yosars after their rerirement from the military service in which
to compl,fe thefr cducacional training. Formar U. S. Senator Ralph Yarborough

(D-TX), " Jutpror of the law, drafted this provision at the specific requestc

O
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of the Fleet Reserve Association. Our strongest argument in support of this
provision was that service personnel would not have to leave active military
service to avail themselves of their earned veterans benefits.

With the advent of the All Volunteer Force, the U. S. Congress considered
the termination of G.I. Bill penefits in 1975. On 29 July 1975, the Fleet
Reserve Assoclation testified before the Education and Training Subcommittee
of the Housg‘Veterans Affairs Committee strongly recommending the retention
of that provision of the law. At the time I stated, "If military careerists’
veterans benefits are abrogated, it could well give active service personnel
cause for concern as to whether they should continue their military careers
or be discharged and pursue their education. Such a breach of faith is not a
firm foundation on which to build the desired All Volunteer Force." We were
the only military association to so testify.

The House Veterans Affairs Committee did not agree and after only two hours
of debate on the entire subject‘ they reported H.R. 9576 to the floor. The bill,
despite objections, passed the House under suspension of the rules which pars
floor amendments and limlits debates to 40 wminutes. The Congress subsequently
passed Public Law 94-502 terminating the G.I. Bill on 31 December 1976, setting
the deadline of 31 December 1989 to complete all G.I. Bill training.

THE PRACTICAL RESULTS OF THE TERMINATION

In 1977, the Fleet Reserve Association conducted the “White Hats' Pay
Panel" to learn the views of active duty enlisted personnel.regarding military
compensation and retirement. The Panel travelled to seven large military
communities and received the testimony of a total of 164 volunteer witnesses.
The witnesses were comprised of personnel of all of the armed services and
ranged from pay‘grades E-3 through E-9. The termination date of their earned

veterans benefits was unanimously vi}ved as a key loss in benefits. Chief Anti-
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Submarine Warfare Operator Donald E. Prosise, U.S.N., summed up their views
stating,. "What of the person who entered service in the late 1960's,. volun-
teering for wartime service, and now wints to make the Service a carcer? He
now finds the promise of the 3.7. Bill thrown out of the windeow and he must

now make a decision to«throw away his military carcer to gain a college

education.”

Our report of the Pancl, "Sounding Off", is included as background {nformation
to this testimony for the Committee moembors. You will find the subject of the
loss of G.1. Bill bencfits on page 28 of the report.

The lure of a college education through the G.I. Bill was o anjor recruiting
tool for the Services from the passapse of the "Cold War ¢.I. HIl1l" ian 1966
until the closing date of 31 December 1976, Positive preoofl of this is evidenced
by the amazing and abnormal rise In enlistments in the Services during the
month of December, 1976. The military recruiting services reported a dramatic
increase in enlistments, judging by any standard, during the final month or
eligibility under Public Law 94—-502.

This 1s why the Fleet Reserwe Association is confident that an “Earned
Educatianal Incent lves Program” will be a boon to saolving the current recruiting
and severe retentlion of mid—term personnel crisis the Services are experiencing
today, and will ubgrade the educational level of the personnel in the Armed

Forces as it will attract potential college enrollees.

FLEET RESERVE ASSOCIATION'S RECOMMENDED BASIC
PROVISIONS FOR AM EARNED EDUCAT IONAL INCENTIVES PROGRAM

The Fleet Reserve Assoclation wviews its proposed "Earned Educational Incentives
Program' entirely apart from the known G.I. Bill. The G.I. Bill was based on
the philosophy of rehabilitation for those who had their civilian careers inter-

rupted by military service. Our program is based on attracting and retaining
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qualified personnel in the Arﬂed Forces and upgrading the educational level of

the Armed Forces.

are:

O
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The basic provisions of our proposed Earned Educatlional Incentives Program

1.

The Department of Defense would fund the program.

The Veterans Adwoainistration would administer the program under the
dircction of the Department of Defense, as the Veterans Administration
bas the machinery, experctise and experience to operdate such a program
at minimal cost to the American taxpayer.

A'l enlistees and reenlistces who meert the below stated critervia would
be entitled to the earned educational incentives.

No educational assistance for those discharged or released from active
duty before completing 2-years of active service or under other than
honorable conditions.

Entirlement to_bencfits would 2xpire at the end of the 10-year period
beginning on the date ;f retlrement or last discharge.

One standard academic year (ox the equivalent) for gach year of the
fnitial enlistment up to a maximum of four yecars.

1f discharged or otherwise released from active duty after completing
twe years of service but before completing the term for which the
person enlisted (or before completing four years of active service, In
the case of an initial enlistment of more than four yecars) then the
period of educational assistance Is one standard academic year (or
equivalent) for each yvear of active service. A portion of a year of
sérvice shall be rounded to nearest month and shall be prorated to

a standard academic year.
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8. All persons who initially enlist or reenlist In the Armed Forces afrer
30 September 1980, are graduates from 4 secondary school or have a
higii school diploma or its equivalent as determined by the Secretary.
9. Would provide for a maximum of $1,200 per year for tuitlon, fees, books
and lahoracor¥ fees ?lus $300 per month subsistence allowance.

1l0. The Secretary of Defense shall Increase the maximum whenever the rate of
basic pay authorized by Section 203(a) of Title 37 for pay grade E-1 Is
increased. Each such increase shall be in the same percentage as the
percentage increase in basic pay.

l11. Member who reenlists at the end of initial enlistment may elect to
recelive a lump-:um payment of 60X of the total educations assiscance
and subsistence allowance earned during initial enlistment. Such an
election to receive a lump-sum payment is irrevocable.

12. Member who rzenllilsts at the end of initial enlistmenc may atr any time
afrer such reenlistment transfer all or par+ of his/her entitlement to
spouse or to a dcpcndeﬁt child.

13. Would provide half-benefits of the earned educational benefits program
to perscns enlisting In the Reserve and Guard components of the Armed
Forces.

There 1s ample justification and statistical information regarding the

establishment of such a program in the "Educational lncentives Study'" dated

S February 1980 published by the Office of Assistranr Secretary of Defense for

Manpower., Reserve Affairs and Logistics. The individual Services, as well

as the Department of Defense, are highly in favor of establishing such a program.
Because a specified period of honorable service would have to be performed

befere a servizeé person could become eligible for benefits, ;here would be no

cost for an Earned Educational Incentives Program in the 1981 or 1982 fisgcal
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years. The program would not rise to its full cost before FY 1986, for the

f£irst year in which four classes cculd be 1n schoel under the program.
The cost of an Earned Educational Incentives Program will be offset sub-—

stantially by savings in the Department of Defense from lower recruiting and

attrition costs as a rasult of recrulting and retention of a more stable and

educable pool of personnel.
The Fleet Reserve Association strongly recommends and urges cthe establish-—

ment of an "Earned Educarional Incentcives Program" for all milieary personnel.,

We honestly feel that based on the successful expericace of the G.I. Bills,

it cannot fail ro help solve the milirary's persconnel problems., If it is un-—

successful, it will be a painless error, because the program will cost money

only in proportion to its success in attracting college eligible high school

graduates into our Armed Scervices.

CLOSING REMARKS

In closing, Mr.. Chairman, a}low me to add one point for the record. To

avold any possible misunderstanding, the "Earned Educational Incentives Program'

is not an alternative to the much needed increase in military basic pay and

allowances; it is intended as a solution to a critical aspect of the overall

Tecruiting and retention problem, to increase the educational level of rthe Armed

Forces and to correct a gross inequity of rhose who are military careerists and

must leave the service to avail themselves of their already honorably earned

benefits under the terminared G.I. Bill.
Thank you for allowing the Fleet Reserve Association the opportunity to

express its wviews on this wvital subject. On behalf of the military communicy I

thank you éﬁd your colleagues. I stand ready to answer your questions ro the

best of my ability. Thank you.
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Mr. STEINBERG. Colonel Sheffey.

Colonel SHEFFEY. I will read only a portion of mine since obvious-
ly you have already read the full statement.

I would like to join all your witnesses in the statement that the
GI bill for those who served in the Armed Forces in the past has
greatly benefited our country, and Armed Forces themselves, and
the individuals involved.

I think it has been demonstrated beyond a shadow of a doubt
that generous educational assistance for those who serve in the
Armed Forces is a good investment in tax dollars, and the Veter-
ans' Affairs Committee serves our country well by supporting these
programs.

You have so many proposals before you that I will offer only
some considerations that should be weighed in making your
choices, and other witnesses have offered some of the same. I do
defer to the three gentlemen here with me as to which are the bhest
proposals because they are more directly concerned and associated
with the active forces than my Association which is active and
retired, but mostly retired.

We suggest that all personnel who do not have old GI bill bene-
fits be eligible for the basic educational assistance program. Al-
though the major objective is to attract enlistment and reenlist-
ment, officers should not be denied this basic benefit because they
are officers.

There is involuntary attrition in all ranks, and educational bene-
fits help cuchion the blow, and inservice education improves the
guality of officers and enlisted alike.

We believe that at least 2 years cf honorable service should be
required before benefits are available, and they should be available
for inservice use only after 2 years of satisfactory service, or upon
completion of a term of enlistment with honorable discharge for
postservice use.

We think they should remain available for at least 10 years after
separation from the service.

I question the equity or cost effectiveness of awarding education-
al benefits for Reserve veterans, but will defer to other witnesses
more expert on the pros and cons of this.

My point is if the program for the active force works, it will
produce a very large number of individuals who must serve in the
Reserves to complete their obligations. The fundamental contradic-
tion in using educational benefits for attracting enlistments is the
built-in incentive to leave the military service to take advantage of
earned educational benefits.

If they were to continue to accrue in Reserve service, the tempta-
tion to transfer to the Reserves after one term of enlistment would
be enormous. The individual could start his college education while
continuing to accumulate earned educational benefits as a Reserv-
1st.

We believe that the basic educational assistance entitlement
earned by military service should be funded and administered by
the Veterans’ Administration. This long established practice recog-
nizes that the program benefits the individual veteran and our
Nation as a whole much more than it benefits the Armed Forces.
The VA has an excellent record of performance in handling the

125
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previous GI bill, and this arrangement should continue in the new
program.

If special additional educational incentives are adopted to en-
courage retention, it does seem appropriate that these costs be
borne by the Department of Defense.

The new and untested proposal that special educational benefits
be offered on a discretionary basis to encourage retention of indi-
viduals with special skills, and that benefits could be transferable
to dependents, should be examined critically.

Special discretionary awards for selected individuals cause seri-
ous morale problems for those who do not receive them and become
a morale problem for the categories who do receive them when
they are discontinued. Cash bonuses have the advantage of great
flexibility, lower visibility, and their one-shot nature.

A continuing right to college education support for dependents of
one group that is not available to others could be quite different in
overall effect.

I note you have taken my advice to urge that the proponents of
this be required to produce persuasive arguments that these are
better than cash bonsues.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to appear before you, and
this is a critical need for a new GI educational bill, and I urge the
committee to support one based on the best elements of the propos-
als before you. :

Mr. STEINBERG. Thank you very much, Colonel Sheffey, and
thank you also for summarizing.

[The prepared statement of John P. Sheifey follows:)
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN P. SHEFFEY, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
FOR UNITFORMED SERVICES

5.2020, 5.2596, and Other Educational Assistance Proposals

Mr. Chairman, Gentlemen, I am John P. Sheffey, Executive Vice President
of the Hational Asaocciation for Uniformed Services (NAUS}. Our association's
membezshlip 1s drawvn from all the seven uniformed services of the United States;
active duty, retired, reserves, veterane, and their spouses or survivors. Our
mission 1s to uphold ths security of the United States by supporting activitiea
that preserve and improve the attractiveness of service caresrs and sustain the
morale of the uniformed services. We work on the "people things' such as pay,
retirement, survivor benefits, and the traditional entitlements that make a service
career a way of life rather than just a job.

Our association apprecilates the opportunity to urge thias diatinguiuhed'
committee to support the reestablishment of an effective educational assistance
program for the armed forces. The GI bille for those who served in the armed
forces in past years have greatly benefited our country, the armed forces, and
the individuals involved. I believe 1t hae been demonstrated beyond a shadow of
doubt that generous cducatrional assistance for those who serve in our armed forces
ie a good investment of tax dollars, and this committee has served our country
well by supporting these past programs.

So many cducational assistance proposals are currently before you that I will
not attoempt to evaluate them individually. I belicve, however, that Senator Cohen's
5.2071 and 5.2020 and the proposal that has heen developed Ly the Department of
the Army together contain all the significant elements that you should choosze among

Iin cercating a new GI Bill. I will cffer only some considerations that should bhe
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weighed in making your choices. You have other witnesses who are better qualified
than I to advise you on which choices would best serve to attract and retain high
qualicty personnel in our armed forces and Reserves. These are the witnesses from
the Department of the Army, the Non Commissioned Officers Association, and the
Fleet Reserve Assoclation. I will defer to thelr judgment on which Froposals will
be the most cost-effective.

NAUS sugpests that the following considerations be weighed in your choices:

1. We recommend that all personnel who do not have old GI bill benefite be
eligible for the naw basic educational asslstance prograri. Although the major
objective is to attract cenlistment and reenlistment, officers should not be denied
this basic benecfit eimply because they are of Ficers. There is involuntary
attritlon in all ranks, and educational benefits help cushion the blow. In-sercvice
use of the education program improves the quality of officer and enlisted alike.

2. We belicve thar at least two Years of honorable service should be completed
before an individual can make use of educational benefits, and they should accrue
monthly on a once-for-one basis up to a maximum of four academic years. They
should be avallable for in-service use only after two years of satlsfactory service,
or upon completion of a term of enlistment and honorable discharge.

3. Earned educational assistance rights should remain available for at
least 10 years after separation from the services.

4. I question rhe equity or cost effectiveness of awarding educational
benefits for Reserve service, but will defer to other witnessea more expert on the
pros and cons of this proposal. If the program for the active forces works, {it
will produce a very large number of individuals who must serve in the Reserves
to complete their obligations. The fundamental contradiction in using educational
benefits for attracting enlistments is the built-in incentive to leave military

service to take advantage of earned educational benefits. If they were to continue
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to ac=crue in Reserve service, the temptation to transfer to the Reserves afrter

ane term of enlisted service would be enormous. The individual cou]d-start his
college eduzation while continuing to accumulate educational benefits as a Reservist.
I also question the equity of the Army proposal that a full one-half of the
educational bencfits available for active duty would be awarded for Reserve duty.
This appears highly disproportionate in favor of the Reservige,

5. We believe that the basic ecducational assistance entitlement carned by
military service should be funded and administered by the Veterans Administration.
This long cstablished practice recognizes that the program benefits the individual
veteran and our nation as a whole as much or more than it benefits the armed forces.
The VA has an excellent record of performance in handling the previous GI bills,
and this arrangement should continue in & new program. Lf special additional

- educational incentives are adopted tc encourage retention of carcer personnel, it
secems appropriate that the additicnal costs of such incentives should be borne
by the armed services.

6. The new and untested proposal that special educational benefits be offered
on a discretiocnary basis to encourage retention of individuals with special skills,
and that benefits so earned would be transferable to dependents, should be examlined
critically. Special discretionary rewards for selected individuals can cause
serious morale problems for those of the same grade who don't receive them - and
for the categories who receive them when they are discontinued. Cash bonuses
have the advantage of great flexibility, low visibility, and their one-shot nature.
A continuing right to college education support for dependenta for one group
that 1s not available to others could be quite different in overall effecr. I
urge that the proponents of this arrangement be required to produce persuasive
arguments that it would be better than equlvalent cash reenlismment bo;uaes that

could be used for the same purposes if the individual so desires.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you. There is a critical
need foxr a tiew GI education bill, and I urge you to support one based on the

best elements of the proposals before you.
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Mr. STEINBERG. Mr. Johnson?

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. Steinberg, I want to thank you for this oppor-
tunity.

I would also like to take a minute and step outside of the normal
realm of testimony this morning to commend the committee for
undertaking these hearings and commend the staff on the obvious-
ly excellent preparation that you have done in preparation for
these hearings.

This morning you have touched on a number of things which
NCO has a deep concern with. First, the 1989 delimiting date for
the GI bill, and second, the equitability of inservice use under the
. current GI bill—I think the committee in looking at these issues
will come to some kind of a settlement on them, hopefully in
legislation tnis year.

About the legislation under consideration today, I have just a few
comments. I am not going to further try and justify the need for a
new educational program in the Armed Forces. I think the argu-
ments that have been presented this morning are substantial.

I would like to say just a few things about what the Non Com-
missioned Officers Association believes that the new education pro-
gram should be like.

First, it should be an incentive to service. It should not be a
bonus to service. A bonus implies some selective nature in its
application. I think the success of educational programs tradition-
ally have been based on the fact they are universally available to
all servicemembers who have provided honorable service in the
Armed Forces.

Second, I think we must realize that education is not the total
answer to the manpower problems that exist in the Armed Forces
today. A lot of people will disagree with me on that, but it is only a
part. A new education program would provide part of the answer
to the manpower problems that we have today. I think to do that,
again, it must be a universal program.

The old GI bill was amazingly successful in its ability to motivate
young men and women joining our Armed Forces. I think we must
draw upon the experience that we had in the old GI bill in devising
a new one. One of the greatest things about the old GI bill was it
provided an adequate—not a generous pay—but an adequate pay to
the people who were enrolled in courses of education.

I commend the committee again for having taken steps earlier
this year to increase that level of pay, and I think it must be
preserved in the creation of any new GI bill.

I think there must also be inservice use provisions in a new GI
bill, and I think that the earning rate provided in a new GI bill
should be universal. As you know, we support S. 2020, Senator
Cohen’s proposal. We support an improving amendment that would
disregard the critica! skill, noncritical skill definitions that are in
the legislation currently and provide an earning rate consistent
with that provided for the critical skill occupation in the legisla-
tion.

Finally, I have one more comment, and that is that the Non
Commissioned Officers Association is adamantly opposed to any
transferability of benefits in the new GI bill.
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While we recognize that this would be a retention incentive in
later years of service, we do not believe that it would be significant
for the problems we would undertake in morale, cost, and other
factors of administration to include this in any new education
program.

With that, I would ask that my entire written statement be
entered in the record. This‘concludes my remarks.

Mr. STEINBERG. Thank you very much, Mr. Johnson, and I thank
you for your kind words for the committee. They are very much
appreciated.

[The prepared statement of Richard W. Johnson, Jr., follows:]
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RICHARD W. JOIHINSON, JR., ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR LEGISLATION, NON COMMISSIONED
OFFICERS ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman: The Mon Commissioned Officers Association of the USA
sincerely appreciates the opportunity to appear before this distinguished
panel in support of the creation of a new "Earned Education Program.” I
have very carefully chosen the description “Earned Education Program." 1
believe that whatever new program this committee adopts must require
individuals to "earn" benefits by providing honorable service in the
Armed Forces,.

I will 1imit my statement to three areas of discussion. First, I
think it ic important to understand the need for a new education program
as an incentive to service in the Armed Forces. As a part of that under-
standing I will discuss the termination of the old G. I. Bil1l and the in-
adequacies of the Veterans Education Assistance Program (VEAP). Second,

1 believe there are some fundamental elements from past education programs
that must be preserved in creating a successful new program. I will take

a few minutes to discuss these along with other provistons that should be
avoided in;constructing 2 new education program. Finally, I will take a few
minutes to discuss the Association's position on the legislative prgoposals
that are now before the committee.

The Manpower Problem

The Non Commissioned Officers Association has led the way toward
creation of a new G. I. Bill. Our efforts began in 1975, even before
the termination of the o0ld G. I. Bill. We demonstrated great .foresight
in predicting before this very committee that:

--~a significant number of potential recruits would not
Join the service if theve was no G. I. Bil}l

---the quality of recruits would drop dramatically and
fewer hiah school graduates would be willing to serve

---trainino loss rates would rise dramatically

---expected savings in the VA budget may not exceed .
anticipated jncreases in the defense manpcower budget
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Most of our predictions were based on a survey of Army recruits
conducted in March of 1975, Here are just a few examples of what
was predicted by the Army about the future of their recruiting program.

---The Army estimated that if the G. T. Bill was retained
the level of high school graduates would be 70%. With-
out the G. I. Bill the Army predicted the level of high
school araduates would drop to 47%. Since October 1, 1979
the actual figure of new recruits having graduated from
high scheool is 43% and there is a great deai of specuia-

tion that the Army-wide paopulation of high school grads
is as Tow as 38%.

---In 1975 the Army predicted that Mental Category I-111la
(the most preferable) would be constant at 44%. Mental
Cateaory IV wauld rise to about 22%, and training attri-
tion losses would rise from 10% to 23%. The Defense
Department has recently admitted that 25 to 50% of
soldiers enlisted during the last four years who were
classified as Mental Category 111 personnel could have
been Mental Category !V personnel in actuality. Category
IV is the lowest and least desirable mental group the
services can enlist. With regard to attrition, person-
nel Tosses today exceed 30% with some estimates ranging

as hiagh as 40%. In 1978, the last measured year, Army
attrition was 37%.

.~r=-=-In 1975 a survey conducted among Army recruits found that
one of every four definitely would not have enlisted
without the G. I. Bill. Another 36% of those surveyed
were not certain whether they would have enlisted with-
out the G. T. Bil1l.

---The Army even went so far as to predict an added defense
cost of $197 million each year if the G. I. Bill was
terminated and manning levels rem2ined constant. The
Army further speculated that costs would increase 3182
million each year if the Army voluntarily reduced its size
by two tank battalions.

Mr Chairman, a new earned education proposal would reverse these trends.
There is no doubt that high school graduates would again be drawn to service
by an education incentive. Correspondingly, an increase in the number of
high school graduates would bring on an increase in quality. And, like
deminoes falling into place, improved quality would lead to improved reten-
ti.n. This is not my opinion alone, it is also the Army's:

"For defense purposes, a successful educational incentive
conduces to increased accession and retéention. Generailly
speakina, educational incentives do this by increasing the
attractiveness of military service as an employment for young
people and by providing military personnel in-service oppor-
tunities for personal and proressional growth. Morecver, good
educational programs likewise enhance force readiness by increas-
ing individual levels of professional competence and skill
praficiency.”
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I believe the argument is convincing. I believe there is little doubt
that a new non-contributory earned education Progaram will be a real boon
to recruiting and increased quality in the Armed Forces. It is really
necessary in improving the Armed Forces. However, we must not forget that
the people attracted by the new program will Soon be veterans.

Benefit to Veterans

I will not argue that it is incumbent on this committee to provide
a program of recruiting incentives for our Armed Forces. 1 recoanizZe the
many provisions of the bills under consideration are directly related to
service in the Armed Forces and should be addressed by the committee having
Jurisdiction in that area. Neither do I seek to minimize the impact a new
education program will have on the veteran or this country.

Veterans obviously will benefit from an improved in-service and post-
service education program. Post-secondary education has traditionally led
to better and more lucrative employment. This potentially leads to larger-
tax payments from veterans educated under the G. I. Bill. It is alleged
that the Targer tax payments actually offset the education cost incurred
by the government.

Society places a great deal of emphasis on formal education. It is
apparent from the number of doctors, lawyers, PHD's and others who have
achieved college degrees. So much emphasis has been placed on education
that we now have a Department of Education that exclusively monitors and
administers education pPrograms. During the current fiscal year it will
distribute more than $4.5 billion in education benefits to individuals.
Nearly $3.3 billion of that will be in the form of non-recoverable
grants. Because these grants qgo to high school graduates of enlistment
age, the services must compete aqainst them.

Veterans education programs have always been created with the best
interest of the veteran jn mind. Nevertheless, they have also recognized
the purpose of ". . .enhancing and making more attractive service in the
Armed Forces of the United States. . _° The creation of a new earned
education program will fit within the traditional parameters of veterans

benefits.

13y
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This committee made its committment to the continuity of this principle
in assisting the Armed Forces in creating the Veterans Education Assistance

Program: “. . .to promote and assist the all volunteer military program
of the United States by attracting qualified men and women to serve in the
Armed Forces." However, VEAP is not fulfilling its purpose.

Inadequacies of VEAP

VEAP does not work because it is a contributory program. When VYEAP was
created entry level base pay in the Armed Forces exceeded minimum wage.
Currently entry level base pay is less than 83% of minimum wage.

The minimum VYEAP contribution is more than 11% of entry level pay. The
maximum contribution is more than 13% of the pay of an E-4 with more than
two years of service. 1 believe that the young enlisted p2ople who are mar-

ried generally can not contribute to VEAP because of the financial condition
of their family.

There are other probiems with VEAP. Most are related to the individual's
contributions. For example, once a participant enters the program he or she

is committed to at least a year aof payments. An exception is provided for
financial hardship.

1f¥f the participant discontinues contritutions at the end of one year,
no refund of contributions can be made unless financial hardship is proved.
An individual who contributes to VEAP during the first year of an enlistment
and subsequently disenrolls is denied acces3 to that contribution until his
or her term of enlistment is completed. By then the contribution is devalued
by three to five years of inflation--a loss that could reach 30 to 50% or

higher. It is doubtful that this loss would be offset even by the payment of
interest on the individual's account.

VEAP pays a 200% dividend to those who become students, returning two
dollars for each dollar contributed. The maximum monthly payment returned
for the minimum contribution is %150 per month. The payment after the maxi-
mum contribution is $225 per month during the period of enrollment. Neither
amount is sufficient to offset current education costs and is hardly the
kind of return one would expect after contributing 10%¥ or more of total
income for three years.
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In __summary. , NCOA believes we need a new education program. The new
program must be beneficial to both veterans and the military services. It
certainly should not be similar to the Veterans Education Assistance Program.

The Earned Education Assistance Proaram

As 1 stated earlier, 25% of the new recruits surveyed by the Army in
1975 would not have joined without the 4. I. Bi1l. Conversely, we can
éay that one quarter of all enlistments were motivitated by the education
incentive program. A program that successful should have some of {ts provisions -
preserved. For the next few minutes I would like to talk about some of the
items that made the G. I. Bill successful.

First it was a universal program. Everyone who entered the Armed
Forces and remained for 181 days became eligible for some benefit. There
were no methods for selectively excluding individuals from benefits or
for providing selective supplements. NCOA firmly believes that the concept
of treating all veterans alike, rich or poor, well-educatéd or high school
dropout, contributed largely to the success of the program. It stated
to each imdividual that his or her relative potential was equal to others
and would be rewarded accordingly.

Second, the old G. I. Bill provided a uniform payment and computation
schedule for education beneficiaries. We beieive the rate of payment
provided under this section has been severely diminished by inflation
during the three years since an increase was Jast provided. (We commend this
committee for taking steps earlier this year to provide some relief to
the problem.) HNotwithstanding the current rate of benefits, the system
is sound and equitable. Therefore, it is the strong belief of NCOA
that payments in a new program should be made at the same rate and under
the same criteria as provided for in current law.
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A new education program for veterans, like its predecessors, should
reward veterans and serve also as an incentive to enlistment. The new
proaram should not be perceived as a bonus to enlistment. Bonus implies a
selective award based on a specia) value, gualification or term of enlistment.
The new program should not be perceived or designed to be a bonus to en-
listment. An incentive, as stated earlier, is a universal benefit awarded
equally to all veterans. As such, 1 do not believe that it would be proper
to selectively enhance the education benefits awarded individual veterans. This
is definitely not a Veterans Administration fuaction and would be in direct
conflict with the goal of serving all veterans equally. However, i7 at some
time the Armed Services believes that recruiting would be improved by selec-
tively enhancing education benefits for certain individuals, NCOA would
not object to a payment provided directly by the Defense Department.

Third, we believe that some provision for in-service use must be pro-
vided. Such a provision would allow service members the opportunity to
improve their status within the Armed Forces. At the same time, it will
discourage attrition and probably improve reenlistment. It will certainly
improve the overall quality of the force.

Finally, we believe that the post-discharge use period should remain
ten years. In most cases, that is sufficient to meet an educational
objective. Along this line, NCOA believes that this committee should act
immediately to extend the December 31, 1989 delimiting date perscribed for
the old 6. 1. Bill. I will not present a long argument on this issue.

I wilT say that the current limitation serves as a disincentive to continued
service by mid-grade career personnel who are sincerely interested in complete~
ing an education program before their benefits expire.

Recommendations

During the Vietnam Era many servicemen spent six months in training,
twelve months overseas and were almost immediately released from active duty
.nereafter. Accordingly, the old G. 1. Bill could be earned in 18 months of
military service. Todays' service member may spend more time than that in
training. Operational committments worldwide have increased the need for
military personnel. As a result, the services must demand longer periods of
enlistment if training utilization is to be cost effective. A new earned
educatian program will assist in this regard by requiring longer periods of
service to become eligible for its benefits.

o
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Our recommendation is a minimum two year period of service before any
education benefit 4is earned. NCOA also recommends that maximum education
benefits be earned through four years of honorable service. The ideal formula
for this computation, in our estimation, is the one suggested for "critical
skills" enlistments in Senator Cohen's Bill, S. 2020.

Finally there are two widely-discussed Proposals that NCOA believes
should not be included in any new education bill funded or administered by
the Veterans Administration. One concerns education benefits for members of
the reserve forces and the other concerns transferability of unused benefits

to a spouse or child.

Mr. Chairman, it is not now, nor has it ever been an objective or
function of the Veterans Administration to provide or administer benefits
to members of the reserve forces. NCOA recognizes the critical personnel
Problem that exists in the reserve forces but we believe it is a problem
that mut be dealt with by the Department of Defense.

Neither has it been an objective or function of the Veterans Administration
to administer or transfer veterans benefits to the dependents o a "healthy"
veteran as would be done if the new education program incliuded a transferablilty
provision. Moreaver, transfierability of veterans education benefits would
lTead to several problems. Most of the proposals suggest that the transfer of
benefits could be done selectively. How then will it be decided whose posterity
will be fortunate enough to receive these benefits? If the transferability is
universally permitted, the cost of such a program would become prohibitive.

There also would be many legal questions regarding transferability.
For example: if a veteran can pass the benefits to a2 dependent {implying
personal ownership) then why couldn't the veteran transfer them to a parent
or sibling? If the veteran is single, why couldn't the benefit be sold to
an interested third party? Further, if a marriage results in divorce, does
the veteran retain the benefits or are they subject to a 'community property’
settlement? Do they revert to the veteran even if they may previously have

been given to the spouse?
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Mr. Chairman, we believe such provisions would set undesirable
precedents in the administration of veterans benefits. We urge the
conmittee to avoid their inclusion in any new program.

Current Proposals

Both House and Senate Armed Services Committees have recently adopted
plans to improve education benefits for veterans. The House bill generously
proposes monthly education benefits of $300 per month plus an annual tuition
allowance of $1.,200, transferability of unused benefits to dependents and a
cash-in provision for those not interested in education benefits. We believe

this approach is much too generous, toc hastily constructed, and too selec-
tive to be successful.

The Senate Armed Services'proposal will provide another 'fix' to the
Veterans Education Assistance Program. It seeks to allow the Defense
Department to selectively make the individual's contribution, allows
transferability, increases the amount of financial enhancement the services
may provide in individual situations and, otherwise, seeks to throw money
at an existing problem. We doubt the ability of these new provisions to
bring any measurable degree of success to the program.

One of the fundamental beliefs that was presented earlier is that a
new education program does not have to be more generous than its predecessor.
It is my firm belief and the belief of my Association that a new education
program, equlitably constructed and universally available, will improve
recruiting. It is not the total answer to the recruiting and military
manpower shortage. It will, however, rekindle the desire of a greater
number of high school graduates to join the Armed Forces.

Senator Armstrong's bill, S. 2596, like the House bill, is far too
generous. Its primary fault is the benefit amount which is based more on

the actual cost of a college education than the ability of the taxpayer to
provide such a benefit.
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The Non Commissioned Officers Association supports the proposal offered
by Senator Cohen, S. 2020. Our Association worked closely with the Senator
and his staff on the development of this biil, and also with Congressman
Bob Wilson on & companion measure introduced in the House. Many of the
provisions of S. 2020 were added under the assumption that the bill would
be referred to and considered by the Committee on Armed Services. The bill
is presented as an amendment to Title 10 of the United States Code. We
believe that with the proper technical corrections the bill could be a
very sound Chapbter 33 of Title 38 of the United States Code.

The program of education benefits proposed in S. 2020 provides the same
basic benefit ecarned by veterans of the Vietnam Era; that is 36 months
of education benefits at the rates provided in Title 38 and computed under
existing laws. Unlike its predeccessor, it requires a longer period of
service and an honorable discharqge for post-service use. It does not aliow
the nine month extension of training which is currently authorized for
Vietnam era veterans.

As I stated earlier, we would support one improvement in the bill to
allow 211 servicemembers to earn or accrue benefits at the rate established
for critical skills in the legislation. :

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. Thank you again for the
opportunity to present the Association's views. I will be most pleased to
entertain any questions that you or any member of the committee may have.

Mr. STEINBERG. We appreciate the prepared testimony of each of
your organizations and your courtesy in getting it to us in advance
so we could take advantage of it and use it in preparing for the
hearing. That is the ideal circumstance and we appreciate your
cooperation.

I have some questions the Chairman had intended to ask gener-
ally for the whole panel, and one or two directed to one of you,
although on any question that you have a comment to volunteer,
please feel free to do so.

Mr. Johnson, with respect to your comments regarding the inade-
quacies of VEAP in your testimony, do you believe those inadequa-
cies could be corrected and modifications made such as, for exam-
ple, permitting DOD to make contributions on behalf of service-
members and certain concepts drawn from S. 2020 so that the end
result would be conducive to enhanced recruitment and retention
in the armed services?

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Steinberg, I think the VEAP program is far
beyond repair. I think it was hastily and rather ill conceived when
it was constructed in 1976. I think its biggest problem right now is
the name that is on it. I don’t think any veterans’ education
assistance program by that name could ever survive because of the
problems that VEAP has had.

If you recreated VEAP and renamed it, yes, you may have a
successful program, but anything that requires a contribution on

Q
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the part of an individual I don’t believe would ever be successful as
a recruiting incentive to the Armed Forces. At the payment rates
that we are providing under the VEAP program—l am talking
about the unenhanced rates, the ones that aren’t supplemented by
the Army—we couldn’t expect anybody to complete a training pro-
gram at a $150 to $225 a month stipend.

No, I don’t believe it can be saved. I think we are going to have
to start using role models from the past and create a new program.
hMr STEINBERG. Do the others of you have any comments on
that?

Mr. HArRLow. I would like to just comment on the fact that the
depression of the pay caps since 1972 has had a major impact on
what our young people especially can afford, and they can’'t afford
to participate in this program. They need it for just living and
getting by.

I would agree with Mr. Johnson that I think the VEAP program
is a dead program, and I think we ought to just let it die its
natural death and develop a good, substantial GI bill that people
will understand, that will be simple, and it will be available to all.

Mr. STEINBERG. Any other comments?

Colonel SHEFFEY. I concur.

Mr. STEINBERG. Thank you. Would you also agree that the in-
creased numbers of recruits who are married or who are getting
married in service also tends to make a contributory program far
less attractive?

Mr. JoHNsON. In earlier years the number of junior enlisted
personnel who were married was very, very low. The last report I
saw, the last statistics I saw on the issue, 42 percent of personnel
in grades E-1 through E-3 are married. In those grades we have an
average family size of 2.3 or 4, which means there are a lot of
children in those homes.

When you are looking at the pay scales for an E-3 he is earning
somewhere in the 90-percent range of the minimum wage. I don’t
see how we could expect him to make any kind of contribution to
anything, aside from survival.

Mr. STtEINBERG. Looking at all of your testimony it is obvious
that there is considerable divergence of views and positions on
various issues, but it seems as if there is also some consensus on
some issues.

Are we correct in understanding that you each agree that the
adn;inistration of any postservice benefit program should be by the
VA?

Mr. JoHNSON. Yes.

Mr. HaArLow. I agree to that.

Mr. STEINBERG. There seems to be some area of disagreement
with respect to sources of funding.

Would you each briefly indicate your position on that ' ue? Do
you want to start, Mr. Harlow?

Mr. HaArrLow. Yes. I believe that the people who have to adminis-
ter the program should be the ones providing the funds for the
program. You get two agencies involved, as Dr. Moskos states, it is
a little difficult, so you have to have funding provided by the
agency that is going to be administering the program.
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Mr. BaAker. We feel the Department of Defense should fund the
program. They are the actual boss over the active duty people
involved here and with the capable assistance of the VA I think we
could find a good team working together.

Colonel SHEFFEY. | believe for the same reason that the GI bill
should be funded by the VA, that is, that it is a socially valuable
program well beyond the benefits to the military alone, and the
benefits really are reaped by the individual after he leaves the
service, that it is more appropriate that it continue to be funded by
the VA.

Mr. JounNsON. I would think the program would be most appro-
priately funded by the VA in this circumstance. It is a benefit for
an honorably discharged veteran, not for necessarily the tradition-
al reasons. The veteran is going to benefit from the program, yes. I
believe there is some provision in law, title 10 particularly, that
says they cannot pay a benefit or provide a benefit for any *ody not
in service, postservice discharge, whereas the VA can.

If there are any enhancements, I would disccurage enhance-
ments, but if there are any enhancements in educational benefits
for particular individuals or if transferability somehow manages to
survive its criticism, then I would say that those programs, those
enhancements, those bonuses, those selective things should be
funded by DOD.

Colonel SHEFFEY. I concur in that, Mr. Steinberg.

Mr. SteEiINBERG. Thank you. Several of you in your testimony
refer to a granting of benefits based on *»onorable service.

Are you using that as a shorthand for the criterion which applies
now which is discharge under other than dishonorable conditions,
or are you proposing that criterion be altered?

Mr. Jounson. I am proposing that criterion be altered.

Colonel SHEFFEY. Ditto.

Mr. JoHNsON. It is more for retention purposes. The question was
asked early on in the hearing this morning about the individual
who comes in and stays 181 days, becomes eligible for unemploy-
ment comp, home loans, disability, care and all this other good
stuff, who just becomes a burden and gets out on a general dis-
charge.

We want to prevent this. I don’t see it as a major problem in the
Armed Forces, but I do see an honorable discharge requirement as
one that is very achievable. I don’t believe that it would hurt us to
switch to that.

Mr. HarrLow. Mr. Steinberg, at least in the Air Force the fact
that we carefully screen our people the first 6 months in service
and try to identify those that will not possibly adjust to the disci-
pline, the controlled life of the military,-and therefore we try to get
them, released prior to their getting to the point where they would
be getting out with less than an honorable discharge:. There is a
question as to doing this, but we are not in the business to destroy
people’s lives. We are in the business to protect this Nation and to
help build character and to help young people develop, and if we
find that we can’t do it through the military service, then it makes
good sense to release them and let them pursue whatever profes-
sion they may desire.
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Mr. STEINBERG. You each have indicated support for elimination
or extension of the 1989 termination date in terms of the current
GI bill benefits.

Do any of you have evidence that personnel are right now leav-
ing the service early with the view toward utilizing those GI bill
benefits?

Mr. JoHNSON. I have with me this morning a letter from an
individual who left the Navy. I will be happy to provide it for
inclusion in the record.

Mr. STEINBERG. We will be glad to receive it.

[The letter referred to above follows:]
Indiana, Pa.. Februar 25. 1980.
THE 96TH CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA.,
c/o Tip O'NEILL,
Ravburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DeAr Sirs: I feel compelled to voice my opinion as an ex-navy career designated
Petty Officer in the U.S Navy and soon to be civilian. After having serve§ eight
years on active duty, [ would like to inform you of myv reasons for discontinuing my
naval career. My reasons all hinge on the continued erosion of the military man’s
benefits.

The fact that I am not able to pursue an education in the field I have chosen is
my primary reason for getting out of the Navy. Granted, I am entitled to education-
al benefits under the G.I. Bill. While on active dutﬁ. I have been able to attend
evening courses of a general educational basis onl}l’\i o colleges have offered Nurs-
ing in an evening course of instruction and the Navy no longer offers an officer
training course in that particular field. Also, if I do not use my educational benefits
under the G.I. Bill by 1989, I lose them. This eliminates my retiring from the
military and then going to school.

I feel that some of my remaining reasons for choosing to discontinue my naval
career are also shared by many of my peers. For instance, may newly recruited
shipmates receive educational assistance only if they elect to put money away each
month to be used for that reason. The maximum rate a service member can set
aside each month is seventy five dollars, which is doubled in rate by the Govern-
ment. A member serving a four year enlistment would have received a total of
$10,800 for education upon discharge. At the current cost of tuition and books at a
major institution this money would suffice a full time student approximately two
years. The member is using $3,600 of his own money that he had to do without
while on active duty, from his already low pay.

Another factor in my decision is the rate of pay and allowances. From December
1972 to October 1978, the cost of living rose 59.9 per cent while my military base
pay and allowances for housing and subsistence—rose by only 40.8 per cent. This
coupled with the recent defeat of the “Armstrong Amendment’”, which would have
given me a 10.4 r cent raise opposed to the 7 per cent raise authorized by the
President in Octogfar 1979. I might add that the ‘“Armstrong Amendment’’ was still
well below the 13 per cent inflation rate of 1979.

I have younger brothers who work for major corporations in the United States. In
the past five to eight years, they have been given “Cost of Living"” pay increases
automatically plus the raises their unions have fought for and obtained. Their
companies offer excellent medical/dental benefits for the entire family which are
quite comparable to those of CHAMPUS's 80 per cent coverage.

The recent talk of re-imposing the draft i1s a disappointment. Drafting men and
women into the Armed Services will not give you w?\at you are looking for and so
desperately need in this time of unrest in the Middle East. By drafting, you will
ultimately obtain the total numbers you need. But, due to the personal and disci-
plinary problems caused by draftees coupled with the low pay and allowances, you
risk losing the volunteer leaders that have already chose the military as a career.
Maintaining pay and benefits at least to meet the current rate of inflation is the
only way to,retain the quality, professional and leadership possessed by personnel in
pay grades E-5 thru E-7 with eight to twelve years experience.

Don't get me wrong, I do not oppose the draft or entertain that the military be
allowed to unionize. I am a firm believer that every man and woman who lives in
the country should be required to perform two years mtlitary ccivice. My grandpar-
ents defected from Russia during World War I{ When I was a child, they spoke of
feeling a huge lump in their throat every time the United States National Anthem
was played. I never knew that feeling until I had stood in military uniform and
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listened to my country’s National Anthem played. 1 know why this country was so
dear to them and remains so dear to me.

In conclusion, the recent development of the Enlisted Education Advancement
Program (EEAP) and Enlisted Commissioning Program (ECP), (reference NAVOP
033/80) is a step in the right direction. A mere one hundred twenty-five openings
will not appease the thousands, but is truly a step in the right direction. As a tax
payer I question the reoccuring trend of the past few years of cutting the military
budget. I would just as soon see my tax dollars spent in maintaining a strong
military as opposed to the spending of that money where little if no tangible
evidence is ever seen by the general populous.

Sincerely,
ARLEND D. MavuL.

Mr. STEINBERG. Do any of the others have comment on that?

Mr. BAKER. The only comment I would like to make on it is
attached to our statement was a copy of our report ‘“Sounding Off”’
where we went out to the field with 164 active duty witnesses
representing thousands of personnel, and they came right out point
blank and said this is the reason a lot of them are leaving the
service. I don’'t have numbers on it, but this is one of the main
reasons. .

Mr. HArRLow. I do not have any numbers, but 1 do know from my
travels in the field for the past 8 years that many people have said -
when 1 reach the 20 year point, I am getting out so I can take
advantage of the GI bill, and I am sure we have lost quite a few as
a result of that.

Mr. STEINBERG. Thank you.

Colonel SHEFFEY. My experience is basically the same. The gener-
al feeling based on conversations and statements is that there is an
inc}?ntive to get out in time to take advantage of the GI bill of
rights.

Mr. STeiINBERG. Thank you. Finally, several of you expressed
concern about the transferability proposal.

Would those concerns be met to some extent if the transfer of
benefits required a commitment of military or national service on
the part of the individual to whom the benefits were transferred?

Colonel SHEFFEY. 1 think that is carrying it far too far. That is
carrying it to the second generation.

Mr. HarLow. Mr. Steinberg, I questioned that in my statement,
my full statement. We have been very concerned about the number
of young students who acquire loans coming from families with
earnings up to, incomes up to $26,000 a year who complete their
education and either fail or refuse to repay these loans, and yet
they have no obligation to serve this Nation whatsoever.

We feel that there has got to be some kind of coordinated effort
between the agencies, the Education Department, and the agencies
and the Veterans’ Administration and the DOD to sort of put these
programs together because I am sure that these programs are
denying the opportunity for a lot of these young people wh'» would
otherwise come into the armed services and serve this Nation for
the benefit of an education.

I think the Congress should look at this very, very carefully. As
far as the transferability is concerned, if I had a son and I was
getting out because of recent pay caps and everything else, I would
probably say yes, I would like to transfer this because I have got to
go to work to earn a living to keep my family going, to suprlement
whatever retired pay 1 get, but to apply this to a specialized skill,

.\)
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absolutely not, because this gentleman may be in a support area.
He may want to do the same thing but he can’t because he is not
in what they call a critical skill, and critical skills change all the
time depending on missions, on the requirements of the weapon
systems and so forth, so that is the reason that I question the
transferability.

If it is going to happen, it has got to be across the board and
there has got to be some kind of commitment there by the individ-
ual himself.

Mr. JonnsoN. I can see the headlines now saying we have an all
volunteer military force, with the exception of the dependents of
military personnel who trained under the GI bill.

I don’t think that requiring commitment from the dependent to
accept those education programs is reasonable.

First off, you are probably going to be dealing with a minor when
he accepts the program. I question the ability to legally enlist a
minor.

Mr. SteiNBerG. Thank you, each of you, for your responses and
for your brevity in your testimony, and again our regrets that the
Chairman was called to the floor.

Our last panel is composed of Stephen L. Edmiston, administra-
tive assistant, Disabled American Veterans; Philip Mayo, special
assistant to the director, National Legislative Services, Veterans of
Foreign Wars; and Frank E. G. Well, chairman of the Veterans’
Atfairs Commission. American Veterans Committee, accompanied
by June A. Willenz, executive director.

Before we take the testimony of this panel, let me note that The
American Legion had been scheduled to present testimmony this
morning but has been unable to appear, and their written testi-
mony will be included in the record.

Phil, would you like to lead off?

TESTIMONY OF A PANEL CONSISTING OF REPRESENTATIVES
OF VETERANS ORGANIZATIONS: PHILIP R. MAYO, SPECIAL
ASSISTANT TO THE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE
SERVICE, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS; STEPHEN L. EDMIS-
TON., ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT. DISABLED AMERICAN
VETERANS: AND FRANK E. G. WEIL, CHAIRMAN OF THE VET-
ERANS' AFFAIRS COMMISSION, AMERICAN VETERANS COM-
MITTEE, ACCOMPANIED BY JUNE A. WILLENZ, EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR '

Mr. Mavyo. Thank you, Jon, for the opportunity to present to you
the views of the Veterans of Foreign Wars with respect to provid-
ing for educational incentives to enhance recruitment of personnel
for the All-Volunteer Force.

As you know, the VFW has historically supported the awarding
of veterans' benefits predicated upon honorable service in the
Armed Forces of the United States during periods of war and
hostility, that to award such benefits based upon peacetime service
would ultimately lead to the dissolution of veterans’ benefits.

I'n addition, we also believe the importance of the retention of all
VA programs within the VA and that no part of any function or
program should be removed from that agency is of primary impor-
tance.
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As you alse know, we would not oppose the passage of any
legislation which would provide meaningful, needed assistance to
our veterans. However, we find it difficult to comprehend that the
Congress would seriously consider awarding potentially greater
educational benefits for short-term recruitment purposes- than
those currently available to wartime veterans who are undertaking
courses of higher education.

Frankly, we believe that many Vietnam-era veterans would find
such a course of action repugnant.

In addition, we are not convinced that a legislative initiative as
generous as those under consideration today would promote greater
retention among the enlisted ranks of the military.

With such generosity, the desire to leave tﬁe Armed Forces
might prove to be very compelling should no consideration be given
to a reasonable and complimentary benefits pay package as well.

It is common knowledge that many service personnel find it
necessary to resort to such programs as food stamps in order to
more adequately provide for themselves and their dependents.

It is also generally acknowledged that these are extraordinary
and difficult times for the Armed Forces. It is becoming increasing-
ly apparent that the educational benefits packages provided for
under Public Law 94-502, the Post-Vietnam era educational assist-
ance program, is not attracting either the quality or the quantity
of enlisted personnel into the military that are necessary to accom-
plish its mission, and the benefits/pay package for military person-
nel is not sufficient to retain those who are already in service.

Therefore, we believe if the Congress believes that the offer of
educational benefit incentives more generous than those provided
under current law to wartime veterans is necessary in order to
meet the recruitment challenges of these times, the VFW could
only support the enactment of such legislation provided the result-
ing program was funded through the Department of Defense and
administered by the VA.

As a result of the enactment of any such legislation, however, we
also suggest that an extremely valid, rational basis does exist for
removing the delimiting date from the current GI bill education
benefits, the extension of entitlement of the Vietnam-era GI bill
education benefits from 45 to 48 months, and a cost-of-living in-
crease in such benefits by at least 30 percent.

We appreciate your continued interest and the interest of the
committee in our Nation’s veterans as is eviderced by holding the
hearing today. This concludes my remarks, and I will be happy to
respond to questions that you may have.

. Mr. STEINBERG. Thank you, Phil, and thank you for summariz-
ing.

[The prepared statement of Philip R. Mayo follows:)
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v I VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF THE UNITYED STATES

w NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE SERVICE
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PREPARED
STATEIMENT OF
FHIIIP R. MAYO, SPICIAL ASSIGTANT
HATIONAL LEGISILATIVE SERVICE
VETEFANS OF TOREIGN WARS OF 1HE UNITED STATES
BEFORE THE

QOFILTIEE CN VEITFANST AFTATRS
UNTTED STATES SENALE

WI'TH RESPECT TO
MATTERS REIATIID TO PROVIDING FOR EDUTATICMNAY, INCINTIVES TO
FREIANCE. FECRUTTVINGT OF PERSONMITEL FOR THE ALL VCIUNIITITIR YORCE

WASHINSTON, D. C. JUNE 19, 1980
ME, CHATRAN AND MEIBERG OF THE CCHMAOTIIE:

Thank you forr the oprortunity To present to you the views of the Veterans of
Fereipgn Wars of the Wdted States with respect to providing for educaticnal incentives
to enhance recruitment of personnel forr the all volunteer force.

Mr. Chairman, the first of the two bills under consideration today, S. 2020,
introduced by thz *lonorable William L. Cohen, would provide expanded opportunities for
indjviduals to earn educational benefits based on honorable active service in the Armed
Forces. ZEriefly, S. 2020 provides that twenty-four months of actiwve servicee in a
“"eritical miilitary skill" would authorize eighteen nonths of educational assistance;
thirty~-six months of service, twenty-four months of educaticnal assistance: and forty-
eight months of service, thirty-six months of educational benefits. A madmum of
thirty-six months of educational assistance would be earmed for service, would be fund-
ed under the Pepartment of Defense and administered by the Veterans Administration.

The amcunts paid to the eligible veteran would be in accordance with those cwrrently

paid under Title 38, U.S.C.
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The second bill, S. 2596, introduced by the Honcorable William L. Arins tronge,
would also expand the opportunities for individuals to earn educational benefits for
honorable active service in the Armed torces. Briefly, this measwure, with two vears of
active duty honorably completed, would provide for thirty-six nronths of educational
benefits. The benefits would include up to $3,000 per school year toward the veteran's
tuition and fees and a rnonthly subsistance allowance of $300. This program would be
funded through and administered by the Veterans Administration.

Mr. Chairman, the V.F.W. recognizes the undeniable need of the Arme=d Forces
to attract the necessary number of qualified personnel into service. The desire to
maintain an all-volunteer force makes meeting manpower requiremenis wore difficult,
particularly wnen military 1ife is viewed with some disfavor, as is currently the case.
Therefore, the offering of generous educational benefit incentives for recruitment pur—
poses may be considered a viable means to increase enlistments into the military, and
may also help resolve the very pressing problem of retaining a sufficient number of
qualified enlisted persconnel in a carver status. It is becoming increasingly apparent
that the educational benefits package as provided for in Public Law 94-502, the Post-
Vietnam Era Veterans Educational Assistance Program, is not attracting either the
quality or quantity of enlisted perscnnel into the military that are necessary to accom-
plishing its missicn-—with the Army, according to DOD's estimates, scme 50,000 short
of its authorized peacetime strength. It is alsc becoming increasingly apparent that
the benefits/pay package for military porscnnel is not sufficient to retain those who
are already in service, with the attrition rate in the Army, again according to DOD,
being close to 40 percent; with the Air Force falling short of its recruiting geoails
for the first time this past year; and with the Navy forced to keep ships in port due
to the lack of qualified personnel to man them.

The provisions of both S. 2020 and S. 2596 would permit those currently in
the !;.rmed Forces to reenlist in order to became eligible for potentially greater educa-
tional payments for up to 10 years after the weteran's last discharge. It would there-

by allew Vietnam—era and other weterans who have chosen to remain in service to become

Q 1 ‘j l‘::
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eligible for eduwatioriil benefits of potentially far mreater mopetary value than thoge
made available to their contemporaries with wartine servien who chose to return to
civilian life. It would also enable those s.une weterans. to mike use of those potential-
ly greater educational berefits for ten yearss after their retirvin:nt from the military-—
with no "delimiting date" as imposed upon prior educational benefits for thoso who choSe
to return to ciwvilian pursuits.

As you know, M. Chaimnnan, the V.F.W. has historically supported the awarding
of vererans'! benefits predicated upon honorable service in the Armed Foroes of the United
States during periods of war and hostility; that to award such benafits based upon
peacetime service would ultimately lead to the dissolution of veterans' benefits.,  The
voting delegates to our most recent National Convention, held in New Orleans, Louisiana,
this past August, in reaffirming this position, passed Resolution No. 666, entitled
"Oppose Steady Erosion of Wartime Veterans Benefits," a copy of -.-.vhlich is appended herceto.

In addition, Mr. C}m.i_x.‘:m, the voting delegates also adopted Resolution No. 681,
entitled "Oppose Transfer of Veterans Programs from VA," and Resolution Ho. 697, enti-
tled "VA Recrpanization,” copies of which are alse appended hereto. These rescolutions
both emphasize the importance of the retention of alil VA programs within the VA3 that no
part of any function or pmg‘r"am should be in any way removed from the VA,  Should the
Congress decide to advance such legislation as is under consideration today, we would
strongly recommend that the program be administere! by the VA, but would interpose no
objection to such being funded through DOD.

As you also know, Mr. Chairman, the V.F.W. would not oppose the passage of
any legislation which would provide meaningful, nceded assistance to our veterans. How-
ever, we find it difficult to comprenend that the Congress would seriously consider
awarding potentially greater educational benefits for short-term recruitment purposes
than those cuwrrently available to wartime veterans who are undertaking cowurses of higher
education. Frankly, we believe that many Vietham-era veterans would find such a course
of action repugnant. -

In addition, we are not convinced that a legislative initiative as fFenerous
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as 5. 2596 would promote greater retenticn areny’ the andlisted ranks of the military .
With such generosity, the desirne o leave the Arned Foroes might prove to be very com-
pelling olould no consideration be given to a reasonable and corplimontary benefits/
pay pacrager as well. 11 is cenmon knowledse that miny service personnel find it neces-—
sary to resort to such progrunn as food stanps in order to rmore adecquaitely provide for
thenselvens and their dopoendants,

Meo Chalzwmmn, It I pwenerally acrniowlodied that these are extraordinary and
difficult times for our Arvmned Forwes. If the Congmess believes that the offer of edu-
cational boenefit incentivies nmore generous than those provided wnder current law to war—
time vetoers s are necessary an orddaer to et the recruitnent challenses of these times,
the V.F.W. could only support the enactinent of such lepislarion provided the resulting
profram vas funded throush the Departmont of Defense and administered by the VA. As
a result of the ecnactment of such legislation, howewver, we surpest that a raticnal
basis would exist for removing the delimiting date from G.I. Biil education and train-
ing benetits, the extension of entitlement of the Vietnamera G.I. Bill educational
bencfits from 45 to 48 ronths and for a cost-—of-1iving inerease in such benefits by
approximitely 30 percent. It is well known that there has boeen no cost-of-living
increase for educational bonefit recipients since October, 1977, and it is estimated
that by Octolx:r, 1980, the Consurer Price Index will have risen by approximately 30 per—
cent during this time. ‘These positions are embodied in Pesolution No. 645, entitled
"Removing Delimiting Date frum G.I. Bill Pducation and Training Benefits,” Resolution
No. 764%, entitled "Extend E‘.n:itlumznt of Vietnam-Era G.I. Bill Educaticnal Reonefits,Y
and Resolution No. 604, entitled "Cost of Liwving Increase for Fducational Benefits,"
21l of which were adopted at the most recent V.F.W. National Convention held in New
Orleans, louisiana, and copies are appended hereto.

M. drman, the V.F.W. appreciates your continued interest in our Nation's
veterans as evidenced by the holding of this hearing.

This concludes my testimeny and I would be happy to respond to questions you

m3y hawe at this time.

YR,
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Resolution No. 666
O 1OSE STEADY EROSION OF WARTIME VETERANS BENEFITS

WHEREAS, the concept of veterans benefits has historically been predicated upon ser-—

vice in the Armed Forces of the United States during periods of war and hostiliry;
and,

WHEREAS, there has been a growing trend in the Congress of the United States to ex—
tend wartime benefits to those with peacetime service; and,

WHEREAS, there is no correlation berween wartime service and that performed during
peace by ar. all volunteer professional military establishment; and,

WHEREAS, further diminishing of the differenzes between wartime service and peace-

time service would lay insidiocus inroads toward dissolution of veterans benefits;
now, therefore,

BE XT RESOLVED, by the 80th National Convention of the Veterans of Foreign HWars of
the United States, that we oppose in the strongest possible terms the granting of
furcther veterans benefits to other than those who served during actual periods of
war or hostility, those who were drafted or were mustered into Federal service due
to the possibilicy of armed conflict, or those who served in a campaign or expedi-
tion, and whose disabilities are acttribuctable thereto.

Adopted by the BOth Natiounal Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the
United States held in New Orleans, Louisiana, August 17 - 24, 1979,

Resolution No. 666
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Reaoclution NMo. 681

OPPOSE TRANSFER OF VETERANS PROGRAMS FROM VA

WHEREAS, there have been suggestions and proposals go the Congress

to fragment programs administered by the Veterans Administration by
transferring functions of the Veterans Administration to other agencies
of government, such as the Veterans Adminiscration G. I. Lcocan Program
and the Veterans Admiuistration hospital and pension programs, to
other federal agencies; now, therefcre

BE IT RESOLVED, by the 80th National Conventicn of the Veterans of
Foreign Waras of the United States, that we go on record requesting
the Congress of the United States to oppose any move to transfer any
of the programs presently administered by the Veterans Administration
to any other federal agency.

Adopted by the 80th National Convention of the Veterans of Foriegn Wars
of the United Stsates held in New Orleans, Louisiana, August 17-24, 1979.

Resolution No. 681

‘-
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Resolution No. 697
VA REORGANIZATION

WHEREAS, Public Law 95-17, the Reorganization Act of 1977, grants the President
of the United States authority to revamp Executive Branch agencies below cabinet
level, subject to veto by either House of Congress within 60 days; and

WHEREAS, when the President was Governor of the State of Georgla, he attempted
to combine the Georgia State Department of Vets ans Services with Human Resources;
and

WHEREAS, the Veterans of Foreign Wars has histcrically opposed the splintering
of veterans benefits and programs by other departments and agencies; now, there-
fore

BE IT RESOLVED, by the 80th National Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars
of the United Srares, that we oppose any prcposed Presidential reorganization
or other plan which would abolish all, or part, of the functions of the Veter-
ans Administration, or its programs; <zonsolidate all, or part, of the Veterans
Adninistration and 1ts programs with »ny other agency; or. rh2uge ~he nome of
the Veterans Administracion, or downgrade the title of the Administrator; or,
which would, 1in any way, dismember the integrity of the programs administered
by the Veterans Administration.

N

Adopted by the 80th National Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the
United States held in New Orleans, Louisiana, August 17-24, 1979,

Resolution No. 697
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Resclution No. 645

REMOVING DELIMITING DATE FROM G.I. BILL EDUCATION AND TRAINING BENEFITS

WHEREAS, The G. I. Education and Training Bill eligibility expired Decenmber
31, 19763 and

WHEKEAS, the expirarion of this plece of American lLegislation has caused 3.5
millicn veterans to lose their benefits; and

WHEREAS, every dollar invested in veterans'’ educational benefits huve pgenerated
between $4.00 and $6.00 in added federal tax revenue as veterans won better
Jobs and higher salaries; and

WHEREAS, wveterans of all ages and for many reasons werc unable to use their
carned G. I. Educational benefits during the required tine, but were hoping

at a later date, they would have rhe opportunity, but since its expiration, now
find this opportunity gone;: and

WHEREAS, many of the unemployed are veterans with restricted skills and trades;
and

WHEREAS, these veterans through the G. I. Educational Benefits could upgrade
their skills and trades or retrain for new skills or trades; and

WHEREAS, sincc Congress has let this great piece of American Legislation
Btay expired, they have been "penny wise and dollar foolish" in the eyes
of the veterans and thetir friends; and

WHEREAS, Congress let this G. I. Educational Legislartion expire with no
real Justification or compersation to the more than 3.5 million veterans
that were wunable to use their earned G. I, Educactional Benefits; and

WHEREAS, what better tribute can Congress make to and for these veterans
than to recopen the expired G. I. Educational Benefits; and

BE IT RESOLVED, by the 80th Natiocnal Convention of the Veterans of Foreign
Wars of the United States, that we seek legislation that would eliminate
the termination date for an eligible veteran to use his or her entitlement
under the provisions of the Vietram Era Education and Training Act.

Adopted by the BOth National bonvencion of the Vererans of Forefgn Wars
of the United States held in Neow Orleans, Louisfana, August 17-24, 1979.

Resolution Ko. 645

ERIC
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Resolution No. 764
EXTEND ENTITLEMENT OF VIETNAM ERA G.I. BILL EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS

WHEREAS, the Veterans of Foreign Wars has always supported equal veterans bene-
fits for cqual service; and

WHEREAS, our great organization recognizes that ecach generation of wveterans has
nacds different from those of earlier eras; and

WHEREAS, Victnam vetcrans served their country during a period of vast change in

the United States stemming in part from the complication of new technology that
has created a highly industrial, urbanized society; and

WHEREAS, the V.F.W. must continue to make cvery effort iis Congress to have more
meaningful and up-to-date G.I. Bill ecducational benefits so that the veterans who

fought America's latest war will know that they have not been forgotten; now,
therefore

BE IT RESOLVED, by the 80th National Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of
the United States, that we seck the introduction and passage of legislation ex-
panding the Vietnam Era G.I. Bill entitlement form 45 to 48 months, thereby making
the amount of entitlement equal to the centitlement time for those vetcrans avail-
ing themselves of educational benefits under the world war II G.I. Bill.

Adopted by the 80th Naticnal Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the
United States held in New Orleans, Louisiana, August 17 - 24, 1979.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Resolution No. 764



151

Resolution No. 604

COST OF LIVING INCREASE FOR EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS

WHEREAS, since the last increase in educaticnal benefits in 1977, our nation has
been plsgued by double dig:t inflation; and

WHEREAS, costs for education have exceeded the rate of inflation; and

WHEREAS, provision has not been made to alleviare the distressing disparity
between educational benefits and the actual costs invelved; and

WHEREAS, the returns from these programs have far exceeded the federal invest—
ment; now therefore

BE IT RESOLVED, by the 80th National Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars
of the United States, that we energetically pursue early passage of legislation
to correct exlscing inequities; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that we urge Congress to provide for annual ilncreases
based on the consumer price index.

Adopted by the 80th National Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the
United States held in New Orleans, Louisiana, August 17-24, 1979.

Resolutrticon No. &04
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Mr. STEINBERG. Steve, would you like to proceed?

Mr. EpMisToN. The DAV appreciates the opportunity of being
here this morning to express our views on S. 2020 and S. 2H96.

The DAV doesn’'t view these two bills as proposals for new or
improved programs of educational readjustment benefits designed
to meet the needs of veterans who have set aside or temporarily
postponed higher education because of their active military service.

We believe that the pending legislation are proposals which are
designed and intended as recruitment and retention incentives for
the All-Volunteer Force.

We realize that the Alil-Volunteer Force has had difficulty in
attracting and retaining qualified individuals. Since the legislation
before the committee today would provide the Department of De-
fense with a needed recruitment and retention device, the DAV
has no quarrels with such congressional efforts to improve our
military forces.

Howeéver, we do object, as proposed in Senate bill 2596, to the
Veterans Administration picking up the tab for a DOD recruit-
ment and retention program.

The DAV would not object to the VA administering such a
program so long as the Department of Defense was responsible for
all necessary funding, but we think that VA involvement in this
type of program should be no more than administrative. If there
are any necessary changes at all to title 38, they feel they should
only be necessitated by the VA’s administrative role. ‘

We do not believe it is wise to create a recruitment and retention
incentive through the addition of a new chapter to title 38. It is our
opinion that title 10, United States Code, is the proper place to put
this type of program.

In closing, 1 wish to reiterate that the DAV does not object to
innovative approaches to improving and strengthening the All-
Volunteer Force through educational assistance programs, nor do
we object to the VA administering such programs with DOD funds.

However, we would strenuously oppose any proposal to establish
new programs that are philosophically out of step with veterans’
educational readjustment programs we now have and place such
cost upon the VA.

That concludes my statement. Thank you.

Mr. STEINBERG. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Stephen L. Edmiston follows:]
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PREPARED
STATEMENT OF
STEPHEN L. EDMISTOCN
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT
DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS
BEFORE THE
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS AFFAIRS
OF THE
UNITED STATES SENATE
JUNE 19, 1980
MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE:
On behalf of the more than 668,000 members of the
Disabled American Veterans, I wish to express our apprecia-
tion for the invitation to appear here today to discuss our

views on S. 2020 and Ss. 2596.

S. 2020

S. 2020 proposes to amend Title 10, USC to allow
expanded opportunities for individuals to earn educational
benefits based upon their honorable active service in the
Armed Forces.

The stated purpose of the Proposed Armed Forces Zarned
Educational Assistance Program is, "...to demonsirate that
educational benefits provided as inducement will exact
honorable service among Armed Forces enlistees, and. that
this inducement will reduce first term attrition among
volunteers and foster retention in both the regular and
reserve components of the Armed Forceg."”

If enacted, S. 2020 coculd provide an eligible serviceman

with a maximum of 36 months of educational assistance. To
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attain basic eligibility the serviceman must complete at
least two years of active honorable military service.

Under the provisions of S. 2020, the Veterans Adminis-
tration would be responsible for administering the program
to eligible servicemen. The payment of an educational
assistance allowance would be made by the VA to those eligible
in the same amount, for the same purpose and under the same
circumstances as would be paid if the individual were pursuing
a program of education under Chapter 34 of Title 38.

Inasmuch as the proposed program is designed to demon-—
strate that educational benefits can provide the necessary
incentive for retention and honorable service among military
personnel, the bill requires semiannual reports to
the Congress from the Secretary of Defense.

The Secretary of Defense will be required to report the

following information in order that the Congress can evaluate

the success of the program.

1. The number of original enlistments and the
number of first re-enlistments during the
preceding six month period:;

2. The retention and attrition rate during such
period; and

3. A comparison of the enlistment, re-enlistment,

retention and attrition rates during such

period@ with those for comparable periods in
the preceding five years.
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Section 4 of the bill provides that for budget purpcses,
the appropriations and expenditures for this program will
be borne by the Department of Defense, rather than the Veterans

Administration.

S. 2596

Through appropriate amendment of Title 38, USC, S. 2596
would provide a new educational assistance program for indivi-
duals who enlist, re-enlist or otherwise enter the Armed Forces
af ter December 31, 1980.

The purpose of S. 2596 is to provide a program of
educational assistance as an incentive for individuals to
honorably fulfill their enlistment or re—enlistment commitment
in the Armed Forces.

If enacted, eligibility would be extended to those indivi-—
duals who entered military service after September 30, 1980 and
who served on active duty for twe or more Years and were dis-—
charged under conditions other than dishonorable.

Under the provisions of S. 2596 an eligible veteran would
be entitled to educational assistance for a period of 36 months.
This educational assistance must be utilized by the eligible

veteran within ten years after his last discharge or release from

active duty.

Q *Z ;;r;
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The proposed legislation would authorize the Veterans Admini-
stration to pay each eligible veteran the cost of the veteran's

tuition and fees or $3,000 per school yvear, whichever is less.

Also, the Veterans Administration would have the authority to
provide each eligible veteran with a subsistence allowance
of $300 per month, in additicn to the assistance for tuition
and fees.

For budget purposes, the appropriations and expenditures
that would be necessitated by this proposed program would be

borne by the Veterans Administration.

Clearly, Mr. Chairman, the pending legislation cannot be
viewed in the context of wveterans' legislative proposals that
are traditicnally the purview of this Committee. That is, these
two bills do not represent proposals for new or improved programs
of educatioconal readjustment benefits designed to meet the needs
of veterans who have set aside or temporarily postponed higher
educations because of their active military service,

Without a doubt, the fundamental purpose of S. 2020 and
S. 2596 is not to assist veterans in their efforts to regain
their educational pursuits and become productive members of

society as did the programs following World war II, Korea

and Vietnam.

)
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Without question, Mr. Chairman, we all recognize the
rending legislation as Proposals which are designed and in-

tended as recruitment and retention incentives for the all-

volunteer military force.

This is clearly set forth in the purpose of s. 2020:

The purpose of this Chapter is to demonstrate
that educational benefits Provided as inducement
will exact honorable service among armed forces'
enlistees, and that this inducement will reduce
first term attrition among volunteers and foster
retention in both the regular and reserve compo-—
nents of the armed forces. The program is de—
signed to provide benefit to both the military
service and the individual volunteer.,

Like S. 2020, the title of S. 2596 also makes perfectly

clear the intent of this proposal-:
To amend Title 38, United States Code, to provide
a new educational assistance Program for persons
who enlist, re-enlist, or otherwise enter the Armed
Forces after December 31, 1980, to provide for the
cancellation of certain education loans in the case
of individuals who perform service in the Selected
Reserve of the Ready Reserve of the Armed Forces,
and for other Purposes.

Furthermore, s. 2020 reguires, as does S. 2596, the com-
pPletion of a minimal period (2 years) of active honcrable
service in order to establish basic eligibility for the educa-
tional benefits pProvided by these Proposals.

It is no secret, Mc . Chairman, that the- all-volunteer
force is in trouble, has fallen short of its recruiting
goals and has had great Aifficulty in attracting and retaining

a high quality of enlistees_
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Since the legislation before the Commi ttee today would
provide the Department of Defense with a needed recruitment
and retention device, the DAV has no quarrels with such
Congressional efforts to improve our military forces.
However, we do object, as proposed in S. 2596, to the
veterans Administration "picking up the tab"” for a DOD

recruitment and retention program.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the Veterans Administration has
been in the business of administering educational programs to

this nation's veterans for more than 30 years. Without a doubt

the Vecerans Administration has the experience and expertise in
administering such programs. Therefore, the DAV would not

object to the VA administering such a program, SO long as the

Department of Defense was responsible for all necessary funding--—

both entitlements to veterans and VA administrative and

personnel costs.

But, VA involvement with this type of program should be no

more than administrative. If

there are any Title 328 changes

necessary at all, they should only be those necessitated by this

administrative role. we do not believe it wise to create a

"recruitment and retention incentive"™ through the addition of

a new Chapter in Title 38, as proposed by S. 2596.

We think it important to remind the Conmittee of the

vocal critics of the Vietnam Era GI Education Program and their

common charge-—that the GI Bill fell far short of providing
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adequate educational .assistance to those who served during this
naticn's most controversial war.

Caompare if you will, Mr. Chairman, the tuition assistance
and the subsistence allowance proposed by S. 2596 with that
provided to wartime veterans of the Vietnam Era. Not only does
the Vietnam Era GI Bill fall far short in comparison, but the

new proposed program is almost comparable with the Present

Vocational Rehabilitation Program for service—connected disabled
veterans.

It is our opinion and belief that Title 10, U.S.C. is the
proper place to put this type of program, not only because it

is a clear recruitment and retention incentive, but because it

will forestall and prevent the storm of protest that would

emerge from Vietnam Era GI Bill critics and groups, should it
be placed in Title 38 and given the appearance of being a
"traditional”™ VA veterans' educational program.

For your information, Mr. Chairman, on May 15, 1980 the
House of Representatives, during consideration of a military
authorization bill, adopted an amendment to establish a one
Year pilot program of educational assistance for the Depart-
ment of Defense to utilize as a recruitment and retention tool.
I am sure that the Senate Committees on Appropriations and
Armed Services will be looking further into this House

adopted measure.
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In closing, Mr. Chairman, I wish to reiterate that the
Disabled American Veterans does not object to innovative
approaches to improving and strengthening the all-volunteer
force through educational ass-istance programs. Noxr would we
¢»ject to the VA administering such programs with DOD funds.
However, we would strenuously oppose any Proposal to establish
new programs that are philoscophically out of step with the
veterans educational readjustment benefits we now have and
place the cost of such programs upon the Veterans Administration.

That concludes my testimony, Mrx. Chairman. I again wish
to thank vou and the members of the Committee for providing the

DAV the opportunity of appearing here today.

Mr. STEINBERG. Mr. Weil?

Mr. WEIL. First, I would like to thank the committee even in its
absence for hearing our testimony.

The Veterans' Affairs Commission has always supported educa-
tion benefits as a positive means of assisting veterans to return to
civilian life, and views these bills in that same light.

Our platform stateo.

We believe that experience has shown that the Federal funds used to pay educa-
tional benefits for veterans have been repaid to the Treasury many times over in
the form of higbor ncome taxes collected from those whose education financed by
the GI bill has rest. %ed in higher earnings.

We supported the GI bill all along—in World War II, the cold
war, the Korean conflict, and the Vietnam era. We have always
supported the World War II model which provides for separate
tuition and support payments.

At our recent national convention held ti : beginning of this

mor};tll'i in the Poconos, we added the following to our plank on the
GI bill:

AVC applauded the passage of a so-called permanent GI bill at the time it was
adopted and called it ‘‘a reasonable means of enabling servicemen and women to
return to civilian life with facility and ease at the end of their service and become
useful and productive members of their communities.

AVC regrets that the GI bill is not arailable to those who enter the volunteer
Armed Forces at this time, and that delimiting dates are preventing an increasing

number of those formerly entitled to GI bill benefits from taking advantage of thase
benefits.

AVC favors legislation presently pending in Congress to restore the GI bill and
hopes that its provisions will be in line with the provisions of the World War 1I and
Korean war, adjusted for the rise in the costs of living and of education.

Our written statement which we are submitting for the record
contains an inspiring quote from Gen. Omar Bradley given at the
25th anniversary of the original GI bill. I will not take the time to
read it to you.

When the Vietnam era GI bill "ended in 1976, AVC felt an
opportunity was being lost that would serve the Nation as a whole.
Like others, we hoped that VEAP would take its place. Like others,
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we think that trying to fiddle with VEAP now is beating a dead
horse..

There are other reasons for bringing back the GI bill. We were
formed to help achieve a more democratic America in a more
stable world. Over three decades later, the task is stili before us.

Acknowledging that the world we live in is not the best of all
possible worlds, we recognize that national defense is a key ingredi-
ent in achieving that objective.

We, too, believe that the volunteer Armed Forces are not work-
ing out as hoped, and we think that adding a GI bill will help the
survivability of the volunteer Armed Forces.

We think that the GI bill will not only bring more people into
the military, it will attract more middle class and suburban youth
who are staying away from military service in droves. With the
cost of college education skyrocketing, particularly at private insti-
tutions, middleclass families are being less able to provide their
children with postseccndary education. New opportunities for Gov-
ernment-supported higher education will be welcomed by many.

We do believe, however, that the assistance provided by the
Department of Education to those who do not serve and who go
straight into education should be reviewed and should be coordinat-
ed with the GI bill so that we are not establishing something that
i1l fits the total picture.

A more representative military force is desirable both practically
and philosophically. Speaking for myself and many members of my
organization, the experience of serving with individuals with =a
great variety of backgrounds, from different locations and social
and economic status was an education in itself and a unique expe-
rience;

We believe the peacetime GI bill will enhance recruitment ef-
forts and attract a more representative group of individuals to
military service.

We, therefore, favor the principle of these bills. We would like to
make an observation about the delimiting date on the present GI
bill or former GI bill. As noted in our platform, delimiting dates
foreclosed the possibility for many veterans to take advantage of
their educational benefits.

In the case of the Vietnam-era veterans, many had to delay
going to school after they left service for a variety of reasons. AVC
is currently conducting a research study on women veterans, and
we find that many of those had to stay home to raise small chil-
dren before they could think of their own education and have now
been caught by the delimiting date.

The delimiting date should be reviewed, and those who can make
a showing that they could not go for their education earlier should
be allowed exemption from the delimiting date.

We commend the committee for considering this important legis-
lation, and we hope it will derive an appropriate peacetime GI bill.
We stand ready to assist the committee in study and review, and
tirtank you for this opportunity.

Mr. STEINBERG. Thank you very much for your testimony and for
summarizing it.

[The prepared statement of Frank E. G. Weil follows:]

10
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF FRANK E. G. WEIL, CWIRMAN OF THE VETERANS' AFrAIRS

COMMISSION, AMERICAN VETERANS COMMITTEE

Mr. Chairman and Meobers of the Cannittee:

The American Veterans Camnlttee welcomes the opportunity to testify
before you today on behalf of the proposed legislation to establish a

peacetime GI Bill. My name is Frank E.G. Weil. T am chairman of the

Anerdcan Veterans Committee's Veterana and Armed Services Cootndssion.
AVC has always supported education benefits as a positive means of assist-

ing vetermms in returning to civilian life. Many of our own mesbers have

urilized past GI bills and have achieved their professional status as a
resulr of this veterans' benefit.

Owur platform states:

AVC believes that experience has shown that the federal .
funds used to pay educational bemefits for veterans have
been repald to the Treesury many times over in the form

of higher income taxes collected from those whose education,
financed by the GI Bill has resulted in higher earmings.

Consistent with our philosophy, AVC supported the original GI Bill
end the Korean, Cold War, and Vietmian era versions of the B11l. In 1972,

AVC held a national conference on ilie "Educational Problems of Vietmam

Veterans' at which new directions for upgrading the current GI Bill

legislation were discussed and formulated. AVC has always suppoxted the

wWorld War II model of the GI Bill - providing veteran-students seperate

tudtion and living allowances. Under this system, veteran-students were

able to chose the school that best suired their needs, not the one. with
the lowrest fees.
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At. our recent national convention , held only a few weeks ago,

AVC added the following to its plank on the GI Bill:

AVC applauded the passage of a 'permanant' GI Bill at the time

it was adopoted, and called it 'a resvonsible means of enabling

servicemen and women to return to civilian life with facilitv

and ease at the end of their service and become useful and pro-—

ductive members of their communities'.

AVC reprets that the GI Bill is not available to those who enter

the volunteer armed forces at this time, and that delimiting dates

are preventing an increasing number of those formerly entitled o

GI Bill benefits from taking ad-vantage of those benefits.

AVC favors lepgislaticon presentlvy pending in Congress to restore the

GI Bill, and howes that its provisions will be in line with the

provisions of the World War II and Korean War, adjusted for the rise

in the costa of living and of education.

The first GI Bill after World War II changed the face of this nation

and its educational profile. General Ouar Bradley reminded the nation of
this fact during the 25th amiverary celebration of the GI Bill.

E

The World War IX GI Bill was an irmvestment in human beings...
It has paid unparalleled dividends just as the cuxrrent GIL
Bill is already doing for the young wveterans of today. ..

In the GI Bill, Congress offered the veterans a valusble stake
in themselves. They took heart in the lmowledge that the -
nation stood ready to back their civilism chances in

good. Veterans wanred only the fair chance to become self-—
supporting, self-sufficient, self-respecting Amerfcan
cltizens...
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The GI Bill...provided a uniquely new and different

investment in the proven capabilities of our young men and

women. Lt gave them the freedom to find their own security

as confidently as they had once sought security for the natiocn.
The GI Bills give our democratic way of life great strength

and vitality. Today, as was true twenty five years ago, it

is on America's fighting men that this nation must depe'n.d

Their service honors us all, and today, on this Silver Amiversary
of the GI Bill, I salute them all.

As General Pradley has so eloquently stated, the first GI Bill was
an imvestment in hunan beings. The benefits to the nation from it and
the bills which followed have been numerous; tangible in terms of tax
dollars to the U.S. Treasury:intangible in the quality of life enhanced
by higher educational atrairments and subsequent professional advancemnent
for mdllions of Americans who passed on these advantages to their
children.

tWhen the Vietmum era GIL Bill ended in 1976, AVC felt an opportunity
was being lost that would have served the nation as a whole. Like
others, we hoped that the Veterans Educational Assistance Pyngram created
in 1977 to take its place, would work. Ve understand that as of
Decerber 1978, only 111,731 persons had used Chapter 32 - a rate »f 20.2%
of those eligible to participate in the program. Furthermore, it has
been reported that almost a third who opt to participate drop cut of the
program. In contrast, the participation rate of veterans in the Vietnmam
GI Bill is 56.4%. (If acrive duty persommel are included the rate
goes up to 64.8%.) . The rate for the Korean bill was 43.47%;
for the peacetime cold war wversion 45.54. The record of Chapter 32,
as contrasted with those of the earlier prograns, leads us to believe that
it has not served its puxpose. Reinstituion of a germiine GI Bill at the

present time is very much in order and in the national interest.
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There are other reasons for bringing back the GI Bill. AvC was
formed "'to help achieve a more peaceful world.'" Over three decades later,
the task is still before us. Acknowledging that the world we live in
is ‘‘not the best of all possible worlds', AVC recognizes that national
defense is a key ingredient in achieving that objective. Our prlatform states:

The world we live in, with its enphasis on speed of operation
and tecdhnical superiority, demands standing Amned Forces of
sufficient size, training, dgmtrment, and organization to be
effective immediately Ffor ense and counter attack. It is
apparent thac the Regular Armed Forces must remain our first
line of defense. They must be of sufficient size and mobility
for deployment anywhere on the globe within a minimwm of time
so that we may continue to provide, when necessary, those

obligation in peripheral conflicts ocaxring in the strategic
localities of the world.

AVC is very cconierned today about the ability of the ammed forces to
meet these criteria. Reports abound of the problems of the present All
Volunteer rorce in recxuiting and retaining needed persomel, In 1979, the
amy fell short by 16,000, the nunber of individuals it hoped to recruit.
Furthermore, between 30 and 407 of service members do not camplete their
initial enlistments. Retention of skilled persomel, particularly NCOs
has alsc become a very serious problem. It has been reported that most
anmy units in the continental United States are under strength. The highly
sophisticated weaponry and camplicated tecdmology that characterize our
presemt nilitary force place many more demands upon military persomel than
the simpler weapon systems of the past. There are serious questions about
the effectiveness of the present force. It is our perception that public
confidence and belief in the capability of our defense posture has been
sericusly eroded.

l 1y
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Ve thirk that GIL Bill benefits will be an incentive for both
recruitment and retention. Educational benefits for military service
will also attract the type of individuals who are not volunteering at the
present time smd who would be valuable additions to the military force.

As Senator Armstrong reported, the Army's 1974 survey of recruits showed that
educaticnal benefits played a large role in the recxrulis decision to enlist.
The Air Force experience should be recalled - during the three rmonths before
the expiration of the Vietnam era bill in December, 1976, the Air Force

had a surge of enlistments.

Not only will the GI Bill at this tire assist in attracting wore
individuals into the military, we think it will as well attract more middle
class and suburban youth who are Staying away from military servica.

With the cost of college education skyrodketing, particularly at private
institutions, middle clzss families are becowing less and less able to
provide their children with post secondary educatiom. New opportwnities
for goverrmeni supported higher education will be welcaned by mary.

At the present time, the educational levels of male enlistees are
lower than their counterparts outside the mdlitary. Indeed, a canparative
study done by Professor Charles Moskos reveals that these levels are lower
than the Army entrants of 1964, the last peacetime yeaxr before the war in
Vietmam. Professor Moskos has also pointed out that this is exactly the
opposit:of what is occurring in the civilian sector. MNational trends show
that a higher percentage of youth in civilian society are becoming high school
graduates while of those entering military service, the txend is in the opposite
direction. (41% of the males in the wili. <y who did not have prior service
in 1979 did not have high school diplomas as campared to 207 in the general
population.) In 1979, only &% of those entering the military had same

college training, whereas in 1964, 13.97 of the enlistees had same college



167

background. It has been found that discipline problem rates for high

school graduates are lower, attrition rates are lower, and that high school
graduates generally outperform non-graduates, even in the less skilled
m.o.s.'s." Department of Army statistics also revea'. that the proportion
of black high school graduates exceed ;hat of the wvhites, and that generally
black educational levels are higher than those of whites. Henvever, blacks
continue to be underrepresented in the officer corps.

We think that these facts suggest that the All-Volunteer Force is much
less representative of American society than was the pre-Vietnam army,
Important questions facing the Amerdican public today are: Do we want
and/or need a more representative military force? Should the burden of mdl-
ltary service fall only upon part of the population? In the present sir-
vation; the less educated, the less advantaged, those with the least options
in our scciety are fulfilling this role. What are the implicaticons for a
society that excuses its priveledged and its educated fram sharing fn the
defense of the nation? 1Is it desireable to have a more representative
slice, a samling of all ecomamic and social classes, to partinipate in
meeting national mdlitary manpower needs? Is it possible? And can that be

accamplished without resorting to compulsion?
Clearly, a more representative military force is desireable-both

practically and philisophically. Speaking for myself and the many members
of my organization, the experience of serving with individeals with a great
variety of backgrounds, from different locations and social and econanic
status, was m education in itself and an unique experience.

AVC believes that a peacetime GI Bill 111 enhimce recruitment efforts
and attract a more representative group of individuals into military service.
Therefore, we urge this Coamnittee to look favorably upon legislation that
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will create these post-service educational benefirs. At this time, we will not
review the details of the bills before you, S. 2020 and S. 2569. Rather we wish
to endorse the principles that a peacetime GI Bill today is in the best interest
of the country. AVC supports the format of the World War IT GI Bill-separate
tuirion payment to the educational institution and a living allowance to the
veteran. We believc the VA is the proper agency to addnister the program, and
it must be given adequate funding to carry out this mission.

Ve would like to make an observation about delimiting dates. As moted in
our platform earlier, such delimiting dates have foreclosed the vossibility for
many veterans of taking advantage of their educational benefits. In the case
of Viemam era veterans, and no doubt other veterans, many had to delay go-
ing to school after they left service for a variety of reasons: family, health,
money problems, psychoiogical readjustment. Particularly, women veterans who
often took on roles of wives and mothers vhich precluded them from pursuing
their educational goals for a nurber of years, lost out on GI Bill benefits.

We do rot see mny reason for a delimiting date for the use of post-service edu-
cational benefits, particularly since they are earned benefits. Today, the
concept of “continuing educarion'-of going to school at any and all stages of
one's life, is an accepted n_gg.g vivendi. There is no reason that we can see
why it should not be operative in the case of veterans education. Ve hope
that the Comittee will keep this in mind as it reviews the proposals -before
it.

AVC comends the Committte for considering this important lepislation and
hopes that it will derive an appropriate peacetime GI Bill. Ve stand ready to
assist the Camittcee in its study and review.

Thmk vou for this opportinity to evpress..the views of the AVC.
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Mr. STEINBERG. We have some questions that we would like to
direct to the panel.

Do any of your organizations have any views on the l-year tests
that we have discussed this morning, either the House-passed pro-
vision or the principles that the Armed Services Committee has
approved? Phil?

Mr. Mayo. I don’t know that the time would be sufficient to
really gain an insight into that, what it would accomplish.

Mr. STEINBERG. Mr. Weil?

Mr. WEeIL. Our organization has not taken a position. Personally
I think we would be fiddling around with a dead horse.

Mr. EpmistoN. We have no position, but I think we would have
to agree with Senator Cranston’s comments earlier about moving
slowly and evaluating the situation carefully, and a 1l-year test
wouldn’t really seem adequate to make those sort of decisions.

Mr. STEINBERG. Do any of your organizations have any position
on the 1989 termination date on the current GI bill benefits?

Mr. WeiL. 1 think it fits in with what I said about the delimita.
tion. Provided -that those who could make a good showing can
obtain an exemputuicn.

Mr. EpMmisTtoN. The DAV has no official position.

Mr. Mayvyo. The VFW is mandated in the form of a resolution
adopted at its last convention in New Orleans to work for the
removal of the delimiting date altogether from the current GI bill.

Mr. STEINBERG. That concludes ocur questions, and that concludes
the hearing.

We thank all of you who have stayed with us to this late hour.
We again regret that we got started late, and that the Chairman

had to leave.
We now stand adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 12:54 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
[The following written statements and other related material

were submitted for the hearing record:]

PrEPARED STATEMENT OF Hon. BOB WILSON, A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE FROM THE
StaTE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: I appreciate the opportunity to
submit testimony today on the use of education as an incentive for enlistment and
retcntioln in the Armed Forces and want to express my full support for such a
proposal.

Frankly. I feel that we made a mistake when we eliminated the GI Bill at the end
of 1976 and the effect is evident in both the number and the quality of the young
men and women that we are able to attract to the military service. The current
System of monetary enlistment bonuses fails to attract the caliber of individuals
that we need in order to operate and maintain the increasingly sophisticated weap-
ons systems of the future.

The Veterans Education Assistance Program (VEAP) which replaced the GI Bill is
simply not working. It's time to reihaink our earlier decision and seriously consider
the restoration of a more comprehefisive education program in return for service in
the Armed Forces. I believe we can make a Kood case to some of the best of our high
school graduates who for financial or other reasons are unable to go immediately on
to college that they spend a certain number of years in the service of their country
in return for substantial Federal assistance in financing their educations. It's not
unreasonable for the nation’s taxpayers to expect some type of repayvment in return
for an education: military service should be one of the top priorities. In the years of
tigzht budgets ahead, we are going to have to carefully reexamine n number of
existing Federal programs, including the current higher education financial assist-
ance, and determine whether this is in fact the best investment of public funds.

Q
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Obviously, there are costs invelved in a new education program. Several studies
have shown, however. that the price tap to the government for veterans’ educational
assistance hias been returned to the Treasury several-fold throegh the lifetime of
taxes paid as a result of enhanced earning capability. Additionally, we're presently
spending a great deal of money to recruit individuals who often do not remain in
the service a suflicient time to recoup even a portion of the cost of their acquisition
and training. With the use of education. it is my beltef that we will be able to
attract a better quality service member than we are getting now under the up-front
dollars system of bonuses.

I am the sponsor of HR. 4647, a companion to the bill introduced by Senator
Cohen., which authorizes educational benefits at the present GI Bill rates and
requires a minimum of tw~ yvears of honorable service before any eligibility is
established. As presently constituted, the bill provides that an individual in a
critical/combat skill category would earn the maximum 36 months of benefits in
four vears and those in noncritical/noncombat arms occupations could achieve the
346 months in six vears. As a member of the House Armed Services Committee, 1
wrote the bill as a amendment to Title 10. I'm very pleased by the interest of the
Senate Veterans' Affairs Committee in this subject and. should your Committee
proceed with the legislation, I would recommend one major revision in the structure
of the bill. Rather than the distinction between critical and noncritical skills as I
originally proposed. I would suggest that the basic VA educational entitlement
accrue at the critical skills rate specified in my bill. Additionally, I would endorse
granting the various service secretaries the authority to supplement this basic
program with further benefits to attract those in combat or critical specialists. This
would give the services the needed flexibility in providing a further incentive for
shortages categories while assuring a comprehensive education and readjustment
benefits package for all honorably discharged veterans.

As u final note, I would like to discuss an additional subject area. When Congress
abolished the Vietnam-era Gl Education Bill, we also provided that anyone entitled
to educational assistance under the terms of the pre-1976 law must use all benefits
prior to 1989 or completely lose them. While this is no problem for the average
veteran, it is proving increasingly to be a2 major obstacle to retention of the career
furce. A large number of mid-term careerists with pre-1976 service will begin leav-
ing the uniformed services in droves in the early 1980's in order to use their
educational entitlement prior to the 1989 termination date. This is a group of
experienced personnel that we can scarcely afford to lose. The Navy alone is now
short 20,000 skilled petty officers. I have introduced a bill, H.R. 2252, which would
provide an additional six years after the date of retirement for use of educational
benefits in the cuse of career personnel, regardless of the 1989 cutoff. While 1 can
fully appreciate the rationale for a delimiting date in most cases, I don't think that
we wiant to encourage the best of our mid-term career people to leave and ! would
urge you to act to prevent this further "hemorrhage of talent,”” as the Chief of
Naval Operations has termed the loss of those mid-career technicians.

1 want to thank you again for yvour Committee’s interest in this vital subject and 1

urife yvou to move on the 1984 cutoff date and the establishment of a new education-
al incentives program.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF G. MICHAEL SCHLEE, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL SECURITY/FOREIGN

RELATIONS COMMISSION, CTHE AMERICAN LEGION

The American L=gion appreciates the Opportunity to present its views on
education incentives for recruitment and retention of our military members.
Our support for such a Program is based upon Resolutiocn No. 25 from our 1979
National Convention.

At the onset, we share this Committee's concern about recruitment and
retention of both the gquantity and quality of young Americans to fully man
Sur active and reserve forces. I'n response to this concern, our sctaff has
undertaken a comprehensive review of the importance of education incentives
and the current manning problems and | ask that this study be made a part of
this hearing record when it s completed this month.

As ySu are aware, The American Legion has consistently supported ‘'G_1!.
B8ill" programs for our war veterans. We have done so on the basis that the
G.1. Bil} is a readjustment measure tao welp veterans who served in wartime
or during a period when the draft was in effect. When the draft ended in
1973 and the All Voilunteer Force evolved, there was sStrong sentiment in
Congress that the G.1. Bill was a 'wartime' entitlement and since military

service was voluntary, the military entrant no longer needed to be compen -

sated for forced carecer Iinterruption and impeded copportunities. Thus, the
G.l. Bill was terminated for those who enlisted after Decamber 31, 1976.

While the G.l. Bill was never locoked at as a recruiting incentive, jts

impact on recruiting was quite evident as some 100,000 individuals rushed to

enlist when it was announced that G.!. Bill benefits would be terminated for

individuals entering the service after December 31, 1976. Planners a..d
analysts from the Office of the Secretary of Defense were very much aware of

the impact the termination of the G.!. Bill would have on recruitment, and

SO petitioned Congress £o enact the Veterans Fducation Assistance Program

{(VEAP) .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



172

VEAP is a fivwe-year experimental program provided under Chapter 32 of
Tjtle 38, United States Code, whiéh reﬁuires a contribution by the partici-
_pant with a8 two to one government congribution. Additicnally, unde( certain
clircumstances, enhbanced incentives in the form of increased matching contri-
butions by the Department of Defense are being offered under the VEAP pro-
gram on a test basis. However, it is difficult to compare benefits under
the VEAP Program with thoses under Chapter 34 of Title 38, U.S. Code. The
most impoartant distincticn is in purpose--the G.I. Bill was designed to
provide readjustment benefits and wartime compensation ToO war veterans. VEAP
by contrast was created to be a peacetime recruiting and hopefully retention
tool in an all voluntever environment.

The legislation currently before this Committee, 5. 2029 and S. 2596,

would establish new educational programs for service personnel ., The purpose

of 5. 2020 is to provide an inducement for honorable service and to reduce
first term attrition ard foster retaention in the regular and reserve com-
ponzats. The program would be funded by the Department of Defense and
administered by the Veterans Administration. Accrual of entitlement would
be at varying rates depending cn whether the servicemember has be=an desig-
nated as having a critical military skill. Eligibility would be limited to
those having a high schoel diploma or the equivalent at time of enlistment
or recnlistment. Mo educational assistance would be afforded to a member
who fFails to complete the first two years of qualifying service under honor-—
able conditions. thatitlement would have a ten year delimiting date following
discharge or release from service, and the amount of benefits to be paid
would be the same as those under chapter 34 of Title 38.

S. 2596 appears to contain objectives similar to S. 2020. However,
Funding would be under Title 38, which The American Legion opposes. Unlike
$. 2020, this proposal would pay benefits of $300 per month plus the veteran's

tuition and fees up to a maximum of $3000 per school year. Eligibility would

]
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be afforded to those who served on active duty for a period of two years or

more and were discharged or released under conditions other than dishonor-

able. Like S. 2020, S. 2596 would afford no educational assistance beyond

10 years after discharge or release.

To spell out our 'positiocn on these proposals, we support legislation

that provides for balanced educational be~r=fits that will enhance

recruiting

and retention. However . we recommend that the benefits be avthorized and

funded under Title 10, U.S5. Code and administered by the Veterans

tion since that agency already has in place a model under VEAP.

it is the feeling of The Armerican Legion that the Veterans Adminis

should be reimbursed by the ODepartment of Defense for the cost of
ing this program. Using chese criteria, S. 2020 is closer to our

than S. 259§, 5. 2020 is funded by the Department of Defense and

Administra-

Furthermore,

administer-
position

caontains

more restrictive eligibility provisions which will hopefully increase the

skill and educational levels of those entering the Armed Forces.

As you are aware, the Senate Armed Service Committee in the Defense

Authorization Bill has proposed to liberalize educaticnal benefits for

uniformed personnel on a ane Year test basis. Also, the VEAP program is

under active evaluation by the Veterans Admintstration and the Department of

Defense. The appraisal of that program's effectiveness will be made to the
President before June 1, 1981. While we Support educational incentives to
improve recruitment and retention, The American Legi»n hopes that this
Committee would withold its approval of any legislation unril the Armed

Services Committee action

In closing, let me voice our view that an education assistance plan alone
will not soive the military manpower problems to be faced in the coming years.
We must also address the issues of adequate compensation, benefits, quality of

life and perceptions of military personnel in a comprehensive way if we are to

man the force with the quantity and quality necessary.
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RECRUITING AND RETENTION FOR THE ALL-VOLUNTEER FORCE

In the past 10 years, The American Legiun has addressed
the issue cof military pay and allowances on only four occas-
ions that could be construed as a direct attempt to raise the

pay of active duty service people. The issue was alluded to

on several other occasions, but enly on an ancillary manner

and as back-up information used in urging action on a larger

1/

problem.

Also in the past 10 years, The American Legion has ad-
dressed specific problems affecting the welfare, morale and
well being of active duty and retired service people on 28
separate occasions, and veterans benefits on 21. Subjects
addressed and numbers of resclutions are as Follows:1/

Commissary and ExXchange 6

Retired Serviceman Family

- Protection Plan 1
Medical Benefits 5
Housing 2
Retired Pay 14

Improvements in
G.}. Bill 21
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Since 1973, when conscription ended, the armed forces have been com-
peting for manpower with the private sector. The success of this venture,
cailed the All~-Volunteer Force., has been the subject of no little debate by
a diverse group of experts and interested individuals ranging from university
professors to Congressional staffers, to administration spokesmen, all of
whom approach the debate with different sets of statisc.cs.

For any meaningful discussion, the Ali-Volunteer Force must inciude all
of the followlng components from all of the Armed Forces: Active duty service-~
men and women, members of the Selected Reserves, members of the Naticnal Guard,
members of the- Individual Ready Reserve {(1RR). When measured in this trua con-
text of all branches, and all components, the success of the All-Volunteer
Force is much less apparent.

Over the years, the Armed Forces have used two methods of predicting
success in the —ilitary. The bast of these is the possea-ion by the enlistee
of a hign scnool diploma. High schoo! graduates have more leadership potential,
the levels of discipline and motrivation are higher and the re-enijstment rate
ts higher.

The second method of success prediction Is the categorizing of enlistees
into mental groups based on performance on the Armed Forces Qualification Test
{AaFQT) . Recruits who attain higher scores on the AFQT tend to learn and re-
tain proficiency, learn more quickly and experience less attrition as a group
than those of lower achievement on the AFQT. The following table equates AFQT
performance with Mental Category:

MENTAL INTELLEGENCE GROUPINGS

Mental Catagory Percentile Definition
| 93-100 Superior
U £5-92 Above Average
11y 31-64 Average
1y 10-30 Marginally qualtifled tor
military service
kK 0-9 Hot qualified for military

saervice

EKTC 1o L/
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Individuals tested af the category V level are precluded from service
in the Armed Forces by law. Iln addition, Congre§s and DOD have limited the
number of category iV individuals permitted to serve on active duty. Recently,
however, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower, Reserve Affairs and
Logistics, reported to the Congress, ” . . . my growing conviction that the
calibration prcbkZam with todaw’s test, combined with the eddects of Lest com-
promise, means that the aeponted mental fesf scores 0F out necanlts, ai the

Zowen ability Levels have, in fact, been injzated."?’

It appears that abcout four times as many mental category !V recruits have
joined the Services than were previously believed; or about 25% of the DOD

accessions in 1979 were mental category IV, while in the Army about 45% of the

recruits were in this :ateQOry.3/
RECRUITING
ARMY : The Army's problem typifies the difficulties in recruiting neces-
sary manpower. White the Army is only one of the ingredients of the Ali-Volun-
teer Force, it is the Service with the largest demand for manpower and if it

cannot attract sufficient strength, the All-Volunteer Force cannot survive.

In FY 1979, the Army had the largest shortfall in recruiting In the history
of the Ali-Yolunteer Force------ a shortage of 16,400, For the personnel re-
cruited: 64F of non-prior service male accaessions were high school
graduates;: 43% of the recruits were in average and above mental categories; u48%

of the recruits wer~ in what was designated at the time as Mental Category 111-B.

FY 1979 could rot be described as a successful recruiting year.

NAVY : The recruiting results for the Navy have been a preblem sinte 1973,
the firzec full year of recruiting for the Ali-Volunteer Force. The annuLal goal
as be=sn met only twlce since that time. The FY 1979 goal of 393,393 w23 not

met., The shortage was 5,045. The 1980 goal is 9,000 more thzn !
goal. Like the other services, the Navy is facing a recrv’ting climate with a

declining youth population, and increased competition w . the other services

El{fC‘ 1 M~
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as well as private industry.
During 1979, the Navy altered jts quality standards by placing recruiting

emphasis on mental categorles rather than on whether or not a potential en-

listee was a high school graduate. 1In FY 1379, the goal high school jraduates
was 76 percent. No goal is stated for 1980. This change in strategy is pre-
sumably due to the inability of the Navy to compete for high school graduates

in a meaningful manner.

The Navy is also having difficulty in recruiting officers. At the end of
FY 1379, the shortfall in officer recruiting was approximately B0OO or approxi-
mately 14% ----- with the shortage concentrated in the fields of nuclear power,
civil engineering and aviation maintenance.sf

MARINE CORPS: The Harine Corps was unable to attain its recruiting goal
for eniisted perscnnel in FY 1979, Rec iting was 1,200 short of the estab-

lished goal in FY 1979, although the quality criteria of 75% high school gradu-
ates was maintained.

For the first quarter of FY 1380, Marine Corps recruiting was 1,200 below
the plan; 62% of those enlisted were high school graduates. Recruiting remains
difficult, Retention among career personnel is beginning to sShow signs of
deterioration. As e Commandant stated in testimony before the House Armed
Services Committee, "You have a qualdity Marine Coaps, but 4s a quality Mat-

ne Coaps in apite of the ALe-Volfunteer Ferce and not because o3 it 74

AlR FORCE: For the first time in the All-Volunteer era, the Air Force
missed its recruiting goal in FY 1979. The Air Force shortfall was 1,400

although 82% of those enlisted were high school diploma graduates. The FY 1983
recruiting objective is over 15,000 (24%) higher than what was acheived in FY
1979. The Air Force is regquesting an additional 360 recruiters far FY 1981 to
improve its prospects. The Air Force is also increasing the number of prior
servlce personnel it will accept for enlistment from 1,200 in FY 1979 to over

5,000 in FY 1981.3/

- ) B
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RETENTION

Retention is also a key problem in the Navy and Alr Force. The MNavy is

curr=antly short 20,000 experienced Petty Officers. Despite a retention goal

of 60% of trained personnel, the Navy is retaining only 47 percent. Surface

warfare officers, pilots and nuclear qualified officers are leaving the Navy

in unprecendeted numbers.gl
The Air Force shortage of rated pilots is 1,302, !f the current rate of
retention persists, the Air Force will be short 3,400 by FY 1982. iith the

cost of training a pilot at 5900,000, the Air Force simply cannot arford the

. . . 10
low ret=ntion rate currently being erxperienced. /

Low retention rates impact on each of the Services in different ways.
Shortages of skilled personnel mean longer hours and extra duty for thkose still

in uniform which adversiy effecis retention. Lark of skilled personnel also

means a lower standard of mainten. sce and repairs for the sophisticated equip-

ment currently cdeployed with cur armed forces. Both of these facts constitute

irritants to service people,. In the past five years, only the Air Farce has
succeedad in stabilizing enlistments for career regulars at an acceptable

lavel.

The following tables are applicable:

4>
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFEMSE

REENLISTHENT RATES BY SERVICE ~ CAREER REGULARS
B/
ISTED
_ e oK. T YL
YF AR TOTAL MY MAYY CoRPs FORCE
2
ELIGIBLES 123,950 40,599 42124 9,458 39,483
FEEPR I STIENTS 170,272 33,370 36,040 A,T42 49,70
MEFM ISTMENT DATE a2.5% T2.8% 83.0% ES 2.} 857.43
_191%
FLIGIALES 134 %9 33,792 1o, 853 r.619 50303
NEEM ISMENTS 120,006 40,048 24,173 3,764 49, 4438
AFFIL ISIMFNT RAIE ?7.56% LRI § 50.3% 73.7% 81 .9%
F¥_ 1912
FLIGIDLES 139,978 49,213 29,069 8,644 32.950
REEMLISTMENTS 12n, 337 47 932 20,8R0 6,.229. 43,488
REEML ¥ ST HT RATE 75,32 55.8% Ty . o3 12.1% L. 3.} 9
EY_1916
ELIFIRLES 139,106 12,060 3t 397 9,543 45 458
REErL TS TMENTS 113,216 48,413 20,5682 5,633 37,4586
RFE, | STMENT RATE T2 &5 7% 63.9% 59.03 a8z. 4%
EY_1912
ELICIALES 162,69 73,320 29,290 19,743 42,338
FEE'L 1T eEnTS 109,387 47,791 ta, 408 a,037 35,1
REEM ) SIMENT RATE 57.2% 63.3% 62.851 3t.13 83.0%

R/ AT TED= REFIL I1STHENT RATE - THE TUNADJUSTED™ RATE ADJUSTED TO EXQAUOE THE EFFECTS OF
Tl AFDIATE Q56 ISTMENTS AND (21 OIHFR EARLY DISOMAGES DF ELIGIDLES I/WDEN EARLY Tromm,

~ratihey PURPTISES.
TABLE 1

Often overlocoked in examinations of the All-Volunteer Force are the

-

Selected Reserves and National Guard. These units ~re an integral

the Total Force and constitute a critical portion of the All-

(1) EARLY
AMS FOR STRENGTH

JSEPARATIONS

Volunteer force

without which tte active forces could not in most cases perform their assigned

missions.

Some of the Resarve and National Guard capabilities are shown below
11/

expressed as a3 percentane nf the Total Force mission.

Army National Guard

33% of the combat division;

72% of the separate brigades;

57% of the armored cavalry regiments:

63% of the infantry battalions:

41% of the mechanized infantry battalions:
42% of the tank battalions; and

LBY of the fiald artillery hattalions.
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Arry Reserve

11% of the separate brigades;

33% of the Special Forces droup;

9% of the field artillery battalions;

L4% of the medical units;

3131% of the combat support aviation companies; and
30% of the combat englineer battalions.

Naval Researves

100% of Havy U.5. based logistic airlift;
992 of Mavy control of shipping organization;
88% of Navy ocean minesweepers;
B6% of Navy in-shore undersea warfare units;
86 of Navy cargo handling battalions;
68% of Mavy moblle construction battalions;
66% of Mavy special boat forces:
15 of Navy maritime air patrol squadrons:
35% of Navy medical support personneil;
34% of Navy Intelligence personnel;
14% of Navy tactlical alr wings;
10% of Mavy surface combatants {(destrovers);
3% of Navy base operating support personnel; and
5% of Navy amphibious warfare ships.

Air Reserve (flying units)

6313 of strategic interceptors;

57% of tactical reconnaissance;

33% of tactical fighters:

61% of tactical ajfrlifes

21% of strategic tankers;

352 of rescue missions;

30x of special operations forces:

62% of tactical electronics warfare;
35% of weather reconnaissance:

48Y of strategic airiift aircrews; and
315% of strategic airtift maintenance.

Air Reserve {(non-flying units)

81% of medical service squadrons;
70% of combat communications units; and
57 of aerial port units.

While accessions for the Selecced Reserves have Increased for the flrst
time in more than six years, the Reserves and National Guard crograms remaln
more than 130,000 people short of peacetime objectives and 170,000 below war-
time objectives.

As iv the case with the active force, the problem is in the Army. Alr

Natio..! 4uard and Air Force Reserve programs are in good condition. The

O
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quality of recruits is an important indication of the character f the program.
For FY 1979, the Army National Guard goal for high school graduates was 55%;
it achieved a level of 63 percent. Approximately 70% of those recruited were
in mental category li1. !n the Army Reserve, however, although the goal for
high school graduates was 693, only 47% of those enlisted were high school
graduates. MWhile approximately 70% of enlistees were in mental category i,
most of the enlistees were in the lower range of this category. Over all, iIn
FY 1979, 743 of all enlistees in the Army Reserve were in mental categories
111=8 and tv. 2/

lt should be recognized at this point that as a matter of Army policy,
all women enlistees in the Army Reserve and Army National Guard are high_school
graduates. This fact tends to skew the percentage totals upward. One should
also recall that the reliability of mental category distinctions is in question.
These facts tend o show that the recruiting results for the Army National
Guard and the Army Reserve in particular are not Favorab]e.

The current shortages on the Individual Ready Reserve are the result of
a decreased size in the active force, lengthened enlistments, more enlijstments
in the active force and prior service Selected Reserve enlistments. Estimates
of the shortages of the IRR range up to 500,000. While there is tittle agree-

ment in the total shaortage, it is generally agreed that the Army segment of

the I1RR shaortage is 270,000.

QUALITY QF LIiFE

It can e fairly stated that while pay and allowances are probably the
primary reason for entering and remaining, or conversely not entering or not
re~enlisting in the armed forces during the All-Volunteer era, the corollary
benefits or entitlements received as a result of service arn also of major
importance to service people faced with a decision to re-~anlist. This is

especially true for those who are faced with a career decision, i.e., at the

4 ¥y
QO
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6~12 year mark,

These corollary benefits have been characterized quite accurately as
relating to the “'Quality of Life' and include, but are not limited to, such
ftems as quality medical care for the service <“erson and dependents, commissary
and PX privileges, housing (or housing allowances), work facilities, and com-
munity support facilities.

Budgetary constraint over the past few years had restricted the growth of
improvements in the ar=a of quality of 1ife to the extent that 15% of unaccom-—
panied soldiers live in substandard barracks. This statistic, coupled with
loss of purchasing power {7-20% since 1972}, high cost housing areas without
adequate reimbhursement, inadequate reimbursement for moving costs, higher
transportation costs, and limi*éd coéﬁunity facilities continue to plague
service families, and are one direct cause of the extremely low re-enlistmaent
rates for skilled perSOnnel.iB/

The wor«< environment also plays a major part in career decision-making.
Pilots who are constrained from flying due to> the restrictaed ability of the
services to purchase fuel will not stay in the servica. Beoiler technicians
forced to work much l1onger hours due toc reduced manning w' ' 11 not remain in the
sarvice. Alr frame and electronics technicians forced to work nights and week-
ends due to reduced manning will leave the service.

Increased pay and benefits can help make an adverse work environment
more tolerable, but only to the extent that manning levels are increased so
as to reduce the amount of extra duty necessary to accomplish the missicn.

Increased pay and beneflts do not permanently improve the quality of life.

CONCLUS  ONS
The primary cecnclusion to Yo drawn from the foregoing is that the levels
of manning, levels of education of recruits for the Army, levels of retention

for the various branches of the Armed Forces, primarily the NHavy and Alr Force,

Rl Iy
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do not meet the requirements necessary for a credible deterrent force. The
Selective Service System ls not now capable of providing the minimum number of
personnel necessary in the event of a mobilization. The Armed Forces have
become the "employer of last resort' for the economically disadvantaged youth
of our nation.

In the past 10 y.ars, no less than six major studies have been undertaken,
two of which carried the stamp of a "Presiden’.ial Canmission.”'b/ All of these
studies examin d mliitary service and the compensation in many different con-
texts. All made far reaching recommendations regarding military compensation.
Howewer little has been done to remedy the decline in the buying power of <he
income provided by our government to the members of the Armed Forces. Basic
pay and benefits have not kept pace with the real income and fringe benefits
of non-service workers in the U.S. since January 1972,

‘\nat can be done? A number of so,utions are avajlable to both the re-
craiting and retertion problem but the basic requirement is rhis: The Admini-
stration and the Congress must make service in the Armed Forces honorable sad
indeed a duty in the eyes of Americans and more attractive in terms of compen-
sation and the quality of |ife available to people in the armed forces.

By implementing the second two, the first wlll follow, provided the
requisite amout of leadership is displayed by all concerned, includiag the
President and the Congress.

The armed services have become the eaployer of last resort, especially
for that segment of American youth which has not obtained a high school diplama.
Thar segment also tends to be economically disadvantaged. Thus, the more af-
fluent youth, from which themajority of our future leaders can be expected to
be drawn, have in effect turned up their noses at military service. |Interest-
irgly enough, according to the Army the percentage of black accessions with
high school diplomas is higher than that of whites, which indicates that the

employment opportunities available in the c.vilian economy for black high

l D u
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school graduates are not as numerous as those for whltes. Thls fact, however,
a problem the Armed Services cannot address.

One of the more obvious solutions to the recruiting problem, though the
most difficult to implement from a political standpoint, is conscription.
Several obvicus beneflts accrue from a conscription policy with few or no
deferments.

First, accessions to Reserve Lomponents and National Guard Units are very
likei, :5 increase substantially as young men enlist to serve in duty positions
of their own choosing rather than accept the dictates of the needs of the -er-
vice Into which they are conscripted.

Second accessions of high school graduates into the Army are very likely
tn increase substantially. In che First half of Fy 1980 only 37.5% of male
accessions into the Army held a high schocl diploma. This 1s an unfavorable
comparison with the Air Force with an 80.5% males with diploma accession rate.
An increase_in the accession rate of males with high school diplomas can only
help the quality of the total Army.ls,

Third, while initially a vocal minority would undoubtediy object te the
return of conscription, the great majority of young men {and perhaps women)
would serve honorably a ' well. Duty in the Armed Forcss bullds character,
teaches discipline. and leadership, and fosters a sense of duty to counury.
Once again, leadership on tre part of the Administration and the Congress 1s
caljed for. This country must begin to Inculcate a sense of duty to country,
a sense of responsibility to one's neighbors, a sense of citlzenship and pa-
triotism In the minds of youth. The ''me-generation'' must be transferred into
the ''we-gencration ' Conscription would further this goal. -

While recognizing that the issue of conscription wlll undoubtedly be
avolided in an election vear, It must be considered on jts merits at some time

in th near future.

The Department of Defense is also experimenting with educatlonal Incen-

1s
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tives 1o attempt to attract quality pecple. The basis of these is the ariginatl
G.l. Bill. An evaluation of this type of legislation over the years is useful
ro examine

The ir_etus for the enactment of PL 78-346, 'The Servicemen's Readjustment

Act of 1944," was the very real desire and need to assist large numbers of
returning servicemant to readjust to civilian 1ife after the hardship and dan-
gers of war service. Similiar readjustmert assistance and assistance programs

were alsa provided for the veterans of the Korean . nd Vietnam con:i:i7ts in
reccgnition of their wartime service. Three generations of war veterans have
relied on the continued availability of these programs as an enlistment incen-
tive. However, those whose military service was only during the sc-called
'"Cold War' (January 31, 1955 - August &4, 1964), were not initially eligible
for such benefits on the basis that this was essentially peacetime military
service. The nature and ext®nt of the personal risks and hardships experi-
enced by the majority of personnel during this period were not considered to
be of the same degree and those encountered during wartime.

Subsequently, due to the continued reliance on conscription as one of
the primary methods of obtaining manpower for the Armed Forc=s, and the series
of international crises which characterized the ''Cold War' period, PL 89-358,
'"The Veterans Readjustment and Benefits Act of 1966'' extended eligibility for
the readjustment assistance programs crecated for those entering service during
the Vietnam era to tho e veterans who served during the ''Cold War."

Improved and expa ‘ed in-servicé education and training programs, includ-
ing the post-service G.3. Bii: b.iefit programs, together with various other
benefits, have contributed tc the perception of the military service as provid-
ing a viable short term or long term career alternative to civilian employment.
While in-service programs of cducation or training represent obvious incentives
and inducements for entering service iq the AVF, post-service benefits become

significant d'°. :centives to retention upon accrual ~f maximum training or

11)‘7*_1
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entitlement. The incentive to remain on active duty beyond this point, must
be found elsewhere.
This problem Is wracerdated by a growing perception that the overall mone-

tary and non-maonetary benafits of service are not equivalent or comparable to

those avaitable in clvilian 1ife. The education program of t All-Volunteer
Force i3 not considered ''good'' against the vardstick of earlier G.!. Bill pro-
grams. Careerists with entitling Vietnam service must also consider a poten-

tial loss of future beneflts since the Vietnam era G.f{. Bill expires in 1989.
In the absence of a military draft and many of the training programs of
the All-Volunteer Force, the incentive of either in-service or post-service
education programs have little, if any, significance for many who do rot expect
to ever enter military service. Additionally, there are a variety of federal
programs of educational assistance which in many ways duplicate the programs of
00D and VA without the obligation of military service. The total Jdollar value
of these programs is $3.2 bi‘!ion.‘6/
1t is convenient when discussing pay and allowances for service pecple to
refer to the total of all entitlements and '""Real Hilitary Compensation'' (RMC).
For purposes of this discuvssion, RMC is defined as the total of basic pay, plus
allowances, plus tax advantage. The tax advantage calculation is necessary
since the allowances pald to service members are not taxable income. The
following chart lllustrates the relative change in the purchasing power of

members of the Armed Forces as compared with other ~egple in other professions.
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* AMC = BASIC PAY + ALLOWANCES + TAX ADVAMNTAGE
TABLE 11

One other method of comparison which is useful in this instance is com-
parisen of an entry level serviceman's basic pay with the federal minimum wage.
Upon successful completion of basic training, service pecople are promrcted to
th~ pa2y grade E-Z. Below is a comparison of E-Z basic pay with the federal

minimum wage:
COMPARISON OF E~2 BASIC PAY WITH FEDERAL MINIMUM WACGE

FY Basic Pay Hourly Wage a/ HMinimum Wage b/ Percentage
70 5127.80 5 0.74 S 1.60 46
71 149,10 0.86 1.60 54
72 320.70Q 1.85 1.80 116
73 242.30 1.97 1.60 123
74 363.30 2.10 2.00 1as
75 383.40 2.21 2.10 135
7 402,60 2.32 2.30 101
77 417.30 2.4l 2.30 105
’8 443.10 2.56 2.65 96
79 467 .40 2.70 2.90 3
80 500.10 2.89 3.10 93

a/ Hourly wage 13 calculated a5 12 months basic pay divided by 52 weeks
at 40 hcurs per week.

8/ Source: Table 1la, History of Federal Minimum Wage Under the Fair
Labor Scandards Acc.

TABLE 111
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The first requirement to address recruiting and retentlon problems is
that baslc pay, that part of real military compensation which the servicemen
can use to purchase goods and services, must rise In conjunction with the rise
in the costs of those goods and services. A convenlient measurement of this
cost Is the CPl; therefore:

A. A catch up raise of basic pay in the neighborhood of
Is necessary now.

B. Basic pay for all service people must be tled to the
CPl and rise as the CPl rises.

cC. To make this more politically acceptabile, military pay

should be decoupled from civil service pay with no pay
caps permitted for military pay.

It Is unreascnable to expect military people and their families to ab-
sorb the costs of a move ordered by the military, therefore:
A. Military iuamllies moving at the convenience of the
service must be reimbursed for the full costs of the
move to include all travel and transportation costs.

B. The basic altirowance for quarters must be keyed to
the area in which the military families will res ide.

The Secretary of Defense should be given the discretion to provide each
Service Secretary with enough money to Pay bonuses to pecople who enlist or
re~-enlist in those skills ecritical to the readiness posture of the Armed Forces.
These bonuses can take the form of educational incentives, monetary incentives,
or cholce of assignment consistent with the need of the Service.

Central in any recommendatlions to meet the manpower peeds of the armed
forces must be the clear distinction batween the concept or readjustment bene-
fits for wveterans of wartime service and those ad hoc initiatives and improve-
ments specifically designed to enhance enlistment and retention. Administration
for any such programs should be provided by VA on a reimbursement basis.

Considering the essentially differing needs and missions of each of the
Services, it is desirable that the respective Service Secretaries be provided
the wherewithal to effectiﬁcly manage any educational benefits programs used

45 a recruiting or retention tool to insure that personnel in the right mental
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categories are recruited and ratained. A varied mix of pre-sarvice benefits
such as a loan forgiveness pregram, [n—-service programs such as tuition assist-
ance, or post-seérvice programs, such as what used to be called the G.!. Bii!
should be made available to each service based on the needs of that service.

It shouid be noted that the availability of the Vietnam era G.1. Bill
did seem to serve as a recruiting incentive sven though Is was not specifically
intended as such. Two significant things happened as a result of the dual
announcement that the Vietnam era G.]. B!l would be terminated in 1989, and
atl enlistees after January 1, 1977 would no longer be eligible for G.1. edu-
catioral benefits. First, there was an extremely large Increase in the number
of Delayed Entry Program enlistments during the last quarter of 1976. Second,
the number of higher mental group accessions signiflcantly decreased after
January , 1577.

One may infer from this data that the replacement of the G.Il. Bill bene-
fits with the less lucrative Veterans Educational Assistance Program of the
All-VYolunteer Force rasulted in the joss of a major enltistment and retention
incentive for higher mental group personnel,

The Congress must also recognize that certain facets of military life
have come to mean a great deal in the eyes of military people. The commissary
provided a lower cost te the service family for certain food items. This
lower cost has come %o be viewed as a benefit provided the service family, nort
as a convenience to the Defense Department. The annual effort to end the com-
missary subsidy does nothing to boost the morale cf service people and their
fFamilies. In fact, it is just another irritant that pushes quality people
out of the Service.

The annual request for military construction funds provides a tess dicrect
incentive for remaining on active duty. There has been a tendency in the past
to down grade the importance of the modernization and construction of new family

housing and barracks. in the recent past, this funding has taken a back seat
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to new comstruction associated with readiness or new weapons systems, perhaps
justifiably so. However, this has resulted in substandard or !nadequate quar-
ters available to service pecple and thelr familties. Once again, the incentive
to leave the service Is relnforced. A flve vear pian for new construction of
military housing must be implemented. included in the plan must be a compre-
hensive survey of all existing military housing to determine which <can be re-
tained as is, which can be retained with Improvements, and which should be
razed and replaced.

Attention to the plight of servicemen is not new. lt creps up from time
to time as pay levels of the Armed Forces are eroded by constraints on the
defense budget coupled with Inflaticnary pressures of the economy in general.
The last major pay ralse other than cost of living increases took place in
:572. Cn the other hand, the attenticn given to military pay in the past 10
vyear had resulted in the six studies menticoned earlier. The point is that
studying the problem does not solve the problem. The old phrase that the
President proposes and Congress disposes is relevant here. '!n the case of
each study, the President has made proposals to the Congress to change the
system of compensation for the milltary. In each case, the Congress has not
implemented the changes. The time has now come to stop studying and act.

The time has come for the leadership in borth the Executive Branch and the
tongress to realize that our nation's future as a free soclety is belng jeo-
pardized in the name of ‘'cost effectivness.'' The President and the Congress
must realize that boiler t -chnicians and electronic repalrmen, and pilots, and
infantrymen, and supply specialists are not interested in being cost effective
servicemen. What they are Interaested in is a reasonable living wage for them-
selves and their families in return for their dedication to the jobs they per-
form under considerably 1less than ideal conditions. Host service people are
proud of their uniforms, their service and their country. They deserve adequate
and just compensation. Iln the end, our country will receive the quality of

service for which it is willing to pay. Freedom is not free!l
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APPENDIX A

{Footnotes)

Proceedings of the National Conventlon and National Executlve
Committee of The American Legion 1969 through 1979.

Robert B. Plrie, Asslstant Secretary of Jefense (Manpower, Reserve
Affairs and Logistics). "Manpower Overvlew Statement,' 19 February
1980, page 11. A statement prepared for the House Armed Services
Committee, U.S. House of Representatlives.

The reliabillty of the Armed Forces Qualification Test has been
cuestioned by DOD. While the apparent degree of test Inflation
cannot be stated with complete accuracy; statistical sampling
Suggests that the Mental Category 1V Input Is approximately four
times the earlier reported rates.

House Armed Services Committee Report with Dissenting Views to
accompany HR 6374, Report No. 9%5-916. page 118,

Navy Recruiting Command 1979 Annual Report, F.H. Miller Rear
Admiral, United States Navy, Commander.

House Armed Services Committee Report with Dissenting Views to
accompany HR 6374, Report No. 96-916. page 123.

Ibid page 125,

I{bid page 126.

Ibid page 123.

Ibid page 126.

Ibid page 129.

Ibid page 131.

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense {(Manpower, Reserve
Affairs and toglstics), '"Adequacy of Pay Study,'' October 1979,
page 8.

Studies are listed as follows:

First Quadrennial Review of Mlilitary Compensation 1969
The Presidents Commission on an All Volunteer Force 1970

Interagency Committee Proposal 1971
Defense Manpower Commission 1976
Third Quadrennial Review of Military Compensation 1976

Presidents Commlssion on Military Compensation 1978

Information Paper, Report of Accessions--all Services, DAPE-MPR-R 7.
April, 1980

0ffice of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve
Affalirs and Logisties), ''Educational! Incentives Study,'' 9 Fehruary
1980, page 644.
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APPENDIX B

Department of Defense, Washington Headquarters Services,
Directarate for Inforration and Reports, Selected Hanpower
Statistics, FY 1979, page 143.

Organization of the JolInt Chiefs of Staff, '"United States
Military Posture tor FY 81, January 1980, page 38.

Office of the Asslstant Secretary of Defense {Manpower,
Reserve Affairs and Logistics), '"Educational lncentives
Study,' 9 February 1980, page B-3.
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PREPARED STATIMENT OF
ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES ARMY

3423 WILRON AOULEVAMD. AdLINGTON. vIAGIMIA 2Li0T 1703 ®atr 4330

29 June 1980

A Statecent To

The Senate Veterans' Affalrs Committee

Mr. Chairman, m-.obers of the Comzmittee, the Association of the
United States Army appreciates this OPPOTEUNLILY LG EXPress our concern
about the current abrence of a proper educational incentive ia our

armed forces. A8 Yeocu are well aware, we are sure, our forces are ex-
periencing severe problems in attracting good people in sufficisnr num-—
bers and retaining adequate numbers of those who do enlisc. The {issuces

uﬁderlying our difficultles in recruiting and retentlon are wide rang-—
ing and cozmplex but it seems certain to us that the lack of an acceptable
education fncentive 1ls a2 major conctribucor.

When the men and women who served in World War I1 returned to their
homes after the war many ~f them took advantage of the first-time agvail-
aoility ol educational benefits as a reward for sercvice. We need not
tell you that the products of the "G. L. BL11", as ft was known, now
cccupy positions of influence and leadership in every walk of American
l1ife. Thelr roster would read like a veritable "Who's Who." The nation
has never made a vetter investment in 1its gwn future.

As long as we had a drafted or draft-induced Aray,. the G. 1, Bl
was there In rthe role of a reward for service to tho countLry. At that
time, ft was not widely constdered tec be an incentive to sarve, although
some people uaquestlonably enlisted for the purpose of eventually using
the G. I. Bil1l. Between 1945 &and 1976 the G. I. Bill became part of the
background for gervice in our armed farces.

But, less than f{our years inctod t..e All-Volunteer concept of uU. S.
milftary service, the ©. I, B11ll was, for all practical purposes, cut

off, to be replaced t': a plan which requires 1its participants to pay part
2f the cost our of thalr own pockets. You all know this plae has not been
much of a success. You nuo doubt realize.too,zthat the 31 December 1989

cut —off dats set for complete use o9f all pre-1977 G. L. Bill educat~onal
cnticlements wil!l encourage manw eligible secrvice people to leave ac:ive
4uty before zompleting a full career so the entirlement is no lost. This
situation 15, at the very least, contradictory to the need to keep gBood
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people in untlform ax lonyg as possible.

The armed forces (SACe oW at 4 cross road in thelr pursuit of volun-—
teerfiasm. They are trapped between the need to recruit as many people as
Foustible and the parallel neced to get the kind of people who can absord
and retaln the training they recoeive on our cver—-more zomplex woeapons

NVHTOemS . We neevd more hipgh school pgraduates than we are getting., W
need more people tn aptitude catepgorices one, twoe and three-a. These ar e

the very proups of people who ceould be bertrer motlvated to serve in the
armed torces by an ceducational incentive.

I'hte necd to enrleh the force with people ot greater aptitude was
piven added rorce last wueek by the anunouncement trom the Chalrman orf the
Senate Armed Scervices Subcummittee on Manpower, Segator Nuonao, that he wouald
propese a 25,000 reductfon tn the Army's streagth and would permit a return
to full authorizsed strenpth only an palns in the numbers of high school

sraduates were achieved. The Assvciation of the United States Army strongly
disagrees with senator Nuna's approach. While hits propusal represents

an acknowledpement of the severity of the problem lu the Army, Lt doos not
include a packape of {ncentives which would make 1t likely that more high
school students could Be (nduced Lo enlist.,

1t tu dronfic that we must note, Jdauw we JdJiscuss the value ot educational
ITncentlves [or servilce In the military cuatablishment, that another ageocy
0ot the Federal Government (s the Ilefenage Department 's most sigaificant com-
petlzor for the funds avallable to suppoxt hligher cducatlion. In Fisuval
Year 1930 the Deparzment ot Edocation will speand $4,.4% billion to provide
malor assistance tou civillian cvol.ege students, aon of whom acqulire any
oblipgation ta the povernment bevond the snomet imes epayment ot loans. Thuo
Assoctatilion ot the United Htates Army helleves this i, at best, vvounter-
le in the armed scrvices.,

LI

-3

productive Lo the need tor more high quallity peog

This assluatance program, we remsember, had fts genesis lo a deslree to
Improve the ability of Jdisadvantaged youths t pet a higher education. A
the overall prosram exists today, however, 33.24 blllion of the total pro-
admintstoered by the Department of Education has an lncome elipibilitvy
ng of 329,000 per vear or nw cefling at all, Ubviously the Intended
tance to luw lncemae students has been lost or zmubverted over tlhe years.,

There are several! plans to provide an ecducational fncentive lTor mil-

trary service by better—-fqualificecd men and women. The onesdn that sovm mosl
ltkely o proiduce pood results are not cheap--varrylng cvstlimartes of more
than a4 blllion dollwrs .a year vnce they have reached a steady slate. it
ls both cecminently sensible and equitable that a portion of the tunds now

avalilable through the Department of Education without any requircements

for mililtary service be turned to asslut I{n mecting this critlical need of
vur armued forces. Owver the long run this diverslion will benefit our
country more than the present system of unobligated louans and grants, pro-
vidian, iun the first place, o better vducated serwice member and eventually
returninyg 4 fully educsted citizen who has served the natfoun,

-
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AUSA belicves that the Vetuerans Administration, with its leng history
of managing beneflts programs, should be the agency to adminiscter a new
educatfonal incentiwve program. The expertise and machinery are there. To
place the operating responstibility anywhere else would requlre the creation
of a whaole new bureaucracy--and we think we have enough of that already.

Eligibility for this program should be limited to those who have
succeusfully completed high school, fer among that group the prospact of
further education would hold more allure. We wmust remember, toe, that
even thouph this program 1s not designed sapeciflcally tomotivate good peaple
to stay In the service longer, the more good people who enter the force
the grealer will be rtheir representation among thoase who eventualliy chouvse
A military career.

Mr. Chafrman, the very pceople the Army needs more of are those to
whom educarion (s {mportant; those who have had the fortitude tu atcain a
sccondary education and have drilled zthem=elves iao the disciplines necded
to take advantage of c¢ducational opportunicies. The Associatlon of thae
United States Army urges vou to counsider this {n your examination cof the
proposal before vou.

Thank you.
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