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THE MONTGOMERY GI BILL

Wednesday, October 14, 1987

U.S. House OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuBcOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, TRAINING
AND EMPLOYMENT,
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room
334 Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Wayne Dowdy (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Montgomexl"y, Dowdy. dontz, Evans, Kaptur, Kennedy,
Smith of New Jersey, Ridge, and Dornen.

Also Ig(l)'esent: Representatives Johnson and Hunter.

Mr. Dowpy. The Subcommittee on Iducation, Training and Em-
ployment will come to order.

I want to welcome all of you to today’s hearing. The ranking mi-
nority member of our subcommittee, our friend and colleague Chris
Smith from New Jersey, is presently tied up in the markup of a
very important bill in the Foreign Relations Committee. He should
be here momentarily.

We also want to welcome the chairman of the full Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs of the House of Representatives, my friend and
colleague, for whom the GI bill is named, G. V. (Sonny) Montgom-
ery.
Chairman Montgomery?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. G. V. (SONNY) MONTGOMERY,
CHAIRMAN, FULL COMMITTEE ON YETERANS’ AFFAIRS

Mr. MontcoMeRY. Thank you, Chairman Dowdy, for giving me
this opportunity. I will be brief and thank {ou and Chris Smith for
having this hearing on the GI education bill.

I want to say this, that the number of witnesses in the audience
today and who will testify really have been pushers and sponsors of
the GI bill. Wayne, without this group we could not have made it.
The number of witnesses that you will hear from today were part
of a total team effort with people across the board helping, espe-
cially those in the services that we will hear from that were on the
firépg line doing the work and putting out the pamphlets and appli-
cations.

So I feel real good about having these hearings. I guess my phi-
losophy is to take a good, hard look and maybe go rather slow or go
slow before we make any major changes. But let’s hear it through
a}r:d, in certaiu cases with the GI bill, there should be some
changes.
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So I commend you, Mr. Chairman, for having this hearing, and
we are real pleased that iv seems that the GI bill is doing every-
thing we thought it would do as far as the services are concerned.
Thank you.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. WAYNE DOWDY, CHAIRMAN,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT

This morning the subcommittee is meeting to review the imple-
mentation and effectiveness of the Montgomery GI Bill established
in 1984, initially under Public Law 98-525, and made permanent
this year as a result of the enactment of Public Law 100-48.

Many of you in this room, as Sonny Montgomery has said, were
instrumental in the passage of both these measures, and we want
to thank you for your hard work. We will be focusing on three
bills—H.R. 2950, H.R. 3180, and H.R. 3208. H.R. 2950, which was
introduced on July 15, would authorize individuals with eligibility
under the Montgomery GI Bill to pursue flight training. Mr. Chris
Smith of New Jersey, distinguished ranking minority member of
the subcommittee, introduced H.R. 3180 on August 6, and HR.
3208 was introduced on August 7 by another outstanding member
of our subcommittee, my friend Jim Jontz of Indiana.

Both of these bills would amend chapter 80 of Title 38, United
States Code. I will ask Mr. Smith, when he is present, and Mr.
Jontz to explain their bills in more detail later.

In addition, our first witness this morning will be Congressman
Tim Johnson, a member of the full Veterans’ Affairs Committee,
who is from South Dakota. Tim will be testifying on a bill that he
recently introduced, H.R. 3464, and we will welcome any comments
our later witnesses may want to make regarding any of these
pieces of legislation.

Testifying later will be Congressman Duncan Hunter of Califor-
nia, a member of the Committee on Armed Services, who has been
a staunch supporter of the Montgomery GI Bill.

In the letter of invitation we requested comments on H.R. 2950,
HR. 3180, and H.R. 3208. We also invited witnesses to discuss addi-
tional amendments, if any, which they think would improve the ef-
fectiveness of the newest GI bill.

It is my personal view, based on visits I have made to service
training bases, that the Montgomery GI Bill is working and it’s
working very, very well. I also feel that we should think long and
hard before we make any significant changes in this program.

Nevertheless, this is a good opportunity to begin discussions and
reviewing the proposals before us. We will be hearing from many
witnesses today, with another hearing scheduled for tomorrow
morning at 9:30. Accordingly, we will firmly abide by the 5-minute
rule. Written questions may be submitted to our witnesses follow-
ing the hearings, and without objection, the questions and written
responses will be included in the hearing record.

Also, the record will remain open for 10 days for additional state-
ments and comments.

I will call now on a member of the subcommittee who has intro-
duced the legislation to which we referred earlier, Jim Jontz.

8
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JIM JONTZ

Mr. Jontz. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to thank you for scheduling these 2 days of hearings
to discuss the Montgomery GI Bill. I might say ©. fore proceeding
further that I am very proud to be a member of this subcommittee,
which has done 30 much on :ehalf of our Nation’s veterans. It is a
real pleasure for me t¢ have a chance to make a statement this
morning about legislation that I have introduced, H.R. 3208, which
addresses this very important subject.

The Montgomery GI Bill makes permanent a proven, winning
program. Few Government programs can point to the success
which characterizes the Montgomery GI Bill. I certainly agree with
you, Mr. Chairman, that care must be taken before rushing into
any changes affecting this legislation. The agproach which this
committee will take of spending time during this session to evalu-
ate the program and then perhaps entertaining changes in the pro-
gram ir the coming years seems to me a very prudent course of
action.

One of the first things I had the opportunity to do as a member
of the Veterans’ Committee as a new Member of Congress was to
visit a number of military bases earlier this year as a part of a trip
which this committee took. I had the chance at that time to learn a
great deal about the GI bill, to hear directly from recruits about
their impressions about the program, and also to hear directly
from those involved in the military as recruiters and other officers
in charge ~f training, about their impressions about the strengths
and weakuesses of this program.

The bill that I have sponsored, H.R. 3208, comes as a result of
what I heard on that trip as well as a number of other discussions I
have had with veterans in my district, with recruiters, with other
Members of Congress, and with representatives of veterans groups,
all of whom have given a great deal of thought to the program.

H.R. 3202 makes the benefits offered under the Montgomery GI
Bill even more attractive to recruits and to their families. I appre-
ciate the opportunity to briefly discuss the provisions of the legisla-
tion with you and other members of our subcommittee and the
chairman of our full committee this morning.

There are essentially five provisions, five improvements if you
will, that are included in H.R. 8208. First, with regard to the
method of contribution, under H.R. 3208 a new member of the
armed services would be given the choice to decide if their finan-
cial contribution would be in the form of $100 over 12 months, as is
now the requirement, or $60 for 20 months. Many recruits have
identified the amount of the monthly contribution as the key im-
pediment to participation. I think we heard this more than -
thing else when we were talking to recruits earlier this year. It
was suggested by thera that if the contribution could be made
smaller and spread out over a longer period of time, more recruits
would be able to participate.

H.R. 3208 provides the option of making the payment of $60 over
20 months, as compared to $5¢ over 24 months, because some mem-
bers are discharged from the service at the 20-month point for the
convenience of the service. I am not sure that the $10 difference
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between $50 and $60 particularly argues for one alternative or the
other. But I do think that providing the option to the recruit to
choose to make the payment for $60 is a significant alternative to
$100, and for those who would choose to spread out their payments
over a longer period of time it would provide them that option.

I know that when we hear testimony from some of our witnesses,
some will be suggesting the repeal of contribution from the service-
member. There is considerable merit to the idea. But I think that
within the realm of the possible, what we can have the greatest
likelihood of accomplishing is getting the contribution spread out
over a greater period of time if that is what the servicemember
chooses to do. I think this would make it much mcre attractive to
those individuals who have serious family obligations or other fi-
nancial obligations which in some cases prevent them from paying
the $100 for the 12-month period.

The second provision in H.R. 3208 pertains to the enrollment
period. Under H.R. 3208 each branch of the service is given the dis-
cretion to set a period of time not to exceed a period of 60 days
after the new recruit becomes an active member, during which the
recruit can make the election not to partitipate.

This revision would spell out in the law the enrollment period a
little more grecmely than the current language of the law which
states that the decision not to participate must be made at the time
that the member assumes active duty.

I have received a number of letters from relatives of recruits who
have told me t* at the initial confusion associated with basic train-
ing resulted in their recruit opting not to participate. I think that
H.R. 3208 would allow the services the discretion about choosing
the period of time when they want to pop the question, so to speak,
to the recruit to best meet the basic-training situation that they
have.

The impression that I got from visiting each of the four basic
training camps is that there are some differences among each of
the basic training programs, and that the individual branches had
some difference of opinion as to when the best time was to give the
option to the recruit. The point of the languaye ir H.R. 3208 is to
give each branch of the servics a choice about what they think
makes best sense for their particular program. I think if we did
that, then they could increase enrollment by using their judgment
and their experience to offer that choice at the proper time.

The third provision in H.R. 3208 pertairs to a temporary period
of enrollment. It would provide that any active-duty member who
has not elected to participate in the program and who was eligible
to participate would be given on a one-time basis 60 days in which
to opt to particigate, of course with the understanding that the full
financial contribution be made. Many times during our trip we
heard recruits say that if only they had the opportunity to change
%;ielir mind, they would choose to participate in the Montgomery GI

ill.

I am sure that is the case, and I am sure that given what the
armed services have learned over the lar’ couple of years in mar-
keting the program, that had they known then what they know
now, there would have been a lot of men and women in the service
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who would have been convinced to stay in the program and would
now be eli{nble.

I know that there are some additional recommendations {hat are
going to be commgeforward in testimony about expanding eligibil-
ity for other members of the service, and I think those recommen-
dations have a great deal of merit. But I would hope we would look
at the issue in terms of thinking of who should we, for the sake of
fairness, be extending the opportunity to garticipate in the pro-
gram to. I would suggest that those who initially declined but
would now give it a second glance because of their changed circum-
stances, should be given that option.

The fourth provision in H.R. 3208, and probably the most contro-
versial in this bill, is the provision with regard to transfer of enti-
tlement to dependents. H.R. 3208 enables a member under authori-
zation by the Secretary of Defense to transfer to one or more of his
dependente—which are defined as being spouse, surviving spouse,
or children—any or all of his educational entitlement, with addi-
tional provisions that allow revocation or modification of that deci-
sion. In addition, the provision that says that a transfer can be
made while the individual is on active duty, upon death, discharge
for hardship or service-connected disability, or completion of 20
years of active duty.

H.R. 3208 tgives the member the important advantagg of being
able to transfer their educational entitlement to a member of their
family under the circumstances that the Secretary of Defense may
prescribe.

I realize there are some very fundamental questions about the GI
bill program that have to be addressed in looking at the possibility
of transferability of benefits. However, based on what I heard on
our trip and have heard from others, the ortion of transferability
would make the program more attractive. I think that we should
examine this issue and would suggest that the particular language
in H.R. 3208 is only a first step.

The fifth and final provision in H.R. 3208 pertains to compensa-
tion in lieu of benefits. H.R. 3208 provides that a compensation
gayment etgxeal to the amount by which a member’s salary was re-

uced will be made or can be made under two particular circum-
stances: one, where the physical or mental disability of the member
of the service prevents them from taking advantage of the benefits
under the program; and two, in the event of a member’s death
wheé'e %s compensation payment can be made to the member’s de-
pendents.

Many have expressed the opinion that under the current pro-

am a member is unfairly penalized if they are unable through no

ault of their own to use their education benefits. The case of dis-
ability or death are two very clear cases, I think, that deserve our
attention, and H.R. 3208 would address each of these. .

Again, Mr. Chairman, I want to say that I am aware that in the
testimony that we will hear in the next couple of days there are a
great many very thoughtful suggestions from veterans groups, from
the military, and the military associations. And I am very much
cognizant of the fact that this is a complex subject. What I have
put forward in H.R. 3208 is verﬁ' much a first draft of my thinking
on some of the improvements that could be made in the Montgom-

?
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ery GI Bill. I am looking forward to hearing the tzstimony and, I
think many of the suggestions that we will be hearing have a great
deal of merit and I am interested in examining each of them.

My thanks again to you, Mr. Chairman, for holding these hear-
ings, and to the chairman of our full committee for his counsel in
preparing this legislation and for his advice to me in terms of sig-
gestions about how to approach the subject. I appreciate very much
the chance to make this statement before our subcommittee this
morning.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you very much, Mr. Jontz.

Next we will recognize a member of our subcommittee, a valued
member from the State of C-lifornia, who has been very instru-
mental in this legislation. He and I have had some comments re-
garding the provisions of H.R. 2950. Bot Dornan.

OPENING STATEMENT OF EON. ROBERT K. DORNAN

Mr. DorNAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I wanted 1~ speak to your excellent bill because I have personal
experience. with the old CI bill in flight training. Today is an inter-
esting day to discuss anything that has to do with flight because
only 40 years ago today a now-famous American, then an obscure
24-year-old Air Force captain with 13 combat victories over Europe,
Chuck Yeager, grandson of the great State cf West Virginia, broke
the sound barrier. It was 40 years ago today.

When I broke the sound barrier in 1956, just 9 years later, there
were several thousand young men in the Navy, Marine Corps, and
Air Force doing it every day in routine. I flew in the Air Force for
3 years. I can't think of a better job in peacetime than flying jet
fighters in any one of our military services.

But I gave 1t up to oxit for 'Fglitics and the private s -:ur and left
the military with five kids. Then I found myself driving a Yellow
Cab, sitting in the line at L.A. International Airport, wondering if
the grivate sector was all it was cracked up to be.

I had all these Siht skills, even a jet rating, commercial rating.
But I needed the GI bill to get a helicopter rating. And then it cost
$75 an hour. Now it's thrze or four times that. When I learned to
fly at 16, it was $5 an hour and $3 for the instructor. I soloed in
1950 at a total cost of $76. Well, that was one hour of helicopter
glme when I was out of the military, and now it's just a fraction of

at.

So your bill is eminently fair the way it is written. It is very ex-
pensive to even pay a ?uarter of this training. It is structured so
that it isn’t something frivolous. It's something that people will be
very professional and career-minded about.

en I got that helicopter rating, it opened up the o%portunity
to fly with police departments and to fly as a traffic watch reporter
in helicopters. Helicopters were just coming onbeard then in our
major markets, and it is a tremendous career field opportunity that
opens up to our young n. n and women who maybe serviced heli-
copters in the Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, or Army for years
and always wanted to fly. And having given some of those best
years of their life to come out and hav: this opportunity added to
the GI bill through your bill I think is eminently fair, and I think

12
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it’s something that I hope every member will endorse unanimously.
You worked out the arithmetic beautifully, and it’s just something
that I know veterans would be most grateful to you and to senior
gatnlx)xixlalittee chairman, Mr. Montgomery, for adding to this superb

Just a final thought on the GI bill. I don’t know a committee in
this House thac affects people’s lives more positively than this com-
mittee with this excellent type of legislation. It tukes those young
men and women who give years out of their lives to make the
world secure, for the part of the world that’s free, secure for all the
rest of us. I was just verﬂ Yroud to particinate in this, an«. this is
landmark legislation to help these good kids across this country
that wear the uniform of our great Nation.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Dornan, we are aware of your requirement that
you leave us later for the Foreign Relations Committee markup.
123515t0we certainly do appreciate your interest and support for H.R.

Our colleague, Mr. Evans, a member of this subcommittee and
also the chairman of the Subcommittee on Oversight and Investiga-
tions.

Mr. Evans?

Mr. Evans. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will forego an
opening statement, in the interest of time.

Mr. Dowpy. All right.

Our colleague from Massachusetts, our friend Joe Kennedy.

Mr. KennEDy. Mr. Chairman, as someone who went along on a
trip with Chairman Montgomery and Mr. Jontz, I just am delight-
ed to see that Mr. Jontz is taking the initiative to come up with
some of the provisions that will deal with some of the problems
that we found in the implementation of the Montgomery bill. Ijﬁst
igok tf(;orward to hearing the testimony from Mr. Johnson and Mr.

unter.

Mr. Dowby. All right. Thank you very much.

Our first witness this morning is our colleague, Congressman
Tim Johnson from South Dakota. As we have stated, Mr. Johnson
is a member of the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs and is a very
valued member of that committee.

Tim, it’s a pleasure for us to have you be with us today, and we
would like for you to begin.

STATEMENT OF HON. TIM JOHNSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

Mr. JounsoN. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
I want to thank you for the opportunity to ap;I)ear before you today
to discuss amendments to the Montgomery GI Bill. I want to com-
mend you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing.

The Montgomery GI Bill as signed into law this year, and our
chairman of the full committee obviously is to be congratulated for
his unceasing work in support of the men and women who make
up our armed services. The Montgomeléy GI Bill is one of the best
investments in the future the Federal Government has ever made.
I am immensely proud as a new member of this committee, a new
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Member of Congress, to have the opportunity to serve on the full
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs at the time of the passage of the
Montgomery GI Bill. Countless veterans have used the GI bill to
get their education, and we are here to make sure all military per-
sonnel in the future receive the same fair treatment and benefits.

I have sponsored a bill, H.R. 3464, which would address two spe-
cific areas. The first has been suggested by the people the program
is intended to benefit, the military personnel. It is also being ad-
dressed by other members of this committee. The provision would
allow servicemen and women to have smaller amounts deducted
from their pay for a longer period of time. As you can understand,

. Chairman, this would ease the burden on the individual with-
out reducing the overall amount paid into the educational fund and
make the GI bill even a greater benefit to our service men and
women.

The second area addressed is that of education benefits of mem-
bers of the Selected Reserve Forces. My bill would allow any
member of the Selected Reserve to use the GI bill the same way
veterans under Title 38 can. Currently, members of the Reserve
cannot use the Montgomery GI Bill to attend vocational or techni-
cal school. Many of these recruits join the Reserves specifically to
take advantage of the excellent technical education they receive.
They are unfortunately prohibited from using the Montgomery GI
Bill to continue that technical training at vocational schools. This
adjustment would simply put them on equal footing with other vet-
erans and military personnel, ensuring consistency in administra-
tion of the education program and fairness in treatment of all mili-
tary personnel.

Since most of these Reserve Forces would opt for vocational
training instead of college and since they are part-time personnel,
the amount of an individual’s entitlement would be reduced.

The same section was adopted last year as an amendment to
H.R. 3747 by Mr. Daschle, the former chairman of this subcommit-
tee. That bill was marked up out of the subcommittee and subse-
quently by the full committee.

I would respectfully request, Mr. Chairman, that you give the
same consideration to these members of the Selected Reserve as is
given to other patriotic servicemen and women.

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for giving me this opportunity
to appear before you and the subcommittee. I congratulate you
again for holding this hearing on these needed amendments, and I
hope we can act soon to put all military personnel on an equal foot-
ing regarding educational benefits. Thank you.

[él‘]he prepared statement of Congressman Johnson appears on p.

Mr. Dowpy. Tim, thank you very much for your testimony this
morning. I want to make a commitment to you that in the coming
weeks, as we begin to work with the proposals that have been ad-
vanced by you and the other members, you and I will sit down and
discuss them at great length.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Thank you, Wayne. I will be brief, but I would
like to corament on the Jim Jontz bill, H.R. 8208, and also the Tim
Johnson bill, H.R. 8464.

Q
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On Jim Jontz’s bill, I would like to point out a comment that he
made that he went out in the field and Joe Kennedy was also on
that trip. I think this is one piece of legislation that a great majori-
ty of the members understand and like to work on it. A lot of times
we find legislation up here that members don’t get involved. A
number of Members of Congress, as Bob Dornan said, were educat-
ed under the GI bill, so also they understand it. You have taken
field trips, and you've gone out and you’ve seen it in action. We've
seen it implomented for the young men and women in the service.

So that’s the strong point, Mr. Chairman, that Members of Con-
gress have a definite interest in the GI bill and the main interest is
improving it so that it will help all Americans. I am glad you point-
ed that out, Jim.

Just one other area, on the transferability to a member of the
family or to the spouse-if they earn these education benefits after
staying a certain length of time in the service. That was in the bill
years ago when we first started on this track of coming up with
peacetime GI educational “enefits. I think, Mr. Chairman, we need
to know what the costs would be for transferability and take a
good, hard look at it and consider it at a later date. It certainly has
merit to it.

To Tim Johnson, on his legislation, quite frankly, I don’t know
how the technical and vocational schooling was left out. It was a
major piece of legislation. It was passed in a conference between
the Senate and the House. It was the last major legislative stum-
bling block before we could come up with a conference agreement.
It was jointly referred to the Armed Services Committee, and at 2
o’clock in the morning we had some problems. And I see some of
the ple grinning out in the audience; they were right there
watching it.

I am really surprised that a lot more areas were not left out be-
cause it is such major legislation, and that’s why we need hearings
on it. I think that others—I know General Weber of the National
Guard will testify regarding the fact to why that a reservists
cannot use his or her GI bill benefits to get a master’s degree and
Ph.D. degrees but you can get it under the peacetime GI bill for the
Active Forces.

So you make a good point, and I hope, Mr. Chairman, we can
follow up on those areas. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Jontz?

Mr. JonTz. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Evans?

Mr. Evans. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

: Mr. g)owny. Mr. Kennedy, any questions or ccmments to our col-
eague:

Mr. KenNEDY. None, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dowpy. Tom Ridge, I'm sorry I didn’t see you come in. Any
questions or comments?

Mr. RipGe. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dowpy. All right. Thank you very much, Mr. Johnson, for
your testimony this morning. .

Next we will hear from a panel of recruiters, one from each
branch of service. It is our view that recruiters play a very impor-
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tant role in the success we have experienced with the Montgomery
G{i Baiﬂ. I think it would be helpful for us to hear from these indi-
viduals.

If you would stand as I call your name and then come to the wit-
ness table as you are introduced, please.

The recruiters joining us today are: 1st Sgt. Cheryl Carmine, U.S.
Army; M. CPO. Homer Johnson, representing the U.S. Navy, and
whose mother happens to be a very dear friend of mine; T. Sgt.
Milton Graham, U.S. Air Force; M. Sgt. Calvin Couch, representing
the U.S. Marine Corps; and CPO Joseph Lombardo, from the U.S.
Coast Guard.

Since you were not requested to submit for the record written
testimony, I would appreciate it if each of you would identify your-
selves—please be seated first—and then briefly describe your cur-
rent duties, with special emphasis on what impact the Montgomery
GI Bili has had on your work, and any comments you wish to
make, speaking individually, regarding the program.

STATEMENT OF 1ST SGT. CHERYL L. CARMINE, NEW HAVEN
RECRUITING COMPANY, U.S. ARMY

Sergeant CARMINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It’s a pleasure for
me to be here today.

I wiil have to speak of my previous job, since I have only been in
my present position for 60 days, first sergeant of a recruiting com-
pany. Prior to that, I was a station commander in Bridgeport, CT,
where I had a four-man recruiting station. In fiscal year 1986 my
recruiters were able to sell, with the GI bill and the Army College
Fund, over $465,000 in education benefits to members of the
Bridgeport, CT, area.

The GI bill has been very instrumental in my success and that of
my cecruiters. I use the GI bill every day when I talk tc a young
man or a young lady and tell them how it will help them. It afford-
ed me the opportunity to acquire the highest incentive there is in
Army recruiting, the recruiter ring. I attribute my success to the
GI bill and the Army’s educational programs that are available to
young men and women today.

STATEMENT OF M. CPO HOMER A. JOHNSON, FORCE MASTER
CHIEF FOR RECRUITING COMMAND, U.S. NAVY

Master Chief JounsoN. Mr. Chairman, I am Master Chief John-
son, and I am the Force Master Chief of the Navy Recruiting Com-
mand, headquartered in Washington, D.C. I have 12 years’ experi-
ence in the recruiting business, and I have gone from field recruit-
er all the way up to senior enlisted juus in recruiting.

hMr. Dowby. I need you to get just a little bit closer to the micro-
phone.

Master Chief JounsoN. I spend about 75 percent of my time in
the field visiting recruiters, talking with them about the things
that help them do their jobs better. The Montgomery GI Bill is
always one of the things that the Navy recruiter feels is very im-
portant in their ability to sell the Navy and its’ benefits.

Concerning the proposed changes to the Montgomery GI Bill, the
one that I think is the most important to the Navy recruiter is the
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reduced pay reduction over a long period of time. I think that the
young married man or woman comin% into the service supporting a
family is not able to sacrifice that $100 a month up front. If they
had an option to take less of a reduction, then that would certainly
benefit their contributions to the Montgomery GI Bill.

Mr. Dowby. Sergeant?

STATEMENT OF T. SGT. MILTON GRAHAM, 3535TH RECRUITING
SQUADRON, U.S. AIR FORCE

Sergeant GrRAHAM. I would like to thank you, Mr. Chairman,
members of the committee, for allowing me this opportunity to
speak on behalf of the Montgomery GI Bill. I am an Alexandria,

irginia recruiter. I am a ronprior service recruiter. I recruit
active-duty, and I have been recruiting for 2 years now.

The Montgomery GI Bill is, I believe, one of the most important
reasons why an applicant comes into the Air Force, if I had to spe-
cifically state one particular reason. The impact of the GI bill on
my success as a recruiter in getting the type of people that we're
looking for in the Air Force has been outstanding.

One of the proposed changes, as the chief petty officer said, was
that the monthly contribution be reduced. That is also one of my
beliefs. The current salary of a person entering the Air Force in

ade E-1 is about $608 per month. Bear in mind, you take out
%Ioo out of that, that leaves $500 a month for them to live off, di-
vided by two—they get paid twice a month in the Air Force—that’s
$250 a payday you're talking about.

I have a 90 percent sell rate of the GI bill. Nine out of ten people
that I enlist into the Air Force select the GI bill because I place a
lot of emphasis on the Montgomery GI Bill. I believe if we reduce
the amount and extend it over a greater period, I can achieve and
the Air Force can achieve even a greater success rate. The Air
Force’s current success rate is 68 percent last month, and I believe
I can get up to 100 percent if we reduced the amount. I thank you
very much.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you.

Sergeant Couch?

STATEMENT OF M. SGT. CALVIN L. COUCH, ENLISTED
RECRUITING BRANCH, U.S. MARINE CORPS

Sergeant CoucH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Master
Sergeant Couch. I am with the Marine Corps, and I am a career
recruiter. I have been on recruiting duty since 1974. I have had the
opportunity of talking to numerous young men and women, and I
had two tours up in Hartford, CT, as what we call a canvasser re-
cruiter. My job now is working at the Navy Annex as instructor
analyst, career recruiter, and I go out and inspect a lot of stations.
About 75 percent of my time is spent talking to the bag-carrying
recruiter, we call them, the canvassing recruiter, at the local re-
cruiting station.

Now, s far as the Marine Corps and the Montgomery GI Bill,
sir, we do not per se sell the GI bill. We utilize it as a benefit for
the individual once he joins the Marine Corps. We try to sell the
Marine Corps first. If he is qualified, or her if she’s qualified, for a
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particular program, then we will enlist them in that particular pro-

gram.

The GI bill, we utilize it as a benefit to them, their right. We try
to move it, tell them what’s there for them, and we leave it up to
them. We have numerous collateral materials that we utilize at the
stations as far as our advertising. We have numerous collateral
material that we give them at local recruiting stations, and also we
teach the recruiters from day one right out of recruiter school per-
taining to the GI bill.

So as far as the benefits of the GI bill, yes, we utilize it. And as
far as selling it initially, no, we try to get them to enlist in the
Marine Corps first and then we tell them about the GI bill. Thank
you.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF CPO JOSEPH LOMBARDO, U.S. COAST GUARD

Chief LomBArDO. Mr. Chairman, I am Chief Petty Officer Lom-
Ilz?Hrdo, and I am in charge of the recruiting office in Portsmouth,

We use the GI bill as part of our overall package when somebody
comes in to discuss an enlistment in the Coast Guard. We find that
people coming to us have usually talked to other recruiters,
checked out the benefits in the other services, and look at the
Coast Guard as one of their alternatives. We begin primarily by
selling the missions of the Ccast Guard, and then discuss benefits
from there. The recruiters feel fairly comfortable in their knowl-
edge of the bill so that they can explain it as part of the package.

We find most people coming in already know about it, and they
are looking to us as one of the alternatives. It is an important part
of our benefit packages, because if we didn’t have this bill, it would
be very, very difficult for us to compete with the other services and
bring in the type of people that we need.

Mr. Dowpy. I thank all of you. I have only one question or com-
ment. We have had 4an opportunity several weeks to go again to
some basic training sites, the Marine installation in San Diego, the
Navy installation in San Diego, and we have beer: to Army and Air
Ferce training bases, as well.

It is my opinion that the young man or woman, when they get to
basic training wherever they are assigned, are nervous about basic
training and don’t know what to expect. Accordingly, this is a bad
time and a bad place for that young man or woman to have to
make a decision of this type.

I would hope that the recruiters with whom they have been deal-
ing back in their hometown have had an opportunity back in more
comfortable circumstances, when they’re less nervous and so forth,
to sit down and talk at great length about the Montgomery GI Bill
with these young men and women who will be later going on to
basic training.

I would hope that our procedures are such that the young person
and, if he or she is married, their spouse, and their parents have
been thoroughly briefed on the Montgomery GI Bill. And I would
hope that, without exception, they would kr~w what decision they
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:vil! make regarding the GI bill before they leave to go to basic
raining.

Now, do you think that that’s possible, that we have notified and
informed the future recruit that well about the Montgomery GI
Bill? And what types of materials are beinﬁ provided by the serv-
ices to the recruiters in the field so that they can discuss this at
great length and deal effectively with the GI bill with the recruit
E:tge he or she goes to basic training? I would ask you to respond

at.

Sergeant CARMINE. Yes, sir. First Sergeant Carmine. In the
Army, we have money fo produce Recruiting Publicity items
(RPI's), and I have a few of them with me today. The young re-
cruiter carries an Army recruiting pocketbook here with him at all
times, in which the GI bill and the Army college fund are ex-

lained in detail. It shows the young man or woman what they
ave to do, how they enroll, what is expected of them and what
they get out of it.

e also have another pamphlet that has the GI bill here. The
Recruiting Command—has put together a sales book for the young
recruiter coming straight out of school. Within the sales book, it
shows him how to explain in detail the GI bill.

We also have the JOIN system, (joint optical information net-
work). It’s a laser disc video compu'er that the young recruiter is
able to use to sell the Army. The GI bill is expressed and covered
in detail in that system.

We in the Army use the GI bill as a major selling attraction. It
has assisted us in getting the quality soldier that we have today. I
gersonally feel that the Army is stronger, more motivated, and

efinitely more educated due to the GI bill and our selling of it.

Master Chief Jounson. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Master Chief-John-
son. We do not sell the Navy or the GI bill ug front by itself. We do
business kind of like the Marine Corps and the Coast Guard, in
that we sell the Navy and its’ benefits. We train our recruiters to
find an individual’s dominant buying motive, and that is really
what we sell the individual, the things that they are looking for
from the Navy.

Now, we have followed up on some things, which were a little
slo%p{ in the beginning, in getting our recruiters onboard with the
GI bill, how to sell it and how to use it to help them better prepare
the individual to make the decision at recruit training on whether
to participate or not.

Let me mention some of the things we’ve started in the last year.
Our commanding officers of every recruiting district send a person-
al letter to the individual at home after they join the Navy, ex-
plaining the GI bill in full detail. They encourage the new recruit
to show it to their family, their mom and dad, their school counsel-
ors, and to get their advice on the benefits and whether they
should participate. We also just recently sent out a policy-gram re-
quiring everf/ recruiter to explain in detail the individual benefits
of the GI bill and have the recruit sign a statement. This statement
becomes a part of their residual record, stating that they under-
stand those benefits. We feel that by doing this, they will be better
prepared once they arrive at the RTC to make an informed deci-
sion.
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[The material referred to appears on p. 205.]

Mr. Dowpy. Sergeant?

Sergeant GrAHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Speaking for
myself on behalf of the Air Force, I entered recruiting school at a
very good time. I graduated from recruiting school in July of
1985—at that time we were going right into the present program
that we now have with the Montgomery GI Bill. So I was taught
the new way to sell the GI bill.

I have used the GI kill basically to talk to everyone. We have
several letters that we send out to parents and guardians of the ap-
plicants 2 weeks before they go to active duty, a letter issued from
the commander of recruiting service.

Simply stated, 2 weeks prior to foing to active duty we send a
letter to the parents and the guardians, making sure that the ap-
plicant knows what the GI bill is and the benefits that they can
use from it, which I feel are very important.

Secondly, we have a question-and-answer sheet that we give out
that contains 15 questions and answers about the GI bill.

[The material referred to appears on p. 208.]

Most of the people that I talk to I believe are very, very well
briefed on the Montgomery GI Bill, and without the GI bill we
would not be as successful as we are.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you.

Sergeant?

Sergeant CoucH. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman.

We went at it a little bit differently. We started out with a
poster, and it publicizes the New GI Bill. Also, along with the
poster we came out with a handout as far as the GI bill and the
Marines red stripe. Then all educational pamphlets at age 19, and
also the Reserve pamphlet we came out with the GI bill in place.
Each one of the recruiters have what we call a product-knowledge
book at their local station. Each recruiter has one. We also give
them a page with the New GI Bill and all the benefits that are
available for them so that they can notify any individual that they
talk to about the GI bill, about the educational benefits and so
forth. Thank you.

Chief LomBaRDO. Mr. Chairman, as I noted earlier, we first begin
a discussion with the roles and mission of the Coast Guard. Then
we provide the specifics on the benefits available to them, and we
go into detail about the GI bill and how it -an affect them after
their time in the Coast Guard and what a benefit it is overall.

We use literature like the Air Force uses, and we also have infor-
mation we receive from the Veterans’ Administration which we
use to outline more of the program. Some of our offices have VA
offices close by, so if there is a problem they can’t handle or a ques-
tion they can’t handle, then they bring it right to the VA. The
question is usually tak2n care of.

The problem we find is that we can explain the program to a
person when they’re in our office, which is a very comfortable envi-
ronment for the person. They can understand what we're saying.
The same is true for parents. The parents can understand what
we're saying because they’re in their own environment, usually in
the home.
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What we're finding is when a person gets down to recruit train-
ing, they have to make a decision about this bill in those first 2
weeks, and that’s very difficult for them to do because they're
under an awful lot of pressure at that time.

What we have told them at the recruiting office in a comfortable
situation is usually forgotten. They find it very difficult to go
ahead and remember everything we explained to them about the
GI bill and then try to make a decision right then as to whether or
not they should use it.

Many times we have applicants that will come in with their
wives or women that will come with their husbands, and they may
understand all of the provisions of the GI bill there, but when they
get down to recruit training they have to make this decision, and
sometimes they will opt not to go ahead and select the bill because
of the amount of money that is taken out of their check for it. That
is really a decision that should be made between both people, both
the husband and wife, because it's a decision that will impact on
their future. .

So no matter how much we explain the bill in the beginning, we
still have to do something about the other end of it because when
they’re under that pressure situation, they really need to have
some time to really make the right decision.

Mr. Dowpy. All right. Thank you very much, Chief.

Thank you all of you.

Without objection, I would like the different pieces of materials
that each of you have brought. I would like that material for the
permanent committee files. Afterwards, would you please give that
to the reporter?

[Retained in committee files.]

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me point out that the distinguished noncommissioned officers
here today are the key to the success of the GI bill, that the re-
cruiter is the one that really sells the program. If he or she doesn’t
know the program fully and doesn’t bring it up to that potential
recruit, then the program doesn’t work. We have found, in going
around, that in some of the reports we made by going out an
going to recruiting stations before we go to the basic camps where
they hove to sign up or not sign up, we found that in some cases
that the recruiter did not pass on to the family, to that potential
recruit that the GI education benefits were available.

Are you having that problem now? Do most of your recruiters
coming under you, do they have to bring up the GI bill? We will
just go down the line and you can give me an answer on that ques-
tion.

Sergeant CARMINE. Well, sir, as addressed earlier, most young
men and women today are college-bcund for one reason or another.
I would say an average of 85 percent of them want to go to college.
And at that time, if that individual expresses that need as the ser-
geant over here addressed, that it was his dominant buying motive,
we go into great detail and we sit there and describe the GI bill in
detail to him, what it can do for him, and how they utilize it.

I agree with the chief down here. I think that the problem that
we’re actually having is that when that young individual gets to
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the reception station, because of the culture shock, the psychologi-
cal things e is going through, he is not thinking about any GI bill
at that time. You know, he’s just thinking about, where am I, why
did I do this. I think that we need to make the GI bill, if that is the
dominant buying motive: to join a brunch of the service, I personal-
ly feel that right then that should become part of his enlistment
packet. When he gets to the reception station he has already made
that major decision in his life and he doesn’t have to worry about
it. It’s been described to him, it’s been explained to him, we've told
him what it means to him, and if he says yes, I want the GI bill,
then let’s go ahead right then, take two pieces of paper, fill it out,
gilﬁi ensure the young man or young woman is enrolled in the GI

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Well, thank you.

Before recognizing the chief, let me say the way the legislation
was drawn up, the way Congress drew it up, they wanted these
young Americans to have the :Jpﬁortumty to get an education. It’s
the law now that the individual has to sign out from under the GI
bill, he doesn’t have to sign up for it. I certainly appreciate your
selling the services first. I can understand that.

But the Congress wants to stress that they think for the survival
of this Nation, that these young men and women have got to get an
education somewhere down the line, and we’re just telling them to
do it, and if you don’t want to do it and you hzve some certain rea-
sons that you don’t want to do it, then you have to sign out from
under the program and we understand it.

But I want to stress that the Congress drew up the legislation
where they want you to get an education and earn these funds, and
if you don’t, then you have to sign out. But if you don’t sign out
from under it, you're included in the program.

Chief Johnson.

Master Chief JoHNSON. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. It is Navy Re-
cruiting Command’s policy that all recruiters discuss the GI bill
with every apﬁlicant whether they join or not. And upon process-
ing in, again there is a policy in effect that requires every recruiter
to go over certain aspects ofy the Montgomery GI Bill exglaining it
thoroughly. Upon completion of that process, the individual appli-
cant and the recruiter must sign that statement, and it becomes a
permanent part of their record.

Again, that makes the headquarters more confident that the re-
cruiter in fact is giving the information {0 the applicant. I guess
there is no way, other than doing something like that, to ever be
assured that it takes place in every case. But we feel pretty confi-
dent that this will fix any problem. .

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Sergeant Graham.

Sergeant GraHAM. Yes, Mr. Montgomery. I explained to you
some of the literature that the Air Force hands out and sends ‘out
to applicants that join the Air Force. We currently also have a
video disk, a laser disk, which I believe is an important tool, that
we use that explains the GI bill, which they can actually look at,
and if they see it rather than just read about ii—because appli-
cants have a tendency just to look at a piece of paper and place it
to the side, but if they get to actually look and the GI bill is ex-
plained, it creates a firm impression in their mind.
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But, just like the sergeant was saying, once they are in basic
training, they can forget a lot of these thinis because of the
trauma of basic training. The Air Force would like to extend it out
to 30 days so that they can make the decision at a more prudent
time, at a time where they are well along in basic training and
thefre back to a regular life style, so to speak. They can make a
more firm decision at that particular time. So we would like to see
it changed from 14 days basically to 30 days.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. All right. k you.

Sergeant CoucH. Mr. Montgomery, would you mind repeating
your question, sir? I am sitting here thinking, and I was under the
impression that your question was as far as the training that the
recruiters get or receive and as far as the information is passed on
to the nts. Was that your question, sir?

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Well, my question was this: We went out in
the field and found in talking to some recruits, as Sergeant
Graham said, they may have taken the paper and put it on the
side, but they said their recruiter did not tell them about the GI
bill before they came to basic camp.

Sergeant CoucH. Well, as far as the Marine Corps is concerned,
we ztart teaching our recruiters at recruiter school, but we also
have quarterly training hours that we teach them once a quarter
and we go over this type of training on what benefite or any new
benefits or updates on the benefits. And we ask our recruiters to
express that to the new recruits or the prospects that they talk to
on 4 daily basis. Also, alon% with the package that’s to be filled out,
they should go over the GI bili in full detail. That’s why we have
the product knowledge book. We require them to go through the

roduct ck;lowledge book when they’re selling the prospect for the
arine Corps.

Chief LoMBARDO. Mr. Montgomery, we have a regular checkoff
list that we use when we process an applicant. The things that we
discuss with a Yerson when we go through that include discussion
of the GI bill. It's one of our benefits, and we feel it’s important
that we go shead and dizcuss it.

As far as training for the recruitars goes, I came on recruitin
before the bill came into effect, so I had to raceive training throug
VA literature. Recruiters coming in the field with the Coast Guard
now do receive training about the bill. They are told that it is a
very good selling tool and that they should go ahead and stress it
to the applicant that comes into the office. )

Mr. MonTGOMERY. Thank l);ou. I knew my time has expired, but
the chairman said I could ask one more question. My question is—
and we better get this on the record—that you also handle for the
Reserves some of the recruiting. If that is correct, then tell us
briefly what each service does as far as signing up persons in the
Reserves and how do you implement the GI bill when recruiting
for the Reserves?

Sergeant CARMINE. Yes, sir. We do have the GI bill for the Army
Reserve, and we basically sell it the same way. If it’s a thing that
the young man or young lady expresses, then we go ahead and de-
scribe it to them in detail.

Now, you have to take on an individual basis where you’re re-
cruiting, and when recruiting up in the State of Connecticut, about
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85 to 99 percent of all young men and women are college-bound.
This has been drilled into their head at a very young age. So we do
basically sell the GI bill for the Army Reserve and the Regular
Army on a daily basis. All recruiters at the basic recruiting school
at Fort Benjamin Harrison Indiana are taught about the program
on both sides of the house and they are well versed with it. When
they come to the field, we have to give them a little additional
training and we give them these professional sales tools to assist
them in selling both programs on both sides.

Mr. MoNnTGoMERY. Of course, as you know, they don’t have to put
up the $100 a month.

Sergeant CARMINE. Yes, sir.

Mltrh MontcoMERY. They're eligible, all eligible for the $140 a
month.

I am told that in the Army Reserve, that 95 percent of the Army
Reserve is now high school graduates and a high percentage are
going to college under the GI bill, but I am also told that your re-
cruitment figures are down. Are you holding your strength levels,
or is that out of your area?

Sergeant CARMINE. Weli, it’s kind out of my ¢xpertise but, I can
say that I have seven Army Reserve recruiters and the Reserve
units in my assigned area, are down in strength. As a matter of
fact, I just sPent last weekend, at a drill discussing how we were

oing to build that strength. In my area the Reserve strength is
own.

¥r. MoNTGOMERY. All ri%[ht. Thank you.

1laster Chief Jounson. Mr. Chairman, we do not handle Navy
Reserve programs. The only Navy Reserve programs we sell are
the ones where they serve at least 2 years on active duty which
qu:lt;ﬁes them for the same benefits as their regular Navy counter-
parts.

Mr. MonTcOMERY. Who has the Navy Reserve figures?

Master Chief JoHNsSON. We have a Naval Reserve Recruiting
Command. They are a special entity and they do their own busi-
ness.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Okay.

Master Chief JounsoN. I an1 not familiar enough with Navy Re-
serve Programs to answer that question.

Sergeant GRAHAM. Yes, Mr. on%omery. I do not recruit the Re-
serve program for the Air Force. We have specific Air Force Re-
serve recruiters to present the GI bill to Reserve applicants.

Sergeant CoucH. Sir, we handle the Reserves, and we utilize that
as a selling tool for the Reserves because it’s free, and we use that
as, “Hey, enlist in the Marines and it’s free education.” And we
have been doing pretty good with it.

Chief LomBaRDO. Mr. -‘Montgomery, we have a Reserve program
and all Coast Guard recruiters handle Reserves as well as regulars.
We have one program that is geared specifically to students. It's a
split-phase program -where they can go to recruit training one
summer, the following summer they go to a specialty school.

Most of the peo;ﬂ:cwe get are seniors in high school. They come
into the Reserve ause they want to continue on with college
that following September. The problem we are having in that area
is they cannot use the bill until after they complete phase two of
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their training. For some that’s a little bit too late because they
would like to go ahead and use that money right after they gradu-
ate from high school. That is the only problem we're finding with

it.

It's a good tool for the Reserves because most of them come to
the Reserve looking for something to supplement their education or
some financial assistance with their education.

Mr. MontGoMERY. Mr. Chairman, we might look into that point.
I think the way the legislation is drawn up, that the Reserves are
not eligible for 6 months after they have signed up, and some of
them can get through their basic training in 3 months, so then
they have to wait 2 or 3 months before they 're eligible.

So that might be a point that we would look into down the line,
not this year but maybe next year, where you could put the date
back so that as soon as they finish their basic training they might
become eligible—that is, reservists—for these education benefits.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Jontz? .

Mr. JoNTz. Mr. Chiarman, I have no questions.

I do want to thank the witnesses and say that I appreciate your
statements.

I have taken the occasion, Mr. Chairman, to taik to a number of
recruiters in my district at home and have appreciated their
thoughts on this also.

I ap%'gcmte ﬁaur lgein% here today.

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Ridge?

Mr. RipGe. Thank f'ou, Mr. Chairman.

I wanted to embellish and enla ge the compliment that Chair-
man Montgomery ;]mxd to you n.. sommissioned officers as being
primerily responsible for the success of the recruiting program. As
a former staft sergeant, I have always felt that NCO’s are responsi-
ble for the success of the armed services in general.

hier.]
g‘-l?.uﬁxmn. I am sure that is a view shared by many of uc who
had the opportunity and the privilege to serve in that capacity.

I have a couple of quick questions. I would like to know from
your experience whether or not the men and women who seek to
enlist in one of your branches of the service are aware of the GI
bill before they walk in to talk to you? Is it a new program that
you are selling them, or are they aware of all this literature and
all these TV ads and this effort generated by the con ional
intent that was explained by Chairman Montgomery? We want
these young people to know what’s out there. Could you give us
your assessment of whether or not these public relations efforts,
these TV commercials, are successful? Are these recruits knowl-
e(ligeable of the GI bill before they walk in? Just a brief answer,
please.

Serfant CARMINE. Yes, sir. For the most part, when Fple walk

the recruiting station, or we first talk to an applicant, they
have a basic idea of the GI bill. They don’t know how they get it,
how they sign up for it, or what it really does for them, but they
have heard of the GI bill when they come through the door.

Mr. RipGe. Thank you.




Master Chief?

Master Chief JouNsor. I concur with the previcus answer, sir. I
feel that in general they know there are GI bill educational bene-
fits. Whether they know tne specifics about what's available or
whether they have to pay in and contribute or not, I don’t have a
good feel for those details. But I think in general they know
they've got the benefits available.

r. RIDGE. Sergeant Graham? .

Sergeant GRAHAM. Ves, Mr. Ridge. Most of the a plicants, I
woulid say probably nine out of ten know about the GI bill. They
don’t know all of the specifics about it, but once they find out what
they contribute and what we contribute for them, they are more
caﬁ:r to siga up for the GI bill.

r. RipGE. Master Sergeant?

Sergeant CoucH. Yes, sir, I have to concur with what has been
said already. ]

Mr. RinGE. I have to just interrupt briefly, Master Serﬁeant.

Chairman Montgomery took many of us and gave us the opportu-
nity to meet a lot of young men and women at the different
branches of different basic training stations, and I have to tell you
that the one branch of the service where I was absolutely con-
vinced that they were going to ke there whether there was a GI bill
or not was the Marine Corps. The enthusiasm—all the recruits
were enthusiastic, but there was a particular sense that I got after
I left the one station. I have to compliment you on that.

Chief Lombardo?

Chief LomMBARDO. Yes, sir. We are finding that they know about
the GI bill when they come into the office. What they are really
just trying to do is determine which service is more to their liking.

Mr. RiGe. Is there disagreement over—then I would yield bac
the balance of my time—is there any disegreement, based on your
experience, that it would be in the dest inierest of the recruit and
the armed services for us to reduce the level of payment and
stretch it out over a longer period of time? Is there any disagree-
ment with that?

No response.]

r. Ringe. Thank you.
I yield back the balance of my time.
r. Dowpy. Thank you very much.

We want to thank all of you for taking time to come and testify
this morning and to share your knowledge with us. Thank you.

Our next panel consists of individuals from each of the services
who work with the Montgomery GI Bill on a daily basis. They are
the service program managers for this education prtgram.

With us today are: Lt. Col. Al Bemis, with the U.S. Army; Ms.
Judith Korol, representing the Navy; Mr. William Gill, from the
US. Air Force; Maj. Gary Mueller, U.S. Marine Corps; and Ms.
Gayle Cirristiansen, representing the U.S. Coast Guard.

f you would please be seated. We are very pleased that you
could be with us today. We did not ask you to submit written testi-
mony. I would therefore appreciate it if each of you would identify
yourselves in the order in which I called you u]}); describe your job,
and explain your responsibilities relative to the Montgomery G
Bill. Thank you.
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STATEMENT OF LT. COL. AL H. BEMIS, PROGRAM MANAGER FOR
THE MONTGOMERY GI BILL, U.S. ARMY

Colonel Bemis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for inviting us to
appear before you on behalf of the Montgomery GI Bill. I am the
Army program manager for the GI bill, and I work for Lieutenant
General Ono, who is the deputy chief of staff for personnel in head-
quarters, Department of the Army.

My responsibilities cover policy, the budget, the imple mentation,
and overseeing of the operations on a day-to-day basis of the Mont-
gomery GI Bill as it is implemented within the Active Army, the
Army National Guard, and the U.S. Army Reserve. I would say
that for the Army, the GI bill is a dynamite seller. There is no
question that education benefits is the most important reason that
young men and women come into the Army today. For that reason,
we have capitalized on that and made it a significant part of a com-
prehensive package of incentives that we use to enlist young men
and women—quality young men and women—into the Army.

I must report to you that our cumulative percentage since the be-
ginning of the bill is now running at 79 percent and that for the
past 3 months our participation rate is 92 percent. So, as I said, it’s
dynamite within the Army. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF JUDITH KOROL, PROGRAM MANAGER FOR THE
MONTGOMERY GI BILL, U.S. NAVY

Ms. KoroL. Good morning. Thank you very much for this oppor-
tunity to appear here today. I am the principal adviser to the Chief
of Naval Operations on all programs pertaining to federally legis-
lated educational benefits. I am involved in program policy, and
work closely with committee staffers to track pending legislation. I
manage the program, and work very actively with both the active
and the Reserve Forces.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. GILL, JR., CHIEF, EDUCATION
SERVICES, U.S. AIR FORCE

Mr. GiLL. Mr. Chairman, I am William Gill, chief of education
services for the U.S. Air Force. I am responsible for dependent edu-
cation, for the voluntary off-duty education program, including the
tuition assistance program, and the GI bili. I am subbing today for
one of my colleagues, George Karasik, who is the GI bill program
manager. George is on a long-planned vacation in Florida and re-
grets that he can’t be here today.

STATEMENT OF MAJ. GARY E. MUELLER, PROGRAM MANAGER
FOR THE MONTGOMERY GI BILL, U.S. MAZINE CORPS

Major MueLLER. Mr. Chairman, I am Gary Mueller from the
Training Department, Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps. My posi-
tion is full-time education coordinator in the training department,
of which one of the responsibilities is action officer for the Mont-
gomery GI Bill. My job concerning the Montgomery GI Bill consists
Brincipally of being a coordinator, working between various

ranches, ensuring that the implementation and administration of
the program is carried out.

2’1




STATEMENT OF GAYLE CHRISTIANSEN, PROGRAM MANAGER
FOR THE MONTGOMERY GI BILL, U.S: COAST GUARD

Ms. CHRISTIANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I am Gayle Christiansen from
the Training and Education Division at Coast Guard headquarters.
It is a privilege to appear before you today. I am responsible for the
education benefits offered to the Coast Guard military personnel,
and I work for Rear Admiral Matteson in that regard. He will be
testifying before you tomorrow.

My job primarily consists of implementing education benefits, in-
cluding the Montgomery GI Bill, in the Coast Guard for Coast
Guard personnel.

Mr. Dowpy. We thank each of you for those comments.

Mr. Chairman?

Mr. MontcoMERY. Thank you very much, Wayne.

I maybe have a couple of questions, starting with Colonel Bemis.
What is the major change that you think—and I would say we'll
just go down the line—of what could we do to improve the GI bill?

Colonel BEmis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I believe there are five
changes that need to be made to the Montgomery GI Bill. The first
is to change the reduction in pay from its current $100 a month for
12 months to a lesser amount. I believe that amount should be $60
for 20 months, vice other suggestions of $50 for 24 months—and if 1
may explain, it's because the Army is the primary driver of that
dollar amount.

As you well know, in the GI bill an individual who enlists for 2
years may get out with a convenience-of-the-Government discharge
as early as 20 months and still vest full benefits. By changing the
reduction to $60 for 20 months, that assures that we make the full
$1,200 pay reduction. If it were $50 for 24 months, we would prob-
ably miss a couple of months in many cases.

The second change that I would recommend, would be to provide
relief or benefit to some early-discharge people who now are not el-
igible for benefits. There are four categories of people that I would
include. One is individuals who are released early to attend ROTC,
some of them with a scholarship, some without—the vast majority
without.

A second area of early discharges would be people that we sepa-
rate due to a reduction-in-force, through no fault of their own.

The third category would be medlcal discharges without a dis-
ability. Primarily, two types. One is those who we find after they
have joined the Army that they did not really meet the procure-
ment standards (ie. medical standards), and therefore we have to
release them. The second is where we find that they have some
kind of a physical condition or disability v.hich doesn’t meet those
standards but it existed prior to their enlistment. Neither of those
are discharged now with a disability; they are just a straight medi-
cal discharge.

The last category of early releases would be sole surviving sons
or daughters. As you know, we have never retained any individual -
who is the last of the line of the family within the military, and we
offer them that option to get out. I believe that we should provide
them benefits also.
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The third change that I would recommend would be to change
the benefit payments so that you provide 1 month’s benefits for
each month served. This would eliminate a couple of inequities.
One woull be an individual who now gets out on a convenience-of-
the-Government discharge early and gets the full 36 months of ben-
efits; but an individual who gets out with a hardship or a disability
at that same point in time only gets benefits for the number of
months that he has served on active duty. This seems inequitable,
and we ought to provide 1 month for 1 month.

A second example is that of an individual who is in what we call
the two-by-four progam—2 years of active duty, 4 years’ Selected
Reserve—and then later is separated during their Selected Reserve
time. The individual who gets out because of a hardship or disabil-
ity gets 1 month for each month of active duty and 1 month for
each 4 months of Selected Reserve. The individual who is separated
from the Selected Reserve for unsatisfactory participation reverts
back to a straight 2-year GI bill eligible person and gets 36 months,
though at the lower rate of $250.

There are two changes that I believe should be made on the Re-
serve component side. The first one is to provide for the Reserve
component people using the Montgomery GI Bill the same broad
spectrum of programs that the active component people are eligible
for. Let them use it for vo-tech, let them use it for OJT, apprentice-
ship, and let them use it for graduate degrees.

e last change that I would recommend is eliminating the 180-
day requirement to be in the Selected Reserve. There is already a
requirement for those individuals to complete their initial active
duty for training. In some cases this is before 180 days; in many
cases it is after the 180 days, depending on the length of training.
This seems to be a redundant requirement to have both of them
there. As a result, it causes us—and granted, it’s an administrative
burden, but it’s an administrative burden both for the reservist and
guardsman and for the service to keep track of both in determining
el%}i)ility. Thank you.

. N{l%x;m];ommy. Mr. Chairman, Al took up all my time.

ughter.

. MoNTGOMERY. But I was just handed a note here that this is
his 20th wedding anniversary. His wife is with him also today, so I
think that makes it all right.

ughter.]

. KoroL. Do I still have time to speak?

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Please.

Ms. KoroL. Based on my experiences of dealing with this pro-
gram on a day-to-day basis and receiving the phone calls from
people in the fleet, the number one complaint that I hear is that
the amount of %ay reduction of $100 a month really is ico much.

One of the other areas that I am personally concerned about is
when the individual is not able, for a dperfectly legitimate reason, to
complete the full enlistment, but is discharged honorably. At that
point, if it’s not hardship or service-connected disability, the indi-
vidual loses all benefits and also doesn’t have anything to show for
the money he did put into the program.

Based on the Navy experience when we first implemen o4 this
program in July of 1985, we had an 18 percent participation rate
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and frankly didn’t do very well. There were a large number of
people who decided to disenroll from the program because they
probably had never heard about it from their recruiter, and when
they got to the recruit training commands, they weren’t given a
proper presentation on the program. And so they decided to disen-
roll. In the first year or so, I received a large number of phone calls
and also congressional inquiries where individuals regretted their
decision to disenroll.

So the 60-day window, which would allow people who had disen-
rolled back at the beginning of this program, when we did a less
than superior job of implementing it, would give them the opportu-
nity to get back into the program.

On the Selected Reserve side, we are interested in expanding the
programs of education to the same programs that are included for
those individuals on the active-duty side with the exception of
courses beyond the baccalaureate degrec.

Looking at the purposes of the Selected Reserve GI bill, those
being to recruit and retain people into the Selected Reserve, we
find that we have no problems whatsoever in recruiting or retain-
ing officers in our Reserve Force and this is primarily who this pro-
vision would affect. The cost of expanding the program beyond the
baccalaureate degree, which we have estimated at approximately
$5 million a year, could be put towards other programs.

Therefore, we would not support benefits for courses beyond the
baccalaureate degree under the Selected Reserve portion.

One other thing that I hear from recruits when they first report -
for active duty and are given the brief at the recruit training com-
mands is that—and this is just from their first impression of the
program—the $300 a month probably isn’t enough. They're not
looking at it in today’s dollars. Even today if you look at the rising
cost of tuition, $300 may not be enough. T‘]"ney are looking at it 5 or
6 years down the line. So that may be something to consider, such
as under the Vietnam-era GI bill where there were actual c¢sst-of-
%)ivipg-type increases that were given on an annual or biannual

asis.

Thank you.

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Gill? .

Mr. GiLL. Mr. Chairman, the Air Force would recommend five
changes: (1) The single pay schedule of the $60 times 20 months; (2)
the 1 month of training for 1 month of honorable service; (3) allow
the 30 days to disenroll that is in both H.R. 3208 and H.R. 3180; (4)
would be the death benefit or the total disability benefit that is in
H.R. 3280; and, (5) the chapter 106, I agree with Colonel Bemis
with regard to the same program opportunities as is in chapter 30,
recommend dropping the 180 days down to completion of basic
training or initial training; and then remove the one-half time be-
cause right now that is a barrier to the part-time fully-employed
reservist.

I am proud to announce to you that, as Sergeant Graham alluded
to in his testimony, that the Air Force—I think the last time Gen-
eral Hickey testified to you, we had about 44 percent participation
rate, last month it was ur to 68.5. So we have already made a
number of changes in the Air Force.

30
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Major MUELLER. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to reemphasize
a couple of points made by Colonel Bemis and the other members
of the panel regarding the Marine Corps. In the day-to-day imple-
mentation of the program, I generally support roviding 1 month
of benefits for each month served. When we’re talking about people
that had disabilities that were noted and waived at entrance into
the service and then were medically released, we find that there is
a problem. I feel that they should draw some educational benefits
instead of forfeiting the money they have contributed.

Also, concerning the $60 a month for 20 months issue, I favor
stretching it out. The Marine Corps sup?orts this position and in
my personal oginion, I feel that it will help get more people to join
the program than already have. Presently in the Marine Corps we
are getting around a 75 percent enrollment rate without using any
of the kickers or other devices to solicit increased enrollment.

We also find that if a $50 a month for 24 months program would
be acceptable since we do not have any 2-year enlistments.

Another thing I would just like to reemphasize again is that we
would be interested in looking at adding voc. tional school and :]p-
prenticeship programs to chapter 106 along with a less-than-half-
time enrollments in the program. Waiving the 180-day rule while
having the program begin after completion of boot camp would also
be beneficial. Thank you, sir.

Ms. CHRISTIANSEN. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Montgomery, there
are three things that I would like to see changed that would make
the Montgomery GI Bill more responsive to the Coast Guard's
needs. First of all, the Coast Guard is seeing more married recruits
now than ever before, and therefore the $60 a month for 20 months
reduction in pay would be more acceptable to us than the $109 a
month for 12 months.

We get a lot of feedback to the effect that many people would
like to participate but they just simply cannot afford it. So that
would be the first thing I wculd like to see changed.

The second is to allow an extended period of time in the first 14
days to make the decision to affirm enrollment or to disenroll. As
the recruiters have said and I want to reemphasize, it is one of the
most turbulent times in a person’s life, and not a time to make a
decision of this magnitude. So we would appreciate having an ex-
tension of time.

Last, we would like to see the one-time 60-day window to allow
people to enroll if they did not do so during the first 14 days of re-
cruit training and also at the beginning of the program when the
bill was new and we are not as experienced as we are now. Many
people have said to us that they didn't realize what they were
opting out from when they did so during recruit training because
of the turbulence.

Those are the three that would be the most meaningful to the
Coast Guard. Thank you. .

Mr. Dowbpy. I want to do something a little unusual here. We
have a witness that we invited to testify and if all of you would just
keep your seat.

Colonel Bemis, today being your anniversary, we will let you go
sit by your wife.

[Laughter.]
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Mr. Dowpy. We have another Member of Congress who had an-
other commitment this morning, and we wanted to accommodate
his schedule now because he has other committee hearings.

He is a member of the Armed Services Committee, which has ju-
risdiction with our committee on the GI bill. Congressman Duncan
Hunter, our colleague from the State of California, is a member of
the Armed Services Committee, and was instrumental in moving
this piece of legislation through earlier this year.

Duncan, we thank you very much for coming by to testify, and
we welcome your input.

Then we will resume the questions from the remainder of the
members for the panel.

Mr. SmrTH of New Jersey. If the chairman would yield?

Mr. Dowpy. Yes.

Mr. Smrte of New Jersey. I too would like to remark from my
side of the aisle to extend a very warm greeting to Duncan Hunter,
who, during the Vietnam war received the Bronze Star for some 25
helicopter assaults that he was involved in, and has been a very
distinguished member of the Armed Services Committee and a
good, close personal friend of mine.

Welcome to the committee, Duncan.

STATEMENT OF HON. DUNCAN HUNTER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNY ,

Mr. Hunter. Well, thank you very much, Chris, and Mr. Chair-
man, and all members of the committee, and Mr. Ridge especially,
another Vietnam veteran over here.

Thank you, Miss Kaptur.

Of course, the gentleman for whom the bill is named, the great
Sonny Montgomery. I will be glad to be one of your spear-carriers
in this effort to put this bill together.

I am going to try to make it short and sweet so that your other
distinguished witnesses can carry on.

I want to speak to a gap in the bill.

I would ask that my statement be made part of the record, Mr.
Chairman, if that could be done.

Mr. Dowpy. So ordered.

Mr. HUNTER. As you know, the Vietnam-era GI bill was initiated
to protect the future interests of and provide incentives to individ-
uals entering the Armed Forces. Over the years these incentives
have helped to attract the best of the best to all branches of the
military so that the United States can continue to enjoy the securi-
t{1 and democratic freedoms that were established by our forefa-
thers.

I like the basic logic that the gentleman from Mississippi put for-
ward in our committee, and I know in this committee also, when
he laid out the fact that the average American family knows what
the GI bill is. They know when they sit around the breal fast table
and decide whether a member of that family is going to be joining
the service, they know that he is going to be getting some benefits
that will enable him to make a better life for himself and maybe
his future family once he gets out of the service. That Gpredict.abil-
ity, I think, is one of the most important aspects of the GI bill.
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On June 1, 1987, the President approved H.R. 1085, the new
Montgomery GI Bill Continuation Act, as Public Law 100-48, and
while overall it has proven to be a very popular and effective pro-
gram, it has unfortunately left a loophole through which certain
veterans have fallen. I think that the gentlernan and probably
most of the members of the committee are familiar with this par-
ticular loophole.

Every eligible person is entitled to 1.5 months of educational as-
sistance for each month of active-duty service given after January
1, 1955, up to 45 months. Simgly stated, veterans who enter the
service prior to January 1, 1977, or after that date due to the de-
layed-entry program, who are honorably discharged from active
duty after June 1, 1966, are entitled to educational benefits for 10
years after release. But—and this is the kicker—the termination
date for the old GI bill is presently December 31, 1989.

Under the new bill the individuals who have enlisted, re-enlisted,
or maintained status in the Active Reserve for no less than 6 years
after June 30, 1985, are entitled to educational assistance benefits
of up to $5,040 for undergraduate training at institutes of higher
learning.

This bill was established to assist in the readjustment of veterans
to civilian life following their separation from military life and to
assist in recruiting and retaining high-quality Iperasonnel by the
Armed Forces. I think it’s fairly clear that the GI bill is one of the
major tools now that is helping our recruitment and retention of
quality personnel. It is working.

There were some questions from certain leaders in the adminis-
tration when a number of you on this subcommittee were fighting
for the bill. It is working. It is an important tool in our arsenal for
bringing quality people into the military, maybe more importantly,
keeping those people in the military.

I think we need to address this matter, and let me get to the
loophole. If a person right now retires from the service, for exam-
ple, on May 1988, he is not eligible to collect educational benefits
under the new program because he hasn’t completed 6 years on
active duty and he hasn’t necessarily re-enlisted for 6 years. The
benefits that he would collect under the old bill will expire as of
December 31, 1989. So that means essentially this person is going
to collect only 18 months of educational assistance.

This was brought to my attention when a constituent came up to
me at a barbecue and let me know very clearly what he felt about
this loophole through which he feli. His name was Do..g Allen, and
because of his bringing this to my attention and the work of our
staff people, we have put together this presentation this morning.
So I would hope that we could do something in tying this loophole
up.

I think the great thing about the GI bill is that it treats people
evenly, it’s predictable, and you don’t have to have a lawyer with
you when you sit down at the breakfast table and decide that
you'relgoing to go into the service—although a lot of people who
joined the service to be in nuclear artillery and found themselves
in the motor pool wish they had a lawyer when they went down
there and signed up. That’s the great thing about the GI bill, and I
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think that correcting this one inadequacy would do great things for
it.

Thank you for letting me make this presentation this morning. I
apologize for being late.
12gl‘]he prepared statement of Congressman Hunter appears on p.

Mr. JonTtz (Presiding). Thank you very much for the statement
pointing out the loophole.

L%t me ask at this point if Chairman Montgomery has a ques-
tion?

Mr. MonTGOMERY. I would like to thank Duncan Hunter for
coming over this morning. Let the record show how much we do
appreciate what you did. The bill was jointly referred, and we had
to get the bill out of both committees, and you were one of the real
kegileaders of it.

r. Hunter. Well, I want to thank the gentleman from Missis-
sippi. You know, I was thinking when we put this thing together
how great it would look if it was the “Hunter GI bill.”

[Laughter.]

Mr. HunTER. But maybe “Hunter-Montgomery.”

[Laughter.]

Mr. HunTer. But this is the gentleman from Mississippi’s bill,
and again, I am just a mechanic.

Mr. MontcomeRry. I don’t know, some fellow in California
walked up to me and said, “’'m running against Duncan Hunter.” I
said, “‘Fellow, I just can’t help you at all.”

[Laughter.]

Mr. HUNTER. God bless you.

. Mr. MoNTcoMERY. He’s a strong supporter of what a lot of us be-
ieve in.

Duncan, actually—and it should be looked into, Mr. Chairman,
we have heard some other complaints of this area—we need to
know, quite frankly, what it would cost. We need to get some cost
figures on this.

But, Duncan, when we were drawing up the GI bill, the Depart-
ment of Defense said they felt about 35 percent of the military, had
not used the benefits and they were eligible, and they were threat-
ening to get out of the service back in 1986, 1987, and be able to get
in all their benefits.

Mr. HunTER. That’s correct.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. So, working with the Department of Defense,
we extended past 1989 so that all those that were on active duty
would be eligible after they got out of the service after 1989 for 10
years to use their education benefits.

I just point that out to you that that’s how it got in there. Then
we certainly ought to look into the matter of those you said were
loopholed. But the Department of Defense didn’t ask at that time
that those be included, and we took what they requested. So I
woula say, Mr. Chairman, unless Duncan Hunter has any more
gomments on that, that we should look at it and see what can be

one.

Mr. HunTeR. I appreciate it.

Mr. JonTz. Mr. Smith?

34




29

Mr. SmrTH of New Jersey. I just want to thank Mr. Hunter for
his pointing out to the committee the loophole. I think the chair-
man has said it all. We will look very carefully, seek some cost esti-
mates, and if it looks like it's something that needs truly to be
done, this committee I am sure will be very amenable to that.

ain, I want to thank you for coming to the committee. It’s
good to see you again.

Mr. HunTEr. Thank you.

Mr. JonTz. Thank you.

Miss Kaptur?

Miss KapTur. No queslions, Mr. Chairman, but I do thank Mr.
Hunter for his t.estimon;'.

Mr. JonTz. Mr. Ridge?

Mr. RipGe. I want to thank my friend and colleague.

I think it’s important for the record to note that the GI bill to
which you refer and the gap to which you refer would provide ben-
efits, but not as generous as those that are available now under the
Montgomery GI Bill. So I think it’s worthwhile for us to see if we
can extend that eligibility so those veterans are as well served as
we want them to be. Thank you.

Mr. HuNTER. Thank you very much.

Mr. JonTz. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. HunTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. JonTz. We do have a vote pending, but I think from the
standpoint of—well, we will have to make a decision, whether we
will try to finish questioning this panel before the vote or not. Let
me ask the committee members how you would prefer to proceed.
Would you prefer to try to finish the questioning of this panel so
that we can dismiss them?

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, I have no othe': questions.

Mr. JoNTz. Mr. Smith, do you have any questions?

Mr. SmrTH of New Jersey. At this point I don’t, but I will very
carefully read the testimory. I was detained, as you probably no-
ticed. We had a markup in the Foreign Affairs Committee, and I
would have left to come here because I think this is extremely im-
portant, but one o5 the resolutions was my own and I had to stay
and talk about it.

So I will look very carefully at the comments you have made,
and I may have some further questions, and I would like to submit
them to you if I do.

Mr. JoNTz. Miss Kaptur?

Miss KAPTUR. I just have a real brief question of each panelist if
they might just tell us, not the specific changes you want to be
made, but what have you ncted the differences are as you have ad-
ministered this program in both attracting and retaining good
people i the armed services. I am just curicus as to your personal
reaction to the GI bill. I know with Sonny sitting here you are not
going to say anything that is negative, but I am interested in the
impect that you have observed in the armed services as a result of
the coming onstream of the New GI Bill.

Colonel Bemis. Thank you, Miss Kaptur. I think that what we
have seen in the Army is that over the last 6 years that education
and education benefits has been the biggest raw of quality kids.
The kid coming out of high school, that's what he wants. And the
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Army capitalized on that early in 1981 with its education, the
Army college fund, and when the Montgomery GI Bill came along,
we put them both together and put them out there and just have
gone beyond expectations.

The past year, we have exceeded the percentage of high-quality
enlistees in the Army, far exceeded any year in history for Army
recruiting. So the impact, the record speaks for itself, it’s there.

Ms. KoroL. The Navy is still the only service that is growing,
and of course our personnel accession requirements have increased
every year. There is a shrinking pool of available people, and the
additional benefits, our recruiters believe, attract more people. It
gets the young people into the office and allows the recruiters to do
their job better.

Mr. GiLL. From the Air Force standpoint, the Montgomery GI
Bill has been extremely successful. In fiscal year 1986 31 percent of
our enlisted recruits had been in college prep curriculums. About
44 percent of those youngsters had attended some form of postsec-
ondary education prior to an enlisting. I am glad to report to you
today that there are only 495 non-high school graduates in the U.S.
Air Force.

So the Montgomery GI Bill has been extremely effective. It’s a
part of a package that indicates that the number one reason for en-
listing in the Air Force today among non-prior service people ic to
“continue my educstion.”

Major MueLLER. Yes, ma’am. Our personnel chief will discuss the
quality overview. But this is an interesting note. Since the Mont-
gomery GI Bill was enacted, the quality of the Marine recruits has
gone up. Brigadier General Reals will break it down further tomor-
row.

Another interesting sidelight, ma’am, is that it is a perception
among our recruiters, in going out into the various communities in
the country, that the schools are opening up more because of the
Montgomery GI Bill. They are able to go into counseling offices and
also some of the private schools to present the military package.

Ms. CHRISTIANSEN. Miss Kaptur, it is a marvelous recruiting
device, and it also has opened the door for the Coast Guard to
enable our recruiters to go to the high schools and to the colleges
to make them aware of the mission and functions of the Coast
Guard. The Montgomery GI Bill has made the Coast Guard com-
ggtitive for us with the sister service in DOD in attracting college-

und high-quality individuals.

Miss KapTur. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. JonTz. Mr. Ridge?

Mr. Ringe. Just one question and a brief response from all the
panelists, if you might. I understand the uncertainty of basic train-
ing. But I also understand the need for these young men and
women to decide for themselves whether or not they want into the
GI bill. There is a lot of effort from the recruiter through the basic
training station to educate them as to what it’s all about. And
while there is uncertainty, I don’t think it's so traumatic that in
that 4 or 6 weeks, however long, they can’t make a reasonable, in-
telligent decision. And we want to encourage them to do that
within a limited frame of time because the other problem, the
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down side, is if you let it go on too long, there may be some equivo-
cation and there is always the problem of paperwork.

What is the maximum cutoff ti:ne we ought to give your new re-
cruits to make that decision without keeping it open-ended?

Colonel Bemis. Thank you, Mr. Ridge. From my perspective and
the Army perspective, we believe it should be at reception station,
which is that period of time where the individual ‘ransitions from
civilian life to military life. In the Army he is not in basic training

yet. .

Mr. Ripge. Thuc's right. .

Colonel Bem:s. He is there. He is geiting his hair cut, his finance
record is being created, his personnel record is being created, he is
getting issued uniforms. All those things are happening. If the re-
cruiting force has—and we believe the ﬁ'my recruiting force has—
done that job anead of time, he has already made th-:.t decision and
all it takes is a reinforcement with the movie and the briefing and
answering the questions.

The problem I have going beyond into basic training is we’ve got
to train all the drill sergeants, the first sergeants, the company
commanders to be able to answer GI bill questions. The last thing a
trainee wants to do is see his drill sergeant.

K;au hter.]
r. RIDGE. I understand that.

Ms. KoroL. From the Navy perspective, we believe that we are
getting our recruiting command onboard by better informing the
applicants before they even go to basic training. We feel very com-
fortable that with this new policy that we have instituted, the ap-
plicants will know about the Montgomery GI Bill long before they
ever report for active duty. We also are implemonting another new
procedure. On January 1 we will begin automatic pay reductions,
meaning everybody’s pay will be automatically reduced. This is
consiﬁgeant with the intent of the law that everyone is automatically
enrolled.

Censequently, we don’t want to lengthen this decision process
and end up having to reverse these automatic pay reductions that
will occur in the first full month to which the person is entitled to
pay. We will continne to have the GI bill presentation and decision-
making process doue within the first 2 weeks, probably within the
first week, at the recruit training command regardless of how
much time you allow us to do that.

Mr. Ripok. Thank you.

Mr. Jonrz. I apologize for interrupting, but we are going to have
to ask you to either be very brief or to wait until we come back
because we just huve about 5 minutes to get over and vote.

Mr. Ripge. Mr. Chairman, I would let the panel conclude. I am
sure they can conclude briefly.

Mr. GiLr. We would say 30 days.

Mr. Ringe. You say 30 days?

Mr. GiLvL. For the Air Force.

Major MUELLER. Sir, I believe we are going to continue doing it
on day two at 0800.

Ms. CHRISTIANSEN. For the Coast Cuard, 30 days.

Mr. Ripge. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. JoNTZ. Let me thank the panel and disiniss you at this point.

We do have three other very important panels to hear, and we
will recess the committee for 10 minutes so we can take our vote.
We will then be back. Thank you.

[Recess.] )

Mr. JonTz. The subcommittee will come to order, please.

We will ask our next panel to come forward, please.

Thank you, gentlemen.

Our next panel includes representatives of military associations.
We have with us today Col. Edward Smith, of the Association of
the United States Army; Mr. Edward Nolan of the Fleet Reserve
Association—is Mr. Nolan here?

Mr. NoLaN. I am present, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Jontz. Okay. Welcome.

Capt. Charles Buesener, representing the Naval Reserve Associa-
tion.

We also have Mr. Nelson Fink of the Air Force Sergeants Asso-
ciation; Mr. Richard Johnson of the Non Commissioned Officers As-
sociation; and Mr. Chuck Partridge of the National Association of
Uniformed Services.

Because of the number of witnesses, I would ask again that each
witness limit his testimony to 5 minutes. Your entire written state-
ment, of course, will be includGed in the printed hearing record.

It is a pleasure to have each of you here today.

Colonel Smith, would you like to begin?

STATEMENT OF COL. EDWARD P. SMITH, USA (RET.), DIRECTOR
OF MEMBERSHIP SERVICES, ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED
STATES ARMY

Colonel SmrrH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Sir, I appreciate the opportunity to speak on behalf of the
170,000 members of our organization, the Association of the United
States Army.

Of the five major issues incorporated in the three bills, AUSA
members strongly support three. I will explair =ach briefly.

First, the compensation payment. In an es. ..er hearing on H.R.
3001, the Association indicated its full support to legislation to pay
a death benefit to beneficiaries of any Armed Forces member enti-
tled to education assistance under the Montgomery GI Bill who
died while serving on active duty. Because H.R. 3208 incorporates
the previously proposed action and wisely expands the list of cate-
gories of eligibles for compensation payment to those Armed Forces
members who had intended to take advantage of educational assist-
ance but subsequently were unable to do so because of physical or
mental disability or death, we support legislative actions guaran-
teeing compensation payment to entitled survivors or the individ-
ual’s estate.

Second, a revised contribution schedule. While the Association
continues to strenuously oppose the contribution grinciple, if such
contributions must remain a mandatory feature, the Association of
the United States Army supports providing alternative contribu-
tion schedules in addition to offering a reduction in pay of $100 per
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month for 12 months, AUSA recommends offering a payment of
$60 per month for 20 months, as included in H.R. 3208.

Third, the enrollment period. We applaud the record of all the
services in encouraging GI bill participation and enrollment, and
particularly the Army’s present monthly rate approaching the mid-
90 percent. We nevertheless believe an opportunity sheuld be avail-
able at the end of basic training, whether that be 30 days, 45 or 60
days, to enroll any trainee who for any reason had not previously
enrolled.

Sir, . 2fore concluding, I would like to take advantage of the offer
that you afforded to us to add to testimony. One additional area,
which we believe would improve the effectiveness of the Montgom-
ery GI Bill, which is to allow Selected Reserve eligibles under chap-
ter 108 and 106 to use benefits for the same programs as active-
duty eligibles are provided under chapter 30.

In summary, AUSA members urge passage of the legislation to
provide a compensation payment under the conditions of H.R. 3208;
to permit enrollees to choose a contribution schedule as proposnc’ a
H.R. 3208; to allow recruits to make a final decision in whi. o
participate at the conclusion of basic training, as included in H.R.
3180; and to amend the current bill to make provisions of the Se-
lected Reserve more equitable, particularly as pertaining to attend-
ance at vocational-technical schools and graduate schools. Thank
you.

[The prepared statement of Colonel Smith appears on p. 132]

Mr. JoNTz. Thank you.

I think we will proceed in the order in which you are seated. So,
Mr. Fink, if we could call you at this paint.

STATEMENT OF NELSON L. FINK, LEGISLATIVE ASSISTANT, MILI-
TARY AND GOVERNMENT RELATIONS, AIR FORCE SERGEANTS
ASSOCIATION

Mr. Fink. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Distinguished members of the subcommittee, it is a real privilege
and opportunity for us in the Air Force Sergeants Association
again to be part of the testimony on the bills before the subcommit-
tee this morning.

As stated in our ﬁrevious appearances before this committee, we
support reducing the member’s contribution to $60 a month and
spreading the payments out over a 20-month period. The 60-20 for-
mula is more affordable and ensures the member will fulfill his or
her financial obligation to the GI bill before any education assist-
ance is authorized.

ased on our observations as a member of Chairman Montgom-
ery's fact-finding trip, extending the consideration period for par-
ticipation in the GI bill from the first 14 days of basic training to
the end of the basic training period would give the recruit more
time to consider such an important decision.

Since the period of basic training varies between services, we rec-
ommend the period of consideration be extended through the
fourth week ofpgasic military training to maintain uniformity be-
tween the services.
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Further, we would recommend recruits wne do not initially
choose to participate in the GI bill program during the established
enrollment period be given an opportunity to enroll at a later date
or disenroll at a later date, somewhere around the 60-day period.

Our Association strongly supports the provisions of H.R. 3180 to
g:rmit service Secretaries to authorize transferability of GI bill

nefits to eligible dependents if the servicemember is discharged
under hardship or disability conditions or completes 20 years of
active military service.

Additionally, our membership will support the provisions of H.R.
2950 to pay an educational assistanc~ allowance to eligible individ-
uals pursuing an approved flight training program.

A few observations that I have had that I would pass on to the
committee for their consideration is that one of the biggest reasons
for the support of the 60-20 formula change is that some of our
young married enlisted recruits are having a terrible time just
trying to maintain the family budget within the first period of
basic training. With $100 a month coming out of their pay when
the wife and children’s whereabouts as far as their first duty sta-
tion, is an awful decision to make when their changing society.

The extension period, changing from the 14th through the fourth
week of basic training gives that individual a chance while his life
style, his mannerisms and so forth are taking place, to make a de-
cision that would affect him for the rest of his life.

Transferability, of course, has been stated many times in varying
ways, and I think all of them have the credibility that for all
family crises that may arise in a young serviceman's or service-
woman’s initial entry into the service, medical disabilities or any
other various incident that may come up, they should be aliowed to
transfer their unused portion of the GI bill to their beneficiary.

That concludes my testimony, Mr. Chairman. Again, I thank you
for this opportunity.

[The Jprepared statement of Mr. Fink appears on p. 135.]

Mr. Jontz. Thank you.

Captain Buesener?

STATEMENT OF CAPT. CHARLES A. BUESENER, DIRECTOR OF
LEGISLATION, NAVAL RESERVE ASSOCIATION

Captain BUESENER. Again let me say it's my pleasure to appear
before you. I intend to talk a little bit this morning on the applica-
bility for this progrum to the reservists, the selected reservists.

Number one, it's working extremely well. Not only are we get-
ting the high-quality recruits in our initial young enlistment
people, we are for the first time have been able to crack into the
junior college market with a program that is both appealing for the
student and useful for the Naval Reserve.

What we are ﬁnding also is the GI bill is a great retention tool
for us and gives us the force stability that we need. One of the
problems with the high-tech Naval Reserve is the length of {ime
for training and the cost to train. I have here teveral sheets that
give you an idea of what we are talking about.

Some prime examples: Our cost to train these people and get
them qualified, i.e., get them the combat-readiness that they need
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to deploy is running us abo:t $100 a day. Some of these schools run

8 days for one Navy enlisted classification qualification that is
necessary to put that man in a combat arms unit. We are talking
about losing $6,800 if we don’t retain that person with enoug
carrot to make the investment possible. The Reserve component is
truly an All-Volunteer Force because in fact if they don’t like it,
thman walk tomorrow.

t we are geeing is that the GI bill with the 6-year enlist-
ments goi S up at an astronomically good rate, we now have popu-
lation stability so that we can invest this capital in the person and
get the payback that is so essential for us.

The annual charge or cost in Reserve pay Navy for just this type
of training is over $18 million. If we can keep these high-tech
trained people, the GI bili in a sense i3 paid for by incre reten-
tion. I would urge you to do that.

As we get further down the line, I would urge you also to consid-
er, in addition to transferring this vested entitlement, if I am al-
lowed to say that word, to a dependent and a child, because what
we find is after the gentleman gets on in years a little bit, he’s not
going to go to college, but he would be very willing to stay on and
plow beck that training for another 5 years of “sweat equity” to
get his child enrolled in college.

When this man is coming el(lf for first-class and chief petty offi-
cer, his focus is more on the education of his children, and that be-
comes a demanding thing in his life. Sometimes they have to get
out and not come to the Reserves because they need that second
job on the weekend. And when that occurs, the taxpayers lose be-
cause we have to start with a new guy with no qual’s and it will
giost us another $65,000 to get him up to that readiness qualifica-

on.

Since this BI bill is primarily an enlisted program, and since
much of our technical training is relatively equivalent to vo-tech,
we would like to see the GI bill for the Reserves also include voca-
tional training. In the development of our master training plans
for these people, we are giving them military qual’s when vocation-
al training is suitable, vis-a-vis welding, vis-a-vis underwater
dM\%’% These are skills that are available in the vo-tech communi-
ty. en the come to us with the certification, we give the military
readiness qualification, but on the other side of the street we can
also allow that GI bill to directly affect and increase our military
readiness if we do so it becomes a force readiness multiplier.

One of the big things coming down in the future is health care
professionals. I don’t know whether you realize it, but for us to
send a man into an X-ray technician school at Bethesda, which is
an absolute requirement for qualification, costs us $37,500. It is ri-
diculous for us to not do everything we can relative to transferabil-
ity to dependents to amortize this cost, because really the taxpayer
is gging to be way ahead if we do so.

we support all of those amendments that would broaden the
scope and broaden the applicability of this for the individual
member. Thank you again for your time, and I will answer any
questions later. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Captain Buesener appears on p. 138.]

Mr. JonTz. Mr. Nolan?
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT W. NOLAN, NATIONAL EXECUTIVE SEC-
RETARY, FLEET RESERVE ASSOCIATIONM ACCOMPANIED BY
PETER ROSS, PRESIDENT

Mr. NoLaN. Mr. Chairman, the Fleet Reserve Association compli-
ments this subcommittee for its astuteness in promptly considering
the legislation to improve the Montgomery GI Bill's implementa-
tion and effectiveness. You have addressed all of the negative rea-
sons the recruits gave us last February for nonparticipation in the
peacetime GI biil.

Provisions of H.R. 2950 to aliow individuals to use their benefits
of the Moiitgomery GI Bill to pursue flight training are basic and
contain requirements to protect the program’s future integrity
from abuse. The liberalizations offered by H.R. 3180 and H.R. 3208
are similar. )

After carefully analyzing the provisions of each bill, the Fleet
Reserve Association must wholeheartedly endorse H.R. 3208 be-
cause its comprehensive provisions address the correction of the
current negative features of the peacetime GI bill in a more practi-
cal manner.

The Fleet Reserve Association strongly recommends the addition
of two provisions to H.R. 3208 which will safeguard certain career-
ist benefits. Please recognize that in the attempt to achieve success
in the All-Volunteer Force, the enlisted military careerist has been
the helpless victim of VEAP, various bonus programs, and vacillat-
ing compensation policies. Based on this experience, the military
careerist perceives that he is the victim of an erosion of benefits. A
very large percentage of active-duty personnel recognize VEAP for
exactly what it was: a very poor imitation of the cold-war GI bill.
Therefore, they did not elect to participate in that education. Be-
cause of this, they are not included in the temporary enrollment
period as contained in H.R. 3208. FRA feels that any such person
now serving on active duty most certainly should be included in
the temporary enrollment period provided for in H.R. 3208

Our second amendment would be to include those persons now
serving on active duty who are entitled to benefits of the cold-war
GI bill that will forfeit or shorten this entitlement because they
have remained on active duty beyond a time that would allow their
schooling to be completed before 31 December 1989.

These two added provisions would enhance th» Montgomery GI
Bill, enable it to proclaim to all young Americans now serving or
considering serving in our Armed Forces that service in the uni-
for}x:x o(ti‘ our country and the benefits of higher ecucation go hand
in hand.

In sharing your goal, we offer this testimony and urge you to se-
riously consider our recommendations in support of H.R. 2950 and
H.R. 3208. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to ex-
press our ‘views today.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Nolan appears on p. 141.]

My. JonTz. Thank you very much.

Mr. Johnson?
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STATEMENT OF RICHARD W. JOHNSON, DIRECTOR OF LEGISLA-
TIVE AFFAIRS, THE NON COMMISSIONED OFFICERS ASSOCIA-
TION OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Mr. Richard Jounson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to talk briefly this morning in my allotted time
about two things: one, the participation fees; and two, the focus of
this GI bill on veterans and its impact on the career Air Force.

With regard to participation fees, NCOA is noting a disturbing
trend which we have alluded to in our prepared statement. That is
that we have veterans paying for things today which used to be the
product of reward by a grateful Nation for service. We have veter-
ans contributing to their own education programs. We have veter-
ans contributing to their cown health care programs. We have vet-
erans paying for services and home loan guarantee programs.

It is a very disturbing trend, and rather than sitting here today
trying to develop a program to reduce the fee to make it more ap-

tizing to young recruits, we should be sitting here figuring out

ow we get rid of that fee, how do we eliminate that fee in the first
place, why is the fee there?

It was not envisioned as an original part of the Mcntgomery GI
Bill. It was a mustache colored on the program by the Senate. It
was a mustache colored on the program in hopes of making the
New GI Bill, the Montgomery GI Bill a failure. That was the only
:gdason that fee was created. We ought to be plotting its demise

ay.

Now, certainly NCOA would support eztending it, extending the
payment period to make it more palatable, to give the opportunity
of participation to a larger group of recruits. But again, I think the
goal of this committee should be to eliminate that fee altogether,
and with the elimination of that fee, we would eliminate discrimi-
ration against those who now cannot afford to participate, would
eliminate most of the administrative problems that go along with
that fee, and in fact would virtually eliminate all the problems
that are associated with the program now.

Now with regard to the veterans in the career force. We have in
the Armed Forces today a whole generation of servicemembers who
enlisted prior to June 1985 but after January 1977, who virtually
have no GI bill. Now, a lot of people will tell you that the VEAP
program is an education program that's worth something. And
indeed it is. It is better than nothing—but not by much.

The Montgomery GI Bill, as it was originally drafted, em ‘sioned
including those people who continued to serve in the Armeu Forces
in its provisions. Once again, the other body decided that those
people were already on the hook for service, did not need the bene-
fits of a New GI Bill, did not need to participate in the Montgom-
ery GI Bill program, and they wrote it out. When it was written
out, they also wrote off new enrcllments in the veterans educationr
assistance program. Through the efforts of the chairman, that pro-
gram was op.2n to new enrollments for a short period earlier this
year, but unfortunately a lot of folks still didn't get the word that
that was their last chance to participate in the GI bill.

Moreover, though, these folks are veterans entitled to a GI bill
just as every other veteran has been provided a GI bill since 1945.
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Yet they are a forgotten generation that will remain such until the
provisions of this bill are open to their enrollment.

Therefore, we strongly plead with this committee to include
those folks and to include thz provisions for military retirees, as
was pointed out by Duncan Hunter in his testimony earlier today,
and by a couple of previous witnesses.

That concludes my remarks. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Johnson appeers on p. 1456.]

Mr. JonTz. Thank you.

Mr. Partridge?

STATEMENT OF COL. CHARLES C. PARTRIDGE, USA (RET.), LEGIS-
LATIVE COUNSEL, NATiONAL ASSOCIATION OF UNIFORMED
SERVICES

Colonel PARTRIDGE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate the opportunity to present the views of the National
Association for the Uniformed Services. We support the bills which
broaden the applicability of the Montgomery GI Bill and extend its
availability to members of the Armed Forces. We also support Mr.
Duncan Hunter’s proposal regarding the removal of the 31 Decem-
ber 1989 delimiting date on the Vietnam bill. I won’t discuss each
of the provisions of the bills, but I would like to concentrate my
time on oue provision, which is the transfer of the entitlement to
dependents.

We support the proposal in H.R. 3180 which would authorize a
servicemember to transfer his basic entitlement to his dependents.
Veterans who elect to make the Armed Forces their profession
have little ¢ pportunity to accumulate sufficient savings to ﬁrovide
a college education for their children. As a result, many at the mid-
career point reluctantly leave the service for higher-paying profes-
sions so that they can afford to serd their children to school.

provision would be very appealing to senior NCO’s who are
hard-pressed today to meet the high costs of college education for
their children. It would also help bring the level of compensation
for military service up to the modern day in comparison with the
new Federal Employee Retirement System which has a thrift plan.
There is no such plan for military compensation. This weuld be the
closest to it for individuals who initially elect the GI bill. Further,
private industry is increasingly providing tuition assistance for
their employees and members of their employees’ families. We
strongly urge that this entitlement to transfer be given thorough
consideration. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Colonel Partridge appears on p. 150.]

Mr. Jontz. Chris Smith?

Mr. SmitH of New Jersey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to thank our panel for their very fine comments. They
will be most helpful as we craft a final bill, and I do think that this
committee will move on a bill, maybe not one of those that has
been introduced, but a composite bill that takes the best of each
and puts it all together. Your input certainly is very, very helpful.

I really don’t have any ques‘ions, because you have {<uched on
all the main points—transferability, refundability, extending the
time, the eliminating date, as Mr. Partridge indicated a moment

v
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ago—te follow up on what Mr. Hunter had said. So I think we have
a lot of good ideas for reforming, updatingz)if you will, an already
good program, the Montgomery GI Bill. I thank you for your
comments today.

Mr. MonTGoMERY. Thank you, Chris.

As I look at our witnesses, really the GI bill is your bill. I look at

ou, we've all been on trips together, we’ve seen this through. We
have worked on different groux: in the Congress, and we have
talked through these problems. As you have heard e say, I have a
feeling that we better move slowly on some of these suggestions to
be sure that we've got a good picture of what we are trying to do.

Of course, this is up to the chairman of this subcommittee and
the ranking minority member, what they would want to bring out.
But Colonel Smith, would you go again, and each of you, and give
your top priority of what your Association is supporting as far as
changing of the bill or not changing it?

Colonel SmitH. Sir, just to select one top priority, our top priority
would be the compensation payment because it’s equitable and
under the expansion as proposeril;l one bill it would include more
categories than just the one category in H.R. 3001.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Okay.

Mr. Fink. Mr. Chairman, Nelson Fink, from the Air Force Ser-
geants Association. I think if I had to pick just one priority for the
Association to support, it would have to be the reducticn in the
payment from the $100 in 12 months to the proposed $60 for 20
months that we might have an increase in the Kinrticipation rate,
and it would help a lct of our young married Air Force enlisted
pegfle take advantage of an outstanding program. Thank you.

r. MONTGOMERY. We had somebody out to move around talking
about the GI bill. The reiort came back—I'm not sure which serv-
ice it was—that one of the complaints why they couldr’t pay the
$100 a month was that their phone bill calling home was around
$100 a month.

[Laughter.}

Mr. MonTGOMERY. 'm a little concerned about that in that I
would hate to see them miss out on educational benefits because
that was $100 a month that they had to spend for phoning and
th%y just felt like they couldn’t do both.

aptain?

Captain BUESENER. In terms of the Naval Reserve for the seleci-
ed reservists, I believe the biggest and most important payback
would be the transferability of the educational benefit to a desig-
nated bona fide dependent to increase ;etention benefit we could
get out of this.

Mr. Smrth of New Jersey. Would the chairman yield?

Mr. MonTGOMERY. Yes, I would be glad to yield.

Mr. Smrth of New Jersey. I thank the chairman for yielding.

Captain, maybe you could just clear up something for me. I am
reading your testimony, and you point out that H.R. 3180 and H.R.
3208 would be conditionally supported on the transferability issue
provic}ing it was fully applicable to the vested Reserve Force per-
sonnel.

It's my understanding that we put that in the bill, but perhaps
we are in error?
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Captain BueseNer. Well, not, it was my uunderstanding. I just
wanted to make sure.

Mr. SmitH of New Jersey. Oh. Okay. You are just reinforcing
that point.

Captain BUESENER. Yes.

Mr. SmrtH of New Jersey. Okay. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MoNtcoMERY. You know, as I mentioned earlier, the trans-
ferability was in our original bill, but because of cost it was taken
out. You know, I do think it has some merit. But as I mentioned
earlier, we need to really follow up and be sure what the cost
factor is. Of course, if you could keep some naval aviators and some
Air Force and technica) people in the service by transferability,
you wouldn’t have to keep but 15 or 20 of them and you'd save $1
million on them right there. I'm sure it would help pay for the
transferability. So I think it does have some merit.

Captain BUESENER. Yes, sir. When you weren’t here, as part of
niy testimony I pointed out that for us to train a hospital corpsman
to be an X-ray technician at Bethesda in Reserve community, the
NEC cost is $38,500 for that cost. And we are talking about retain-
ing that man after we make that capital investr.ant. It seems to
me the GI bill benefit is a pretty good bargain under those dollar
amounts.

I have a list here of 800 of these type necessary course training
that we're going to have to have in the 1990’s to maintain our ca-
pability, and it's a good program. If the committee would like
them, I could provide them for the record.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Thank you.

Bob Nolan, the unit that you represent is having a reception to-
night, I believe, and you gave us news the oti.er day that you were
fetting ready about a fyear from novv. Bob, to leave us. You never
eave us, you're part of it. I just wanv the record to show how much
we have enjoyed working with gg‘tnx.

Mr. NoraN. It has certainly been my pleasure, Mr. Chairman, to
represent my shipmates for the past 22 years in this job. And my
job is elective. I was elected to a 3-year term a yzar ago September,
and I will serve until September 1989. I didn’t say I was going to
retire, I just don’t intend to seek the heavy burden of continuing in
tnat job past Septe:mber of 1989.

Mr. MonTGoMERY. You kind of sound like some of us politicians.

[Laughter.]

Mr. MontGOoMERY. Well, if you want me, if there’s a groundswell,
you know, I might consider running for that position._

Mr. Noran. I think once that I have announced that I have
taken care of it, that I am going to have to leave now because it
would be a little bit different with politics in the Association than
it is in the broad spectrum across the public sector.

To answer your question, if I had to choose my shipmates had to
choose—and we discussed this last month at our convention in Vir-
ginia Beach—they would also say to change the payment down to a
lower monthly payment. I think that is the broad provision that
would affect the most and be most benefirial across the board. I
think maybe what I should add is the second of the two amend-
ments that I addressed here is the very subject that Congressman
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Dunp%n Hunter was speaking of on the date for the military ca-
reerist.

You have to be careful there. I feel that if that is not addressed
and resolved, then even the people who are eligible for the benefit
don't believe its a fair bill. It gets a certain amount of bad-mouth-
ing around the chief's quarters and first-class’ quarters and so
forth and drifts on down to the ranking szaman.

The program, to them it seems there is something not quite right
about it when it has a flaw in it that drops out. We thought we had
the problem resolved when we got the GI bill with Senator Yarbor-
ough in 1966. Then as I said in my testimony, with the All-Volun-
teer Force and VEAP and that coming into it, we’ré right back to
square one again. I think that its a problem that rates & high prior-
ity, although we’re probably talking about comparatively few in
the Navy I bet it doesn’t affect 10,000 or 15,000 people, but it’s an
important factor.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Thank you.

Dick?

Mr. Richard Jounson. Well, as a career force, primarily career
force organization, our members would be inost interested in the
career force equity issues, and those career force equity issues are
in providing the education benefits to those people who are forced
to retire after the implementation of the New GI Bill, thus not
having the opportunity to. have their full 10 years and to provide
the benefits to those people who are part of that forgotten genera-
tion.

It was not intended in your original bill, Mr. Chairman, but that
forgotten generation of servicemember who enlisted between 1977
and 1985, who in effect really don’t have a GI bill, would like to so
back to your original legislation as you envisioned it, and provide
those folks an opportunity to enroll in this new program.

. MoNTGOMERY. I guess most folks do have the VEAP pro-
gram, which nobody used. Is thai correct? I mean, the VEAP pro-
gram was there between 1977 and 1985.

Mr. Richard JounsoN. Yes, Mr. Chairman. That’s the exact argu-
gle%f:ﬁ;ve offer for justifying their participation in the Montgomery

ill.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Yes, Mr. Partridge?

Colonel PARTRIDGE. Mr. Chairman, I believe the point that our
people would be most interested in is the transfer of entitlement to
dependents.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Thank you.

Mr. Dowpy. I want to thank all of you very much. I want to
apologize. I had a commitment that I had to be gone for 45 min-
utes. But thank you very much for your willingness to be here this
morning.

We would ask the next panel to come forward: Gen. LaVern
Weber, of the National Guard Association; Col. Ben Catlin, repre-
senting the Air Force Association; Gen. William R. Berkman, from
the Reserve Forces Policy Board; and Col. Ja.aes Rodenberg, repre-
senting Col. Judd Lively of the Reserve Officers Association.

Also on this panel will be: Comdi. John Wanamaker, of the Re-
tired Officers Association; Mr. Albert Friedrich, of the Navy
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League; and Chief Alan Obermiller, of the Enlisted Association of
the National Guard.

Again, we thank you for your testimonK, and we have acknowl-
edged receipt of your written comments which will be made part of
the record, and we would again appreciate it if you would stay
within the 5-minute rule.

We would ask that you would proceed in the order in which you

_were recognized.

STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. LAVERN E. WEBER, AUS (RET.), EXECU-
TIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL GUARD ASSOCIATION OF THE
UNITED STATES )

General WEBER. Mr. Chairman, again we are most appreciative
for the opportunity to come before this distinguished committee to
speak to a couple of issues on the subject at hand. Most of the
points that we have chosen to talk about have been discussed here,
so I will make my remarks very brief and tell you that the report .
that I get from the National Guard Bureau is that the Montgomery
law is a tool for enlistment and retention that is far exceeding the
originally conceived program.

All the enlistments being for a period of 6 years %?vides great
stability, and with the quality of individuals that are being brouiht
into the Army and the Air National Guard, it has immeasural
enhanced the readiness of that force.

The majority of the changes in the three resolutions that are
under consideration pertain to the Active Force, and it would be
somewhat presumptuous of us in the National Guard Association
to attempt to determine what is good for the active services and
what isn’t so good. So we would only suggest that the Montgomery
law continue in place and that the active services continue to fine-
tune as we will hope to do in the Guard.

I do have two recominendations, however, that we feel we need
to further enhance the quality of peuple we are getting in the
Guard. That is to expand the program to include coverage for com-
munity colleges and advanced degree work; secondly, that we in-
clude individuals who cannot at)irtlcipate at the level of a half-time
student, that it be permitted to cover a shorter period of time for
those individuals.

These are the two changes that we would recommend be provid-
ed from the standpoint of the National Guard. That concludes my
comments.

[The prepared statement of Generai Weber appears on p. 152.]

STATEMENT OF CHIEF ALAN OBERMILLER, CMS (RET.), EXECU- v
TIVE DIRECTOR, ENLISTED ASSOCIATION OF THE NATIONAL
GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES

Chief OBERMILLER. Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of the
committee, it is once again my pleasure to appear before you to
submit testimony concerning the Montgomery GI Bill. On Febru-
ar{ 18 of this year I presented our views on making the New GI
Bill permanent legislation. Earlier this year I was also privileged
to accompany Chairman Montgomery on a fact-finding trip to basic
training centers of the services to participate in question-and-

ly
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answer periods with trainees. Two of the main concerns as reasons
for nonparticipation, as stated by the trainees at that time, were:
the amount of pay withheld, which was $100 a month for 12
months, on the pay of a basic soldier or sailor or airman or marine;
and the limited amount of time permitted to make this important
decision in the stressful training environment.

Also, another often-stated enhancement of the program is the
transfer of that entitlement to family members.

H.R. 3180 and H.R. 3208 we believe adequately address those ob-
stacles to additional educational participation. We have no prefer-
ence between the two bills as it relates to stretching out the pay-
ment schedule, the language on transferability of entitlement, or In
providing additional ¢{ime for the decision process.

Turning to H.R. 2950, that bill addresses the Reserve component
entitlement under section 2 and points up a recognized need for vo-
cational training as well as academic education.

Mr. Chairman, we believe vocational training is also necessary to
national goals of educational excellence and technological superior-
ity into the future. America still needs skilled craftsman to manu-
facture and design the tools of production, to put ideas into form
and projections into reality. We need to contir.ue to encourage vo-
cational education as well as academic achievement.

We believe the entitlements under chapter 106 of Title 10 should
be identical to those undler chapter 30 of Title 38 as far as types of
training are concerned. We believe, as we have stated, that benefits
should be expanded to include all phases of academic education, in-
cluding advanced degrees. It directly affects readiness in the fact
that advaiced education in today’s world contributes to the mas-
tery of complex systems and hardware, and what remains to be
done, in our view, is to maximize the value by covering all forms of
higher education for our Guard and Reserve citizen-soldiers.

We appreciate your efforts to give us the best educational oppor-
tunity possible and also for your strong su&port of the Guard and
Reserve soldier and airman and their special needs. Mr. Chairman,
I will be happy to answer any questions to the best of my abi'ity.
Thank you.

[The p.epared statement of Chief Obermiller appears on p. 156.]

Mr. Dowpy. Colonel Catlin?

STATEMENT OF COL. BEN S. CATLIN, ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR, AIR FORCE ASSOCIATION

Colonel CatLIN. Mr. Chairman, I am Colonel Catlin, from the Air
Force Association, and it is a privilege for us to be alloved to testi-
fy. Most of the issues have been covered, so I will summarize.

We support changing the monthly payroll deductions to $60 for
20 months, extending the opt-out period to 30 days after entry on
active duty, transferability of educational benefits, allowing active-
duty members who chose not to enroll in the original program 60
days to enroll now, allowing Guard and Reserve members to use
their benefits for the same programs as aclive members, and pro-
viding prorated benefits to Guard and Reserve members to attend
school on less than a half-time basis.
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That concludes my summary. I would be happy to answer any
questions.
[The prepared statement of Colonel Catlin appears on p. 164.]

STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM R. BERKMAN, MILITARY EX-
ECUTIVE, RESERVE FORCES POLICY BOARD, OFFICE OF THE
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

General BERKMAN. Mr. Chairman, and members of the commit-
tee, on behalf of our chairman, the Honorable Will Hill Tankersley
and the other members of the Reserve Forces Policy Board, it is a
pleasure and an honor to be with you today.
As you know, the Reserve Forces Policy Board is by statute a .
principal policy adviser to the Secretary of Defense on all matters
affecting the Reserve components. The Board has characterized the
Montgomery GI Bill as Nation-strengthening. And indeed it is, and
many of the proposed amendments you are considering today will
make it even more effective. -
It is the Board’s position that amendments that would expand
Reserve component coverage to permit vocational, technical, and
graduate education assistance are extremely important and worth-
while. They would make the Montgomery GI Bill an even more ef-
fective incentive for recruiting and retaining the hi%hly qualified
{?ung men and women into the Selected Reserve Forces of our
ation. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of General Berkman appears on p. 165.]

STATEMENT OF LT. COL. JAMES C. RODENBERG, USAF (RET.),
LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, RESERVE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION OF
THE UNITED STATES

Colonel RobENBERG. Mr. Chairman, Colonel Lively was unable to
be here this morning. I am Lt. Col. Jim Rodenberg, and it is a dis-
tinct pleasure for me to apﬁsar before your subcommittee. I want
to thank you for providing this cpportunity for me to represent the
meany men and women of all the uniformed services who are mem-
bers of that Reserve Officers Association. ROA would like to thank
this subcommittee for the actions that it has taken in the past in
goroviding educational opportunities for all our military personnel

th active and Reserve, and we appreciate having this opportunity
to day to comment on the proposes legislative changes to this iu-
portant Erogmm.

ROA has worked with most of Kou to make the New GI Bill a
reality. There is every indicstion that the new Ionigomery CI Bill
is having a positive Impact on the number and the quality of re- v
cruits entering both the active and the Reserve i'orces. I think that
has been well attested to here this morning. We do believe that the
law can be improved.

The ROA membership endorsed the nred for certain imiprove-
ments at our national convention in Ju:x We have provided some
recommendations to this sub:ommittee already. We have proviled
a copy of the resolution passed in July of this yesr.

In its resolution, the Reserve Officers Association recommends
improvements in three areas: ROA supports legislative change that
would permit reservists to use the Montgomery GI Bill for post-
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graduate training. We believe this would attract and retain college
graduates into the Reserve programs. We support the modification
of the New GI Bill to permit the refund of the member’s costs if
the servicemember due to death or other cogent reasons is unable
to use the benefit. This legislative fix is contained in H.R. 3208.

Lastly, ROA believes that on-the-job training, correspondence
schools, and apprenticeships presently under the New GI Bill or
active-duty personnel should be extended to include the Reserve
component. In addition to improving the program as being more at-
tractive, the courses would raise the overall effectiveness of the Re-
serve component.

We realize there are several other issues which the committee
will be addressing as they look at the three bills. The ROA national
staff has considered the provisions of these bills. However, the As-
sociation has not taken an official position on the other provisions
contained in the proposals. We do recommend that this committee
work with the uniformed leadership of the services in adopting, re-
jecting, and/or modifying these other provisions so that the final
legislative package presented to the Congress will meet the person-
nel needs of the separate services, both their active and Reserve
components.

I want to again thank you for this opportunity to represent
ROA’s views. Your continued support of the men and women who
are wearing and who have worn the uniform of this country both
active and Reserve is deeply appreciated. I will certainly answer
any questions that you will have.

[The grepared statement of Reserve Officers Association of the
United States appears on p. 168.]

STATEMENT OF COMDR. JOHN F. WANAMAKER, DEPUYY DIREC-
TOR OF LEGISLATION, THE RETIRED OFFICERS ASSOCIATiON

Commander WANAMAKER. Mr. Chairman, members of the com-
mittee, I am Comdr. John Wanamaker, U.S. Navz;,ﬁ_(Ret.), the
deputy director of legislative affairs for the Retired Officers
ciation. My purpose today is to provide the committee with our As-
sociation’s views on the various legislative initiatives being consid-
ered to make improvements in the Montgomery GI Bill.

This committee, and especially the members of this subcommit-
tee, are to be commended for their earlier actions in this first ses-
sion of the 100th Congress by the enactment of Public Law 100-48,
which made permanent the Montgomery GI Bill.

Earlier this year, our president, Vice Adm. Thomas Kilcline, U.S.
Navy, (Ret.), visited the various military organizaticns along with
representatives of other military associations in a congressional
delegation to see firsthand the reaction of our young recruits to
this important educational incentive. My comments today are
based upor: his observations.

B on those observations, our Association believes that cer-
tain actions could be taken to make an excellent program even
better. H.R. 3180 and H.R. 3208 are two bills currently before this
committee for consideration. They would modify the reduction-in-
pay schedule for those who participate in the Montgomery GI Bill
program.
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First, we believe the $1,200 contribution by a servicemember

toward his or her future education demonstvates a good-faith com-
mitment, and this feature should be maintained. However, the first
$100-per-month reduction in pay for some members is excessive. It
| is recommended that current law be changed to authorize a partici-
i t to spread out the $1,200 contribution payments over the
| ength of his or her enlistment or length-of-service obligation.
‘ Provision should also' be made to provide the service secretaries
the flexibility to authorize eligibility to those serving on active
| duty since the initial effective date of the Montgomery GI Bill and
‘ who originally elected not to participate, allow them to reconsider
enroliment in thet program.

This flexibility could be limited to the requirement that the indi-
vidual have obligated service remaining of at least 2 years or that
his or her election be accompanied with an agreement to extend
his or her obligation to complete at least 2 years of service follow-
ing such an election.

R. 3208 would further authorize a servicemember to transfer
entitlement of the Montgomery GI Bill to dependents. Recently en-
acted legislation significantly reduces the lifetime value of military
retired pay, and is expectetf' to have a corresponding effect on re-
tention. This reduction in retired pay will be especially severe for
those who transition into civilian life at the completion of 20 years
of military service. .

This also is the point that the majority experience the burden of
providing a college education for their children. It is our firm belief
that a new incentive will be essential to offset the diminished value
of military retired pay and to facilitate the adjustment to civilian
life after a military career.

Therefore, our Association would support the transferability of
the Montgomery GI Bill entitlement to a servicemember’s depend-
ents, but request that an additional restriction be opposed beyond
that contained in H.R. 3208. We believe that a spouse should be
married to the servicemember for a period of not less than 5 years
coinciding with active-duty service.

We recommend this transferability be authorized only for those
electing to serve a total of nct less than 12 years, demonstrating
their intention to make the military their professional career.

Mr. Chairman, any time a program such as the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration’s educational assistance program is established, the

-expectations of those who provided service in order to receive those
benefits should be faithfully honored. Subsequently making chang-
ing or changing the rules imposing delimiting dates or terminating
programs making it impossible for an individual to benefit from a
program in which he expected such benefits should be avoided.

I would like to bring to the committee’s attention two situations
where arbitrary changes to the VA educational assistance pro-
grams shattered the expectations of those few involved. As an ex-
ample, servicemembers with as much as 20 or more years of service
who are forced to retire prior to 30 Jurne 1988 are only eligible for
the provisions of chapter 84, the old GI bill, which expires Decem-
ber 31, 1989, the delimiting date for that program. This creates an
inequity since servicemembers who are not forced to retire until
after June 30, 1988, earn additional educational entitlements under
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the new Montgomery GI Bill. In fact, this delimiting date provides
greater benefits for servicemen with as little as 3 years of service
than some who have faithfully served their country for 30 or more

years,

I have attached a four-page summary of this problem along with
suggested solutions to this statement.

Another example of an abrupt change involves those who had
committed themselves to military service along with the expecta-
tion of receiving chapter 34 VA educational assistance. This is par-
ticularly applicable to the 1977 and 1978 classes at the various
military academies. In 1976 the Vietnam-era GI bill was prospec-
tively repealed. This adversely affected those service academy
cadets and midshigmen who had entered the armed services and
had made 7-years’ active-duty commitments prior to the 1976
repeal. In many cases, these commitments were upon, among
otg:r considerations, the expectation of GI bill eligibility.

While it is quite clear from the legislative history that Congress
did not intend to retroactively exclude any servicemember from the
Vietnam GI bill, the 1976 repeal inadvertently failed to protect the
interests of the academy cadets and midshipmen.

In the last Congress, the Veterans’ Administration submitted
legislation,with the support of this Administration to correct this
in;ag:xity. However, for unknown reasons, no action was taken. Ac-
cording to the best available data, the cost of restoring eligibility to
the two affected classes would be minimal.

Considering the gross inecLuities involved and the minimal costs,
I would hope that the attached proposed amendment would be in-
cluded as a rider to any legislation to make improvements to the
Montgomery GI Bill.

This concludes my statement, and I will answer any questions.

[The prepared statement of Commander Wanamaker appears on

p. 171.
Mr. Dowpy. Thank you.
Mr. Friedrich?

STATEMENT OF ALBERT H. FRIEDRICH, PAST NATIONAL
PRESIDENT, NAVY LEAGUE OF THE UNITED STATES

Mr. FriepricH. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, the
Navy League of the United States has strongly supported the
Montgomery GI Bill from its inception. We are pleased to appear
before this committee to comment on the resolutions proposed to
fine tune certain features of this outstanding legislation. As a
member and past national president of the Navy League, I am here
today representing more than 62,000 Americans dedicated to the
support of a strong military which, in turn, depends on the avail-
ability and recruitment of our Nation's young men and women.

I should point out that unlike other military support organiza-
tions, no Navy League members is on active duty with any branch
of the armed services and more than 50 percent of our members
have never served in the Armed Forces. Navy Leaguers are ordi-
nary citizens from all walks of life who are convinced that this
Nation needs a strong and viable Navy, Marine Corps, Coast
Guard, and Merchant Marine.
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The Navy League is also dedicated to ensuring that the youth of
our Nation are given every opportunity to serve their country and
to continue their education.

Since the Montgomery GI Bill was enacted, it has impacted the
recruiting, retention, and personnel quality of the Armed Forces in
a very positive manner. Reports received by the Navy League indi-
cate that this legislation has more than praved its worth during
the short time that it has been the law of the land. As is the case
with many resolutions, the final product is never perfect. We are
(}ﬁrﬁﬂtfday to consider possible improvements to the Mo. ‘gomery

In regard to H.R. 2950, the Navy League opposes including flight
training as an approved educational program under the bill. In our
opinion, neither the objectives nor the spirit of providing readjust-
ment benefits would be met by including flight training under the
Montgemery GI Bill. :

H.R. 3180 is divided into three areas, which I would like to cover
individually. This bill would extend to the recruit the opportunity
to disenroll in the program at the end of the recruit's basic train-
ing. The Navy League opposes this provision. The Navy League
and the Navy fully support the intent of the law of automatically
enrolling a member unless an election to disenroll is made upon
entry into active duty. The Nz:gr is placirg greater emphasis on
having its recruits fully iafor.ned of tge educational benefits prior
to reporting for active duty, so that the burden of making this im-
portant decision in such a short time is removed and sufficient
tixpczd is permitted for full consideration of the benefits to be re-
ceived.

Section 2 of H.R. 3180 addresses the pay deduction issue. The re-
cruit receives aelzfroximabely $524 per month in basic pay, and the
$100 monthly educational deduction, which represents nearly 20
glercent of the recruit's monthly pay, is a very sizeable sum. The

avy League certainly supports reducing the monthly deductions.
But we would prefer to see the payrnents formula changed to $60
per month for 20 months with no other options being offered,
thereby simplifying the decision process.

The issue of transferability is addressed in section 3 of H.R. 8180.
It would seem more reasonable to offer transferability earlier to
the servicemember upon completing 10 years of active duty and re-
maining on active duty. This would serve as & retention tool to sup-
plement the selective re-enlistment bonus already in existence.

Let me now move to some of the issues contained within H.R.
3208. The Navy League’s position on allowing the recruit to have
the required $1,200 payment extended over a greater period of time
has been presented. tion 3 of H.R. 3208 proposes to allow the
recruit 60 days to decide on enrollment or disenrollment. This
same issue has been addressed in relation to H.R. 3180, which we
have oppoeed, and instead support the automatic enrollment as
contained in the law.

Section 3 of H.R. 3208, which provides for a one-time 60-day
window to enroll those servicemembers who disenrolled previously,
the Na Leaf'ue supports this second-chance provision. The issue
of transferability in H.R. 3208 is addressed in the portion of my
statement relaied to H.R. 3180. The final portion of H.R. 3208, sec-
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tion 5, would provide a compensation payment in the event of an
eli%'ible serviceman’s death or disability. The Navy League supports
including the language of section 5 in whatever legislation emerges
from this subcommittee.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for giving me the opportunity to testi-
fy before this subcommittee on behalf of the Navy League of the
United States.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Friedrich appears on p. 185.]

Mr. Dowpy. We thank all of you for your testimony.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman, I will be brief.

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to tha: t our panelists for being
here today and testifying through their 1' ach hour. They did have
to wait around. But the information th: / have given us certainly
will be helpful.

Most of you at that table are very familiar with this educational
benefit, and you helped us pass it. I think the Navy League, we are
glad to see you testifying and doing research on these issues. I am
sure you have been here before, but we especially want to welcome
i;)u to this other group thg¢ I personally know and to say to the

avy League that we are glad that you are involved.

I don’t have any questions, Mr. Chairman, but I do want to
thank these distinguished Americans for coming up here today and
taking their time to give us their ideas.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you.

Mr. Smith?

Mr. SmitH of New dJersey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to associate myself with the remarks of the chairman, and
we do thank you for your very fine comments and for the kind of
input that it will provide us when we are crafting this legislation. I
do have two very brief questions.

Commander Wanamaker, you point out on page 5, and you said
it in your oral comments, that you believe that a spouse should be
married to a servicemember for a period not less than 5 years coin-
ciding with active duty. What is the rationale behind that?

Commander WANAMAKER. [ think to avoid a woman marrying—
let’s just say a person; It could be either way around—marrying a
servicemember just in order to be eligible for the benefits, that
person should have some kind of a commitment along with the
member’s service, and they should be coinciding. I just don’t think
a Iperson outside of the service should marry a person just for the
GI benefits without any obligation at all. I feel that coinciding
years of marriage would be appropriate.

Mr. SmrtH of New Jersey. Mr. Friedrich, you point out the 10
years of active duty in order to transfer the benefit and then re-
maining on active duty, I'm not sure if the serviceman were to ter-
minate his service, would the benefit also be terminated? Must
they remain on active duty?

Mr. FriepricH. They must remain on active duty.

Mr. SmiTH of New Jersey. To transfer the benefit? So if they did
terminate their service, they would then lose the benefit?

Mr. FriepricH. Yes, they must stay in the service; and it would
help the retention program.

Mr. SmrrH of New Jersey. What I am suggesting, though, is that
unlixe the 20 years, which is a given, if they attain the transfer-




50

ability that kicks in, the suggestion from your organization is that
at 10 years it kicks in provided that they stay on active duty, but if
they go off active duty they are no longer eligible and the benefit
terminates. Is that correct?

Mr. FriepricH. If they stay in service, then that money becomes
available to them and they can make use of it without having to
wait until they get out of service as a 20-year veteran. The benefit
does not terminzie.

Mr. Smrtn of New Jorsey. Okay. I am just trying to clarify so I
know exactly what the suggestion is. Thank you.

Mr. MonTGOMERY. General Weber, this would probably be a
better question for the chiefs. But do you know if the GI bill is
vaork?g as a retention factor on re-enlistment in the National

uard.

General WEBER. There is no question that the reports we get in-
dicate that it has enhanced re-enlistment significantly, up above
the 60 percent level.

Mr. MoNvGOMERY. It has improved enlistments. There was some
concern that in some cases the GI bill might force people out of the
service. But I would think in the National Guard and eserve it
could be a retention factor. But the figures you have, it is increas-
ing the re-enlistments?

General WEBER. Very definitely, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Thank you.

Mr. Dowpy. Let me ask one question, and any of you may want
to comment. We have heard some comments today expressed about
extending the period during which a servicemember makes the de-
cision regarding his or her participation in the Montgomery GI
Bill, extending the period of time after he or she arrives at basic
training. Some think that by doing that we would be making it an
opt-out program: rather than an opt-in program.

In my opinion, rather than extending the amount of time a
young person has after he or she arrives at basic training, another
2 or 3 weeks or whatever, that we would be better served by put-
ting more emphasis on the time before he or she joins. We need to
ensure that recruiters are giving the young people they meet, as
well as their parents and their spouses, all the information about
the program so that basically this decision is made prior to arrival
aﬁ basig training. Any of you want to comment on this proposed
change?

Chief OBerMILLER. Mr. Chairman, yes, I would like to make a
comment on that. I think that ideally that decision is best made
prior to going to basic training. I am not sure therz is any insur-
ance that that would happen. Based on that concern, I think, be-
cause of what the recruits have told us about the stress involved in
basic training, that the first 2 or 3 or first week of training is no
time to make that important decision. If it can’t be done ahead of
time, I would say we need that 30 days in order to make a good,
solid deliberation and a choice.

General WEBER. Mr. Chairman, we feel, for the Army and the
Air National Guard, that this choice is a part or a condition of en-
listment, that the recruiters are the folks that have all the unswers
that have been discussed here this morning. They have been spe-
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cially trained to do that, and that decision should be made concur-
rently with the commitment to enlist.

Colonel RODENBERG. Mr. Chairman, I of course was on that trip
last spring, as many of you were, and heard the concerns exp
by the young people. I would have to say that ROA has a concern
that if the decision period for remaining in the program is ex-
tended—after all. we're trying to keep or get as many people to
remain in the program as possible—if you extend it past that first
pay period, a lot of them, having that pay, are going to have a hard
time giving it up.

I had some groblems, certainly, with their making a decision
after only 1 and 2 and perhaps 3 days being there, a vraumatic ex-
perience in itself. A decision still has to be made, and I don’t care
whether they have all the information or not, that’s asking a lot of
them. But when t{ou go much beyond the 14 days, they get that
first paycheck and it’s going to be a lot tougher.

Commander WANAMAKER. I would like to make a little comment.
I don’t think that the decision process as it currently is now is cor-
rect. In the first place, the guy is already committed. When he is in
boot camp, he’s already committed, and you’ve got him for 2 years

anyway.

g;w the emphasis on the selling of the program first, the promises
made bgethe recruiter, is fine. That should be done. And then he
should be able to make the education election decision anytime as
long as he provides that service. If he wants to make it the last day
of his career, fine. If he wants to make it 2 years from then, or, if
he wants to extend for 2 additional years for additional service and
magke that decision, fine too. I would say we have a better guy re-
enlisting at the end of his second ufear for 2 additional years and
making that decision than it would be to do it the first day he
comes into the military or into boot camp.

Mr. Dowpy. I thank all of ‘you very much for participating this
morning, and we will stay in touch with you as we move next year
for any revisions.

Mr. Dowpy. Our final panel today includes representatives of
various veterans organizations. We want to thank them for their
patience. We have Lt. Col. David Passamaneck, and the colonel is
representing AMVETS; Mr. Frank DeGeorge, representing the Par-
alyzed Veterans of America; and Mr. James l\gagill testifying on
behalf of the Veterans of Foreign Wars.

We are happy to have all of you here with us today. If you would
proceed, Colonel, and then follow in the order in which I have in-
troduced you.

STATEMENT OF LT. COL. DAVID J. PASSAMANECK, USA (RET.),
NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, AMVETS

Colonel PASSAMANECK. Thank ycu very much, Mr. Chairman.
is pleased to have this opportunity to appear at this
review of the Montgomery GI Bill and comment on the suggested
legislation, H.R. 2950, H.R. 3208, and H.R. 3180. AMVETS was the
only major veterans organization—and I will probably get an argu-
ment about this, but we can handle that some other way; maybe
Frank will give me an argument—but we think we were the only
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major veterans organization to unequivocally support this program
in 1ts original form as H.R. 1400, the 98th Congress, which was en-
acted into law as Title VII, Public Law 98-525.

We recognized from the beginning that this program would have
a tremendously beneficial effect on both recruitment for the Armed
Forces and restoration of veterans ‘o civilian life. We specifically
did not object to the VA funding the bulk of the costs of the pro-
gram even though it is also a recruiting incentive, at least in its
initial impact.

By the way, I might add that there was a little bit of objection at
guhgtéizime from some of our sister organizations regarding this

g.

The program has proven itself to be one of the most successful
ena in the post-Vietnam era. As the only major veterans orga-
nization whose ranks are open to post-Vietnam veterans generally,
we in AMVETS take special pleasure in commending this historic
contribution made possible by the persistent leadership of Chair-

T AMVELS Is ple

is pleased to support the extension of educational as-
sistance to flight training in courses accredited by the FAA—and I
might add, to those veterans already having grivate ilots li-
censes—and applicable State authoritizs as provided by H.R. 2950,
introduced by you, Mr. Chairman.

Both H.R. 3180, introduced by Mr. Smith of New Jersey, who I
am pleased to see is here with us, and H.R. 3208, introduced by Mr.
Jontz, propose to amend the Montgomery GI Bill so as to more eg-
uitably apply the benefits provided by the program and remove ex-
isting requirements for participation in the program, which in
many cases have proved to be disincentives.

supports the provisions generally of both H.R. 3208
and H.R. 3180 for transfer of the educational entitlement or right
of survivorship for the member’s children or spouse for the pu
of {Jarticipation in the program. We believe that H.R. 3208 is a
little bit more comprehensive and is therefore perhaps a little bit
more preferable to H.R. 3180. However, we do not subscribe to the
transformation of such survivorship into what amount= to a supple-
mental life insurance program as provided in H.R. 3208. As we
stated to this subcommittee on August 6, 1987, and I will quote,
“The guidelines set forth in chapter 35 of Title 38, United Staces
Code, particularly in section 1701, should Y;ovide comparable crite-
ria for entitlement to recovery of a member’s contribution to the
Montgomery GI Bill program. We specifically support use of the
funds thus made available to the survivors of 100 percent service-
connected disabled veterans and those missing in action or held
&di?or}’er in accordance with section 1701 of Title 38, United States

e.

Paying the unredeemed contribution to the Montgomery GI Bill
gerogram to parents of a deceased member would appear to be

%rond the intended scope of the program.

n addition to the eligibility criteria set forth in chapter 35 of
Title 38, United States Code, we would favor payment of a veter-
an’s unredeemed contribution to the Montgomery GI Bill program
to survivors for educational purposes if the veteran dies during the
period of eligibility.
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We are pleased that both H.R. 3208 and H.R. 3180 appear to be
consistent with that testimony. Consequently, with the exception of
refund of the member’s contribution in the event ¢’ nis incapacity
to take advantage of the program as provided in H.R. 3208,
AMVETS would not favor any payments to survivors for other
than educational purposes or to the parents in any event. Thank
you very much.

8[;1‘]he prepared statement of Colonel Passamaneck appears on p.

STATEMENT OF FRANK R. DE GEORGE, ASSOCIATE LEGISLATIVE
DIRECTOR, PARALYZED VETERANS OF AMERICA

Mr. DEGeoORGE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

At the onset, PVA would like to express its sincerest congratula-
tions to you, this subcommittee, and especially vo the chairman of
the full committee and author of this new education program, the
Honorable G. V. Sonny Montgomery for the successful passage and
enactment of the GI bill.

The President’s signature of the law marked the culmination of
over 8 years of dedication and hard work on your part to convince
thedCongress and the Administration of what we believe was self-
evident.

We also believe it is difficult at this time to adequately grade the
implementation of the program hased on only 4 months of full op-
eration. Predecessor to the Montgomery GI Bill, the New GI Bill,
enacted in 1985, as this subcommittee well knows, was only a tem-
porary or pilot program. As such, utilizing cumulative participation
rates as indicators of the quality of the impiementation of the pro-
gram from 1985 to the present might be somewhat clouded by the
fact that the New GI Bill, as any new program, had to undergo the
stresses and strains of startup and certain reluctance in implemen-

tion on the part of the service branches due to the perceived tem-
porary nature of the program.

There is evidence that the GI bill in its present form is working
by the fact, as we understand, of the 75 percent rate of ncrease in
enlistments over a 61 percent rate during the period 1985 to 1987.

At this time, Mr. Chairman, I would say that PVA has reserva-
tions, has recommendations, is in opposition and is supportive of
various elements of the pieces of legislation that are being present-
ed here today. Ia the interest of time, I would ask your indulgence
as I refer you to our testimony and therefore submit our written
statement for the record. In the meantime, we want to thank you
for all of your efforts and especially to the authors of the legisla-
tion that is being presented, for your continued interest and con-
cern, whether or not we agree or disagree. Thank you very much,
Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. eGeorge appears on p. 192.]

09




54

STATEMENT OF JAMES N. MAGILL, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL LEGIS-
LATIVE SERVICE, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF THE
UNITED STATES

Mr. MaciLL. Thank you, sir, for the privilege >f appearing before
%)ur subcommittee to present the views of the Veterans of Foreign

ars.

In 1previous testimony before this subcommittee, the VFW has
stated that this program is dollar for a dollar the most cost-effec-
tive means of recruitment now in existence. We are also convinced
the program is across the board the best educational incentive the
Department of Defense has to offer. Furthermore, this educational
benefit program is paying for itself by improving the recruiting
quality and reducing turnover in personnel.

Earlier this year the VFW joined a group and went to, I believe
it was, four basic training camps-to discuss the educational pro-
gram with the recruits there. One of the things that we were told
repeatedly was that those who had elected not to participate in the
education program, had they been given more {ime to make a deci-
sion, would have wanted to take part in it.

While both bills before us today, H.R. 3180 and H.R. 8208, pro-
vide for extension time, we believe that H.R. 8208 provides for a
more flexible time period and at the same time would still allow
that recruit, when he comes in, he can opt to participate at that
point instead of having to wait. He then can get into the program
right off the bat. So we do support extension of the time to come up
with a decision.

It also became apparent to us that the contribution schedule of
$100 a month for 12 months was high. The recruits wanted a lower
fee over a longer period. Again, both the bills call for extension of
that gayment schedule with a lower rate. Either one would be ac-
ceptable to us. So we would leave it up to the wisdom of the Con-
g}rless or the branches, whichever one they feel would benefit them
the most.

Also, both bills provide for a transfer of entitlement to depend-
ents. The VFW has historically opposed a transferability provision
because we view education as a readjustment program, and we are
also concerned that this would reduce the pool of eligibles down the
road, If an individual goes in now and can transfer that benefit to
another, say to a child, then that would not be an incentive for
that child to come into the military at a later date. However, in
light of the fact that the Montgomery GI Bill is a contributory pro-
gram and is also a proven retention #nol for the military, we will
not oppose the transfer.

Finally, H.R. 2950, introduced by you, would amend the Mont-
gomery GI Bill so as to allow flight training. As you know, flight
training <vas at one time available to Vietnam veterans who en-
rolléed in the Vietnam-era GI bill but was eliminated as a course of
study.

Inasmuch as the Vietnam-era GI bill is still a current program,
the VFW does not believe it would be proper to authorize a particu-
lar program to peacetime veterans while at the same time denying
it to a wartime veteran. For this reason the VFW at this time
cannot support H.R. 2950.
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This concludes my statement, and I will be happy to respond to
questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Magill appears on p. 199.]

Mr. Downby. I thank each of you very much.

Mr. Chairman?

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to publicly thank the veterans organizations that are here
today for, back several years ago, of coming in and supporting the
GI bill. With your support we were able to move ahead with this
legislation, and if ﬂ(:‘u would have thrown u% doubts or stumbling
blocks, I believe, Mr. Chairman, we would have had many more
problems than we had with this educational benefit.

I want to thank you today for yeur testimoréy, for your pros and
cons that you have mentioned and what you do support and what
you don’t support in the different pieces of legislation introduced,
which we need to know.

Aﬁ%\_&‘gou mentioned about some veterans or}gjanizations, not the

, could have been concerned about the cost of this pro-
gram when it was implemented. But we still believe—and I as the
chairman of the committee, and I am sure that I can speak for
Wayne and Chris—that this is a readjustment program in the long
run. What it is going to help that we never reallg et around to is
these young Amerizans are going to be muc tter citizens,
they’re going to make more money, they’re %oing to pay more
taxes, and they're going to move this country forward so that we
can be a democracy for another 100 years use we have the
brains, the know-how uf these young men and women that are
coming along.

So I feel very strongly that it is still a readjustment program and
the Veterans Administration will pay part of the cost. It seems
right now, Mr. Chairman, that the $100 a month has created quite
a bit of funding and it's going to be 3 or 4 years before this legisla-
tion will really be a cost to the taxpayers.

So we are on pretty firm ground as far as finances are concerned,
and in this budge. esolution it was not considered for fiscal yeay
1988 as a cost factor because of the money coming in, and I think
the same thing will prevail probably into 1989 because this $100 a
month is8 mounting up and there is money that is in the general
fund that came from this legislation.

So we've got to have the veterans organizations onboard on this
legislation. You are on board, and thank you for being here and
making this testimony.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Smith?

iIr. SmrrH of New Jersey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to thank the three gentlemen for their presentations. I
note, Mr. DeGeorge, that you come out in the %resentation as being
against compensation payments, or at least having real reserva-
tions there. I think you raise some very interesting points that
need to be considered by the committee as to how disabled is dis-
abled before that benefit is transferred. Perhaps you would want to
speak to that.

Mr. DEGeorGE. We are not opposed to the compensation. In fact,
we're in favor of the compensation payment, Mr. Smith. But we
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are concerned about how those compensation payments will be de-
termined based on disability, and we alert you to our point of view
in that area because this committee and the full committee have
provided programs to help rehabilitate disabled veterans that at
one time were not available, that we again point to that area
where a person can become involved and not placed on the disabil-
ity roll where he could not be supported or she couid not be sup-

rted.

We are able to overcome those kinds of areas of concern. So
spinal cord injury itself is a very catastrophic disability. We would
not want the Veterans' Administration to consider spinal cord
injury as providing authority for making compensation payment.
And that’s where we allude to comatose as being an area where
they could relate to making payment. In that case the payment
would go, as we pointed out, to the legal guardian. Therefore, we
would be able to support that area of concern.

Mr. SmrTH of New Jerse;;. The PVA would be looking for a strict
interpretation of disability?

Mr. DEGEORGE. I think that is true, and we would alert you also

to this also because of the possibility of certain abuses are over-
looked or not the proper considerations being provided for pay-
ment.
Mr. Smite of New Jersey. On the issue of transferability, the
VFW and PVA, although the VFW indicates that you will not
oppose it, you do make an interesting point and raise an interest-
ing objection regarding the reduction in the pool of eligibles for
future military service. I think the committee does have to look at
that very carefully.

Perhaps the flip side of that is that those children who have ben-
efited may, if they are a thinking family, want that benefit also to
accrue to their children. But it does raise an interesting point that
will be looked at by the committee. Perhaps you would want tc
comment.

Colonel PassamaNEck. If I may, Mr. Smith?

Mr. Smrts of New Jersey. Yes.

Colonel PassaMANECK. We had considered that situation or that
circumstance, and we sort of took the pessimist’s point of view. We
would like to believe that the children, let's say, of a veteran who
obtained their education by means of this eligibility might feel that
it would give them pleasure or pride by returning that favor that
they had received by perhaps participating in military service on
their own without the incentive of necessarily getting more educa-
tion benefits.

In other words, we think this might set a very healthy example
for the children of service people and they may say, “Hey, well, I
got all my education through these people, now maybe they need
some officers or whatever they need, and I'm going to join up.” I
mean, we hope that it will have that effect.

Mr. Smita of New Jersey. Mr. DeGeorge?

Mr. DEGEoRGE. Mr. Smith, regarding transferability, PVA is to-
tally opposed to this premise. As Chairman Montgomery pointed
out earlier, the GI bill is a readjustment benefit to the veteran and
the people serving in the military, and we wish that it would be

62




57

considered as such in total so that we don’t have the GI bill break-
ing down and not being provided as intended.

As we pointed out in our testimony, our written statement, there
are other social and economic approaches and social benefits and
programs for families to pursue for their yoag ones to pursue
their own education.

It’s not in our statement, so I will make a personal observation. I
don’t hold my organization to it. But I wond‘; what happens with
the work ethic of the individual young person finding their own
way to find their own education. While we can support them
through the GI bill and other programs, there is a certain amount
of concern that the young person pursue their own initiative.

Mr. MonTGoMERY. Would the chairman yield?

Mr. Dowby. Surely.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. You have to be careful what you say around
here. These witnesses listen.

[Laughter.]

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. I agree, and that’s what I said: it’s a readjust-
ment program.

But also in the original bill that had the transferability clause in
it, Mr. Chairman, we had in the bill where if the military imple-
mented it and it would be optional to tiie military if they wanted to
implement transferability. They also would have to pay it and it
would have to come out of the Defense Department funding. So we
were watching that, that the Veterans’ Administration itself
mainly would fund what we thought was readjustment, and the
extra benefits such as the kickers that are now in this bill, that has
to be paid by the military.

My. DEGEorGE. I would appreciate what you're saying, sir, but I
will have to go back to our organization’s original premise of read-
justment benefits. That is our major concern. And we do have a
concern of how, if it were implemented, how it would be funded,
whether it be DOD or the VA. That becomes another major con-
cern.

Mr. Dowpy. One final comment. We've talked about refunds of
the basic pay reduction, that it should be made available—some
have said that—under the Montgomery GI Bill. I personally feel
that a cash payment should be made only in the event of a death of
a participant. We have already conducted some hearings before
this subcommittee. We plan to start doing something next year to
cover events such as that which occurred on the U.S.S. Stark this
summer or under very narrow circumstances along the lines of
that which the PVA has set forth in your written testimony.

We want to thank all of you for appearing before us this morn-
ing. Thank you for your patience, coming at the end as you did.
Thank you very much.

Mr. Dowpy. There being no further witnesses, we stand ad-
journed until tomorrow morning at 9:30.

[Whereupon, at 1:40 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, to re-
convene at 9:30 a.m., on Thursday, October 15, 1987.]
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THE MONTGOMERY GI BILL

Thursday, October 15, 1987

U.S. House OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuBcoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, TRAINING
AND EMPLOYMENT,
CoMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS,
Wasnington, D.C.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:35 am., in room
334, Cannon House Qffice Building, tlon. Wayne Dowdy (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.
Present: Representatives Montgomery, Dowdy, Jontz, Evans, and
Smith of New Jersey.

OPENING STATEMENT O! {ON. WAYNE DOWDY, CHAIRMAN,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT

Mr. Dowpy. The Subcommittee on Education, Training and Em-
ployment will come to order.

I want to welcome all of you to the second day of hearings re-
garding the implementation and the effectiveness of the Montgom-
ery GI Bill. We are focusing on three bills, H.R. 2950, H.R. 8180
and H.R. 3208.

The first of them would authorize those individuals with eligibil-
ity under the Montgomery GI Bill to pursue flight training under
certain restrictions.

Mr. Chris Smith of New Jersey, the ranking minority member of
the subcommittee, has introduced H.R. 3180 in August, and H.R.
3208 was introduced on August 7 by another outstanding member
of our subcommittee, Jim Jontz of Indian:. Both of these bills
would amend chapter 30 of Title 38, United States Code.

In the letter of invitation I requested comments on these three
bills. I also invited witnesses to discuss additional amendments, if
any, which they think would improve the effectiveness of the Mont-
gomery GI Bill. As I mentioned yesterday, it is my personal -view,
based on visits we have made tr service training bases, that the
Montgomery GI Bill is working, x11d working very well. According-
ly, we should give a lot of deliberate thought to any significant
changes we may want to make in this program. Nevertheless, this
is a good opportunity to begin discussions and reviewing the pro-
posals before us.

We will be hearing from many witnesses today, and we will re-
quest that all witnesses abide by the 5minute rule. Most of you are
aware of it. but when the red light on the table is lighted, that sig-
nifies that the 5 minutes are up.
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Written questions may be submitted to our witnesses following
the hearings. And without objection, the questions and written re-
sponses will be included in the hearing record.

Also, the hearing record will remain open for 10 days for addi-
tional statements and information.

Before we call on our first witness, I would like to recognize the
chairman of the full c. nmittee, my distinguished colleague from
Mississippi and my good friend, the author of the excellent pro-
gram we are reviewing today, the Honorable G.V. (Sonny) Mont-
gomery. Mr. Chairman?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. G. V. (SONNY) MONTGOMERY,
CHAIRMAN, FULL COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS

Mr. MonTGOMERY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I thought we had excellent hearings yesterday, a lot of interest
in the GI bill, and a lot of suggestions of changes. But it was after-
all, Mr. Chairman, to imprcve the bill. Everyone seemed to be very
satisfied with the way the implementation has gone. And as I said
yesterday, and it applies today, there are a number of people in
this room who will testify who were great supporters of the GI bill
to make it permanent legislation. And I want to go on the record
and thank you, those that will testify today, that gave us their sug-
port and made it possible that we are where we are looking at im-
provements of the GI bill.

And we have the Veterans' Administration that administers it
working with the military. And I think Mr. Vogel will say, Mr.
Chairman, that he has terrific cooperation from the Defense De-

l?;artment. You know, you pass these bills, and then sometimes it is
ard to put them in effect and get to the people that you want to
help. But it seems to be that the VA and the Defense Department
are working very well in setting ug and seeing that those people

who request tc come under the GI bill, including the Reserve
Forces are able to do so.

As I said yesterday, I think we ought to go slow, Mr. Chairman,
befure we make any major changes, to give this legislation a
chance to settle down a little more and be sure we are doing the
right thing. And thank you for this opportunity.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. The ranking
minority member, my friend Chris Smith of New Jersey.

Mr. Smrra of New dJersey. I would say in the opening, this is day
two of what has turned out to be a very good hearing. A lot of inci-
sive testimony has been provided to the committee. And I look for-
ward to our witnesses who will be addressing us in a moment.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dowpy. Also, the author of H.R. 3208, our friend Jim Jontz
from Indiana.

Mr. Jontz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Again, my appreciation
for your willingness to conduct this very thorough hearing. And I
want to associate myself with the remarks of our full committee
chairman, Chairman Montgomery, and his approach to this issue,
and thank the witnesses in advance for their good testimony.

Mr. Dowpy. All right. Our first witness this morning will be Mr.
R. J. Vogel who is Chief Benefits Director of the Veterans’ Admin-
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istration. Mr. Vogel is accompanied by Dr. Dennis Wyant, Director
of the Vocational Rehabilitation and Education Service and Mr.
James Kane, Assistant General Counsel.

It is a pleasure to see all of you this morning. Mr. Vogel, we
would like for you to proceed.

STATEMENT OF R. J. VOGEL, CHIEF BENEFITS DIRECTOR, VET-
ERANS ADMINISTRATION; ACCOMPANIED BY: DR. DENNIS R.
WYANT, DIRECTOR, VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION AND EDU-
CATION SERVICE; AND JAMES P. KANE, ASSISTANT GENERAL
COUNSEL

Mr. Vocer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to read a brief summary statement and ask that my
full statement be placed in the record.

Mr. Dewpy. Without objection.

Mr. VoskeL. I appreciate the opportunity to provide information
on the implementation of the Montgomery GI Bill and to comment
on three pending bills.

In the active duty program, 468 individuals have received train-
ing through October 6, 1987. The DOD-wide participation rute for
the program through August was 61 percent. Among the individual
services, the Army had the highest participation rate, 78.6 percent.
We are anticipating 19,400 trainees in fiscal year 1988 leading up
to 242,000 trainees in fiscal year 1993 with the program continuing
to grow into the future,

Under the Reserve program, chapter 106, close to 66,000 reserv-
ists received training through the end of September. The Army Na-
tional Guard had the largest number, 27,036. We are projeciing
147,000 for fiscal year 1988 with 226,400 trainees projected for 1990.

Chapter 30 claims processing is centralized in our St. Louis Re-
gional Office. It is currently using an interim computer system
until the TARGET system is available. Installation of TARGET has
taken longer than we anticipated due to chapter 30's complexity.

Along with centralization, we are going to test an optical disk
system starting in about 2 months. This test will help us determine
the feasibility of an automated filing system as opposed to our cur-
rent paper claims folder system.

Chapter 106 claims are handled by all VA regional offices. Cur-
rently they are using an interim system on TARGET for authoriz-
ing benefit payments. A weekly data exchange with the Depart-
ment of Defense identifies individuals no longer eligible for bene-
fits and those who agair become eligible.

We have had excellent cooperation from the Department of De-
fense with respect to the military service departments. It is truly
what we consider a very successful effort caused by large measure
by the dedication of the individuals involved in the program.

I would now like to turn to three pending bills. H.R. 2950 would
amend the Montgomery GI Bill to permit flight training. We are
opposed to this bill based upon our experience with flight training
nnder the regular chapter 34 program. Under that program we
found that flight training served goals that were more recreational
and avocational than employment oriented.
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H.R. 3180 is the next bill. As to the pay reduction provisions, we
prefer $100 a month reduction for 12 months. We favor lengthen-
ing the time for recruits’ election not to participate in a program
but we defer to DOD on the transierability issue.

H.R. 3208 is the final bill. We don't favor allowing service-
members to decide how much their deduction will be. As with the
other bill, we defer to DOD on transferability.

Finally, we think the compensation in liet: of education benefit
provision portion of this bill is a little too loosely worded, but we
would support it with DOD’s modifications.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my testimony. I'd be pleased to re-
ipond to any questions you or members of the subcommittee may

ave.

Rll'he l;:orej.\ared statement of Mr. Vogel a%?ears on p. 216.]

r. Dowpy. Thank you very much, Mr. Vogel.

Initially we were told that there were some problems with the
implementation of chapter 106, the Guard and Reserve component.
Have these problems been as great as they were anticipated to be?
Have any difficulties been taken care of?

Mr. VogeL. We s¢lieve we are on the road to resoiution. Just the
sheer number of i%eserve units reporting data and the number of
trainees causes a little bit of difficulty with determining eiigihility.
But the Department of Defense has a Defense Manpower Data
Center in California, and we now receive on a weekly basis a com-
puter linked update on eligibles. What could be a thorny problem
18 on its way to resolution. We have very few cases, comparativ=ly,
that still need resolution as to eligibility. We thiiik the implen:en-
tation has been successful.

Mr. Dowpy. One final question regarding your comments on
flight training: Two years ago the Aircraft Cwners and Pilots Asso-
ciation testified before this subcommittee. At this hearing the wit-
ness said the following in his statement. “The United States des-
perately needs to train commercially qualified pilots to fill a grow-
ing demand for professional pilot services. Student pilot starts have
dropped 30 percent. Commercial pilot certificates issued have
dropped 58 percent. This makes it doubtful that we will attain our
goal for required prcfessional pilots by the year 1995.” That was a
statement of the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association.

In view of this statement, I have two questions: Don’t you think
that flight training would be a more useful benefit than it was 10
years ago? Has not the situation changed in light of this informa-
tion from that which existed 10 years ago?

And then secondly, would you make any suggestions as to how
this type of training could be made available under the program so
that 1t is restri narrowly to the training of commercial pilots
and would not be available as a hobby or an avocation as you have
stated in your testimony? . .

Mr. VoGei. Our experience with the flight training in the chap-
ter 34 GI bill was that it was avocational and a hobby pursuit more
than anytaing else. The General Accounting Office did a study
some 8 years ago which said that only about 16 percent of those
who ever trained in the commercial dpl ot training programs under
the GI bill were employed in the field of aviation. About $490.8 mil-
lion was paid, and only about 2 percent of all who trained were in-
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flight trainees. About $490.8 million for 2 percent of the trainees
with about a 16 percent employment.

The occupational outlook for pilots in the future shows some sig-
nificant job opportunities but not in large numbers. I am not sure
what the prospect is for the future on that, whether or not we will
indeed have a shortage.

In administering flight training under chapter 34, the only
courses, of course, that could be approved were those which were
commercial in nature. You couldn’t get a private pilot's license,
clearly. You had to have a second class medical certificate to

ursue courses from commercial pilot through multi-engine and
igl;t instructor and those programs.

, anybody pursuing commercial flight training was obligated to
identify thet as a vocational goal. How to get a claimant to indicate
whether he or she actually intended tc use the training for com-
mercial purposes when the only goals approved were commercial
would seem to be a redundancy. with training in a lot of other
fields, accounting or tzﬁriculture and other Yrograms under the GI
bill, students trair. with the prospect of employment in those fields.
An]c} that I think would probably be true for the flight training as
well.

Our experience has been that a lot of mar;? was expended and
withtcomparatively little success in obtaining flight related employ-
ment.

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Chairman?

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Vogel, thank you for being here today and for your coopera-
tion on implementing this new legislation that comes threngh your
department. I also want to congratulate Dr. Dennis Wyant for the
work he has done. As I understand it, this is his department and
he has the responsibility at the Veterans’ Administration to work
with the military de]:&artment to see that these persons are enrolled
in the GI bill—and Mr. Kane, as the Assistant General Counsel, for
your cooperation.

Dennis, what are some of the problems that you are seeing now?
And maybe you might want to comment on the cooperation which I
mentioned earlier from the Defense Department.

Dr. WyaNT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Basically the problems that we huve had in the past had been
with the 106 program when the progrian was new. The most signif-
icant problem that we saw was that rcservists were being signed
uptwit out a full 6-year contract. Now that that is behind us, that's
out.

The other thing——

Mr.'MoNnrcoMERY. Explain the 106.

Dr. WyanT. I'm sorry, the chapter 106 reservists program. As
you know, a reservist had to have a full 6-year contract to get into
the program. And, many who were on Reserve status were signed
up and getting a NOBE, a Notice of Basic Eligibility when they
really weren'’t eligible at that point. So, it has taken some time to
separate those out from the ones who did meet the criteria for the

program.
Another thing that we are thinking now that is really helping us
is that if the Notice of Basic Eligibility is up to 120 days old, we are
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accepting it at face value. It doesn’t have to be registered with the
D in California—we go ahead and process the person. That
had been held up some in the past and creating some overpayment
issues.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Let me make a point there. By law—well, I'm
not going to say by law.

Are you saying that if they complete their basic training after 3
months—the reservists—that g'ou are implementing their applica-
tions and not waiting on the 180 days?

Dr. Wyanr. No, sir. This would be after they met the criteria for
the 180 days.

Mr. MontGoMERY. Well, that was one of the suggestions yester-
day that that 180 days be shortened because some are finishing
after 3 months and they have to wait for another 3 months in the
Reserves before their application will be processed by you.

Would you have any problems if we move that date back?

Dr. WyanT. The VA does not have a position on that. We would
defer to the Defense Depaitment on that and would administer in
whichever way you, as the Committee and the Defense Depart-
ment, see fit on that. We have no problem with that.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Go ahrad. I didn’t mean to interrupt you.

Dr. Wyant. Well, that was basically the main issue. And now
that we do have have this nationwide TARGET system within all
of our regional offices, we can pull up from the DMDC a personnel
screen and actually check on tﬁe eligibility of each of these reserv-
ists which will really, I think, shortcut some of the issues and get
service to the reservists faster than in the past. That has been the
main issue. And as you heard Mr. Vogel say, there have been a lot
pegfle working very hard on this issue over the last year or so.

r. MoNTtGOMERY. Well, Mr. Vogel made the statement to me
earlier that this is probably the best cooperation that they have
had in his dealings with the military, between the military and the
VA on making this GI bill work. Is that corract, Mr. Vogel?

Mr. VoGEL. Absolutely, Mr. Chairman. I think any time you start
a new program, the general belief is that if the Government’s got
their hand in it, it's going to take a long time for them to work out
the kinks. The time to work out the kinks has been short because
of the truly cooperative spirit between both the VA and the De-
partment of Defense and, really, with the respective military de-
partments. We think it has worked out very well. I haven’t experi-
enced that kind of cooperation in the past in dealing with other
Federal agencies.

Mr. MonTGOMERY. I know under the Veterans’ Employment Act
working with the Labor Department you have had some problems.
It took a year to get that going, didn’t it?

Mr. VoceL. * certainly did, sir. It took a long time to get it going
and working well. We haven’t had that experience in administer-
ing the Montgomery GI Bill.

r. MONTGOMERY. My other question one of you could maybe
answer regards the money that comes in. I think you—or it doesn’t
come in, but you keep up with the $100 a month. How much has
come in from the Active Forces now? Dr. Wyant? Mr. Vogel?

Dr. WyaNT. I knew that earlier today. I think that was 140—I
dor:’t know. I'll have to provide that for you for the record.

Q
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[Subsequently the Veterans’ Administration provided the follow-
ing information:]

$313,019,829 was received from participants under the Montgomery GI Bill-Active
Duty participants during the period July 1985 through August 1987.

Mr. MonTGcoMmERY. Well, we want to be sure. You know, when
you figure these budgets up here, if you are not careful, they won’t
give us credit for it. And we were fortunate that when they had the
budget procedure for fiscal year 1988 that this was not a minus and
it would not have to be figured as taking money out of the Treas-
ury. And our set-aside—enough money was coming in from this
$100 a month, as far as the basic benefits were concerned. And
somewhere down the line I want "o take that money, even though
you don’t get your hands on it, and take credit for 8 percent inter-
est because it’s money that the Government does not pay out.
These monies are these young men and women'’s pay. And we want
to be sure that that shows up in the proper manner, Mr. Chair-
man, that it’s just not fluffed over.

Did you find the figures?

Mr. VogeL. The only figure I have in front of me, Mr. Chairman,
is the amount that we paid to date to the trainees. We paid out
$140,119 as of October 13, 1987.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. It’s $140 million.

Mr. VogeL. Pm sorry.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. It’s $140,000. Is that all?

Mr. VGGeL. That'’s under chapter 30. We only have about 475 in
training as of October 13, 1987.

Mr. Dowpy. Dr. Wyant, if you could make that figure available
that t&he chairman has requested so that we could include it in the
record.

And I want to echo what the chairman said about the coopera-
tive spirit that the three witnesses have given this subcommittee,
especially Dr. Wyant. We have ihad a number of times to work with
him. And we find that he does a very good job.

Mr. Smith?

Mr. SmrrH of New Jersey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And gentle-
men, welcome to the committee.

In yesterday’s panel of program managers, there was a clear con-
sensus that the per month deduction—perhaps $60 over a 20-month
period was preferable over the current system. I know publicly in
this testimony you are suggesting that that is something for DOD
to decide. But Mr. Vogel, I was wondering in your own personal
judgment, do you believe it would be a good idea? It seems to be a
very simple change that could be made. It would put less of a
burden on the service person.

Mr. Voger. We could aominister the program in whatever way is
decided upon. It's essentially the Department of Defense which
would be getting the money from a deduction from military pay.
We would just be on the receiving and the ;{gyout end on it.

I can appreciate that $100 a month may be a little bit more than
an E-1 or E-2 c.n pay out comforiably and that something less
may be appropriate. The program would still wind up with a $1,200
within 20 months and the serviceperson would be eligible to par-
ticipate in the program.
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Mr. SmrtH of New Jersey. You note on page 9 that the VA could
support a death benefit, but the language in H.R. 3208 is too loose-
? worded, and you support the provisions of the DOD recommen-

ations, the modifications that they have suggested. What are
those modifications, Dr. Wyant?

Dr. WyanT. Under the death benefit, that we would see it only
going to the spouse or to the dependents or to the purents. And
that the payment would only be the unused portion of the partici-
pant’s pay reduction.

Mr. VoGEL. And an injury not caused by misconduct or death not
caused by misconduct.

Mr. SmrTH of New Jersey. Thank you very much. R

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Jontz?

Mr. JoNTz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to thank you, Mr. Vogel, for your good testimony and rec-
ommendations and.suggestions.

I do have one question. My understanding is that one of the pu.- .
poses of the GI bill program is, indeed, to help the Defense Depart-
ment in meeting their recruiting goals. Would you also say that an-
other function or purpose of the GI bill is to ease the transition of
the serviceman or woman to civilian life and help them meet edu-
cational needs which they might have so that our Nation’s veter-
ans can adjust properly? )

Mr. VoGeL. Yes, sir. In administering this prograza and other
education programs over the years, it has been the readjustment
value that has been at the forefront of our thought. Recruitment
and retention of the military, of qualified and highly qualified indi-
viduals, is a matter of importance to all of us, but of course of keen
importance to the Department of Defense.

Our approach is readjustment first, and on retention and recruit-
ment we defer to DOD which is interested, as all Americans are, in
having high quality individuals in uniform.

Mr. JonTz. So, an]ﬁ factor which influenced the ability of the GI
bill or the VA to fill the need for proper adiustment and £l the
need for educational benefits—any factor that would be an obstacle
to that—would be a concern of yours.

Mr. VoGeL. Absolutely, sir.

Mr. JonTz. We have heard a great deal of testimony that the
$100 a month deduction does serve as a major obstacle in prevent-
ing young men and women entering the service for signing up for
the program. And given that the result of this that there will be a
great many veterans whose transition to civiiian life will be more
d'tficult because they cannot participate in education programs
u.ader the GI bill, would you not conclude that the $100 is in fact a v
major barrier to serving your purpose which is to serve the veter-
ans and help with their educational needs?

Mr. VoceL. We have been ver;y pleasantly surprised at the level
of participation as it is. I, very frankly, wouldn't have thought we
would have had this high-level of participation that we have had.
So, our view, frankly, from that beginning point is that the partici-
pation doesn’t seem to have been hurt by the $100 a month deduc-
tion, but if the farticipation could, indeed, be higher, as you sug-
gest, Mr. Jontz, | really don’t know what the answer is. We see an
increasingly higher participation rate. Some other number could
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avail themselves of the program if the monthly deduction was
somewhat less.

Mr. JonTz. And that would help you to serve their educational
needs when they become veterans?

Mr. VogeL. Absolutely, sir.

Mr. JonTz. Thank you.

Mr. VoGEL. Yes, sir.

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Evans?

Mr. Evans. No questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dowpy. Mr -Smith?

Mr. Smrra of New Jerseay. I thank the Chair.

{ notice that General Lukeman’s testimony points out that there
would be a loss of $88 million if we went to a $60 per month pay
reduction. Over what period of time is that® Do you happen to
know, Mr. Vogel?

Mr. VogeL. I would imagine over the 20-month period. I am not
sure, Mr. Smith.

Mr. SMrTH of New Jersey. That is a-significant amount.

Mr. VogeL. I just saw that testimony earlier this morning. And
my staff said we don’t know where that came from, but we would
like to talk to them about that.

Mr. Smrri of New Jersey. Maybe that’s lost interest.

Mr. VogGeL. Perhaps.

Mr. Smite of New Jersey. I guess that’s a question more aptly
put to General Lukeman.

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Chairman?

Mr. MonTGOoMERY. Thank you, Mr. Chairmar.

To follow up on Jim Jontz' question to you, Mr. Vogel, that is an
unknown about the $100 a month, but we have been getting an im-
pression from the people who have been dealing with these young
men and women. It might have a chance—I think in World War II
40 to 45 percent used their GI benefits. The Korean War was close
to 50 percent, and then the Vietnam War was over 60 to 65 per-
cent. By having their own money involved, the $1,200 plus, makes
a total of $10,800, it is felt that they might go to school after they
get out to get their money back. Then once we get them there, we
got them. So, we ought to be very careful that we take a good, hard
look at that.

I didn’t want the $100 a month, Jim, but that’s all w= could do to
get the bill. Now since we have got it, we just have to kind of wait
and see. I am not sure whether it’s an advantage to make them go
to school or not, but we ought to watch that point and see how it
comes out.

My other comment. We are trying to get off the computer how
much money has come in to the VA, but did you say $142,000 has
been paid out?

And I realize that’s a small number because the program is not
quite 3 years old yet. The big cost to the Government v/ill be in
1990 and 1991. And so, I'm just saying these are pretty accurate
figures that on the $100 a month that’s being paid into the Govern-
ment on the GI bill, the Government is taking in $313 million
versus $142,000. So, actually it’s certainly a good deal at this time
for the U.S. Government. These are funds that are coming in and
at a later date, of course, in 1990 and 1991 I know there will be a

.
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lot of hollering around here. You didn’t tell us it was going to cost
this much. But right now it is certainly working well, and the Gov-
ernment is benefiting as well as young men ané young women—
$313 million.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairmaa.

Let me ask one final question in light of the figures that the
lcﬁha}:g:ixan has presented about the total dollars that have been

‘cked in.

If Gramm-Rudman is implemented, what effect would this have
on chapter 30 and chapter 106 programs?

Mr. VoGeL. Very frankly, Mr. Chairman, we are not sure. The -
General Counsel has that under consideration. We posed the ques-
tion to the General Counsel’s Office about the possible effects if we
have a sequester. I don’t know whether Mr. Kane can answer that.
I don’t have the answer yet from the General Counsel.

Mr. KaNE. We don’t have any answer at this point in time, sir. N
We don’t know what the reduction would be. It could have an
impact on it.

Mr. MontGoMERY. Do you mean, Mr. Chairman, like it would
reduce the $300 to $250 a month?

Mr. Downpy. Right.

Mr. MontGgoMERY. It did under the Vietnam-era bill. We had
some complaints on that. It reduced it $15 to $20. But for some
reason this was exempt vnder the first Gramm-Rudman. Now,
whether it will continue to be, I certainly hope it will be. That’s a
good point. We ought to follow up on that because $300, as testified
here yesterday, is really not enough funding to get these kids
where they can really get a decent education.

Mr. Downv. I thank each of the witnesses very much. And again,
we would like to have the figure. I am sure that it will correspond
with the figure that our committee has, but we would welcome
your information.

Mr. VogeL. Yes, sir.

Mr. Dowpy. Next we will hear from Lt. Gen. Anthony Lukeman,
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower and Person-
nel Policv, and Maj. Gen. Sloan Gill, Acting Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of Jefense for Manpower and Personnel.

We want to thank both of you, Gereral Lukeman and General
Gill, for being here today. And we would ask that you proceed,
General Lukeman first, followed by General Gill. We have received
your very excellent written testimony, and we thank you for that.
And if you would like, proceed to summarize your written state- .
ment if at all possible.

STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. ANTHONY LUKEMAN, DEPUTY ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR MANPOWER AND PERSON-
NEL POLICY, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

General LukemMaN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'll do that. I
really appreciate the opportunity to speak here for the Department
of Defense and give a perspective on the three bills. And more par-
ticularly, I want to express the appreciation of the Department,
and in particular the young men and women who are coming into
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the military services today for this very, very fine program that
the committee has crafted.

Very. briefly, our position on the three bills is that we favor an
extension of time from 2 weeks to 30 days during which a service-
member can make the decision whether or not to participate in the
program. The language of one of the bills is a little bit too restric-
tive, we believe, requiring action at the close of the individuai's
training period when a lot of other things are goin%on and the
man or woman’s mind may not be on this subject. He is getting
readl{';o go to his new duty station, thinking about going on leave,
thinking -about his new training that he is going to be taking and
so forth. So, we think 30 days is a little bit better.

The language of the other bill saying not to exceed 60 days is
somewhat less than .desirable becanse three of the four services’
basic training is less than 60 days. L mrty is simply a good number
that makes sure it will get done early on in the person’s enlist-
ment, and it gives the services plenty of flexibility to fit it properly
into their basic training when most of the administrative things
are being done.

We also favor the provision to provide for circumstances where a
g:rson becomes disabled or dies but hasn’t used an educational

nefit at least equal to the amount that his pay was reduced; that
is, the difference between the member’s contribution and whatever
ben>fit he may have used would be refunded in a case of disability
or Iprovided to the survivors in the case of death.

n addition, we would propose an amendment providing benefits
to certain individuals who join the program but are discharged
before serving the required amount of time for reasons that either
benefit the Government or are unconirollable by the member.
These would include early discharge ‘o attend ROTC colleges, a
forced reduction in strength, a medical discharge without disabil-
ity, or discharge because of being a sole surviving son or daughter.
I? (i;hé)se instances, we propose 1 month of benefit for each month
of duty.

We are opposed to several other features of the bills. There is
%/[wd information developed by the GAO that was mentioned by

r. Vogel that flight training courses don’t accomplish the basic
employment objectives of the program. So, we don’t see that as a
proper extension of benefits. It is clear that a significant majorit
of the graduates of these programs in the past did not go on to fuli-
time employment.

We also op changing the current pay reduction scale to a
smaller monthly reduction over a longer period. This is purely a
cost consideration where we don’t see any great benefit that would
accrue, but there would be a cost of about $88 million over the first
2 years because of the smaller reductions in pay for new members
joining the program.

Similarly, we don’t favor the transferability provisions. They
would cost about $20 million a g:ar for the kickers which DOD
pays for. Transferability would used largely by careerists, so
there wouldn’t be any measurable improvement in retention.

Finally, we oppose reogening the opportunity for individuals who
chose to opt out. It would obviously increase costs. It wouldn’t help
recruiting, and it would encourage individuals to get out of the
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service rather then to stay in. It would also send a signal to future
potential participants that we weren’t serious abcut the one-time
nature of the decision. And it could easily tempt some new recruits
into not participating, betting on the come that they will get an-
other chance later in their first enlistment. )

We think Congress did an extremely fine job in constructing the
Montgomery GI Bill, and a few minor fixes ce-tainly are warrant-
ed. But we don’t see a clear payback to the Department of Defense
for these séveral provisions I've just discussed. As a result we
would choose to use the dollars that they would cost for some of
the many other critical purposes that are competing for defense re-
sources.

Sir, I can help on the question of how much would be involved in
the first year’s cost of this program. The figure is about $216 mil-
lion that would be reduced in pay for 180,000 members that would
join the program during a l-year period at today’s rates. I think
that is the number the chairman was looking for earlier—about
$216 million.

That concludes by informal remarks, sir.

[The prepared statement of General Lukeman appears on p. 222.]

Mr. Dowpy. General Gill?

STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN.-SLOAN R. GILL, USAF (RET.), ACTING
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (GUARD AND RE-
SERVE) FOR MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL, U.S. DEPARTMENT
OF DEFENSE

General GiLL. Thank you. I am very pleased to appear before this
subcommittee and testify on the Montgomery GI Bill and in par-
ticular for chapter 106 that applies to the Reserve Forces. I would
like to submit my testimony for the record, and make a short open-
ing statement.

We tkink that the Montgomery GI Bill has proven to be an excel-
lent recruiting and retention tool. Our figures showed 64,000 en-
rolled by mid-September, and as Oyou heard Mr. Vogel of VA testify
that number had risen to 68,000 by the end of September. We
think those numbers are going to continue to grow.

We had a few beginning problems with the Reserve Montgomery
GI Bill. Most of those were administrative, and with the full coop-
eration of VA and DMDC, I think those are all well behind us. We
seem to be improving every day.

I was asked to testify specifically on H.R. 2950 and the flight
training provision for reservists and guardsmen. We are opposed to
that bill for the same reasons that General Lukeman ané Mr.
Vogel gavz.

There is one difference between chapter 106, and chapter 30 in
the way the flight training would work. A full-time student would
be reimbursed for 75 percent of the training costs, and the student
would use up 1 month’s benefits for each $140 reimbursement.
Flight training, even in small aircraft, Cessna 172s, etc. leading to
a private license, costs somewhere in the neighborhood of $60 to
$15 an hour. We ~ould see that the individual could very easily use
up his total benefits of $5,040 within 6 months and still have 5%
years of a requirement to the Reserve. Due to the fact chapter 30
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benefits are for service-rendered and chapter 106 requires an obli-
gation to sexve. There is a fundamental difference.

The Sixth Quadrennial Review, by the way, are looking at quite
a few other changes. It would be presumptious of me to say what
the Quadrennial Review is going to recommend.

One of the things, that we would like to administratively change
is that chapter 106, the way it is presently written, requires a
rson who does not have a high school diploma to receive that
gh school diploma or its’ equivalent prior to completion of initial
active duty for training. That's a very stressful time for these
young men or women in the Reserve or the Guard who are away
from home going through initial active duty for training. They
have very little time to persue outside educations activities.

We would like to see the requirement for a high school diploma
extended to 2 years which would make it read exactly like the
chapter 30 active duty bill. In other words, the reservist would
have up to 2 years from signing up for his 6-year commitment to
come up with a high school dip'oma. We think that would improve
the program considerably.

Again, I think the Montgomery GI has been a great success. It
has proven to be a great recruiting and retention tool.

And I stand by for questions.

[The prepared statement of General Gill appears on i.e227.]

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you General Gill and General Lukeman.

General Lukeman, in your statement, youa supported changing
the provisions of the Montgomery GI Bill to allow a new recruit 30
days within which to make a decision regarding his or her partici-
pation in the Montgomery GI Bill. Is that correct?

General LUREMAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Dowpy. So that I can get the time sequence settled in my
mind, when does the recruit first receive a paycheck? How long has
he been at Fort Jackson, SC when he gets his first paycheck?

General LukemaNn. The way it is normally done, sir, instead of
getting a regular paycheck, the recruit’s money is withheld by the
organization. And then enough money is made available to him for
the necessities because he is in a closed environment and not in a
Ec;:ition where he can spend money except on PX necessities and

is regular bucket issue, the things that he needs to buy out of his
own money. So, basically during recruit training, the dollars are
withheld from the recruit so that he is going to have something lef:
when he gets ready to go on recruit leave and go on to his next
du::iy station. Enough is made available to him for the necessities,
and that’s all.

Mr. Dowpy. So, under the Army scheme, during basic training
the trainec does not get a paycheck. Is that right?

General LUKEMAN. I cannct speak to the Army. And I know Gen-
eral Ono will be here just following me. I can tell you precisely
that in the case of the Marine Corps, that's correct. He does not get
a paycheck.

Mr. Dowpy. Yesterday we had some comments from witnesses
who speculated that if we increase the amount of time during
which a recruit has to make that decision, that may be counterpro-
ductive and may actually decrease the likelihood that a young
person might choose to participate in the Montgomery GI Bill.
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Czn you foresee any circumstances where that would be true?

General LUKEMAN. No, I really can’t, sir. Before this last year in
Washington, I spent the 2 years previous to that at the Marine
Corps recruit depot at San Diego, and I have a pretty good feel for
the way these young fellows think. And in all the services, there is
a great adjustment when they first come ir. to basic training. That
period is difficult for them and they want to do well, and they want
to concentrate on whatever their drill sergeant wants them to con-
centrate on. They tend to get over that at about—I'd say about the
2-week period, and then start to settle down and think a little bit
normally. So, I think an extension would probably work to the ben-
efit of everybody, and the effect that you mention probably would .
not happen.

Mr. Dowpy. Would we be correct in saying that in terms of get-
ting young peogle who should be participating in. the program to
participate in the Montgomery GI Bill that the empnasis should be
placed on the period of time when they are talking with their re- .
cruiter back home, and the recruiter should discuss the Montgom-
ery GI Bill fully with the young person, with their parents, and
with their spousz, if they’re married?

Would I be correct in saying that that would be the most im(gor-
tant time to 1aake sure they have made their decision regarding
the Montgomery GI Bill and that they have made a good decision
rather than saying it’s more important to make that decision in
the third or fourth week after they arrive at basic training?

General LukeMAN. Absolutely, sir. That’s the time that the indi-
vidual should have his mind made up. Before he or she comes into
the service. It’s a responsibility of the recruiler to make that
happen.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you very much.

Mr. Chairman?

Mr. MoNTtGOMERY. Thank you, Wayne. To follow up on your
question—and as I say, we are just trying to figure what is best for
the GI bill. The recruiter and the parents, as you say, should have
these young men and women pretty well oriented to what benefits
they are going to get and what they need to think about when they
come in to the service:

We found out that maybe the 2 weeks might be an advantage—
the longer you give them. And we designed this bill. You have to
sign out from under it. We want young Americans to get an educa-
tion. We think that is the survival of this country that they get as
much education as possible.

To extend 30 days, doesn’t this give them more ways to spend the .
money? As I mentioned yesterday, one fellow didn’t join up because
he was spending $100 a month on phone bills- calling home and
thinking about automobiles and stereo equipment. Sometimes you
just have to move in and do it for these young men and women.
Then they will thank you later on when those bencfits are there »
waiting on them. How does that hit you?

General LUKEMAN. It’s one of those really difficult questions be-
cause the other side of the coin is the young fellow that makes the
bad decision not to participate because he is so shell-shocked when
he first gets to recruit training. So, it’s a tou,'h judgment call.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Mr. McNTGoMERY. Well, you know, as a Marine, they told us
from Parris Island that 12 months is all right. See, they don’t even
knoew how to get out of here. It’s not but one gate and one road out
of Pairis Island. So, they don’t need any money. Better get them
while you can.

General Gill, nice to see you. Congratulations on your new as-
signment, and we appreciate the work you did as chief of the Air
Reserve.

You mention several areas. We had some areas that were left out
of the Reserve section of the GI bili pertaining to vocational train-
ing and also master and Ph.D. degrees that could not be gotten
under the GI bill for the Reserve, that maybe we would consider
putting it under the Reserve clause. Is the Defense Departmert
taking any position? Maybe you mentioned it and I just missed it.

General G1LL, No, sir. The Sixth Quadrennial Review is looking
at that at this time.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Looking at adding vocational?

General GiL. Right. At adding these same benefits, the same
coverage and everything that’s under chapter 30 for the active duty
to be ael‘)flicable to the Reserve Forces—in other words, to have it
extended past the baccalaureate degree to a masters degree and a
doctors d , and then also perhaps lowering it to also cover vo-
cational schools.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. General Lukemar., we had some testimony
from members yesterday pertaining to—we are hearing from serv-
ice gersonnel that will retire before 1989 that there is a loophole in
the legislation, and they were left out and not able to zet the bene-
fits or the New GI Bill. Has the Defense Department taken any po-
sition pertaining to this so-called group that say they were left out?

Now, we took what you sent up here and put in the New GI Bill
as far as military personnel. We were told by Secretary Weinberger
that you have got to extend the Vietnam-era benefits longer than
1989 or it’s a possibility that 35 percent of the military forces have
not used their benefits, and they might start getting out in 1986,
1987, and 1988. So, we took what you sent up here, and we ex-
tended—if you're in the service after 1989—when the Vietnam-era
bill expires on December 31 of 1989, if you're in the service, then
ggu zfa_x;: eligible for half of the Vietnam era and all of the new GI

nefits.

General LUKEMAN. If there is a loophole in there, sir, we would
be interested in closing it because our interest is in making sure
that all these servicemen have the advantage of the program.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. I'm not saying there’s a loophole. That was
just the terr _aat was used.

And Mr. Chairman, we would certainly need to have the cost on
those fignures if we picked up some other service personnel. Plus we
would have to decide who would pay for it. Right now the Veter-
ans’ Administration pays for the basic benefits, and for the Re-
serves and what’s optional in this bill is paid by the Defense De-
partment. So, it’s something to look in to.

Thank you.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Smith? .

Mr. SmitH of New Jersey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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General Lukeman, you mentioned that the DOD suggesis that
education benefits be expanded to include certain Montgomery GI
Bill participants who receive an early discharge. Approximately
how many people are we talking about in the early discrharge
group specified in your testimony?

General LUkeEMAN. I'll have to give you that answer for the
record, Mr. Smith. And I would be pleased to do that.

[The information follows:]

This yroposal includes the personnel in four early discharge categories. For the
period July 1, 1985—June 30, 1987, the number of Montgomery GI Bill participants
who received one of these types of early discharges are as follows. To attend ROTC-

41, forced reduction in Service strength—58, medical discharges without disability
(EPTS),~—1412, and scie surviving son or daughter—2, The total for all four catego- -
ries i8 1518 servicemembers for the first two years of the program.

Mr. SmrtH of New Jersey. That would be fine.

You have also stated in your testimony that lowering the month-
ly pay reduction schedule to $60 would incur a cost to the Govern-
ment of an estimated $88 million of lost revenue. I was wondering
if you could tell us how you calculated that figure and over what
period of time.

General LUKEMAN. Yes, sir. Basically what it comes down to is
you’ve got about 180,000 people who would come in during a l-year

riod who presently would have their pay reduced at the rate of

100 a month for 12 months, which adds up to about $216 million.
As you reduce it to $60 a month for 20 months and with a minor
little interest calculation that really is not significant, you collect
about $128 million over that same period, which is a 2-year period,
the difference being $88 million.

The Congressional Budget Office has estimated that there would
be an increase in participation as a result of the lower amount
from $100 to $60. And they estimated about a 10 percent increase.
But even when you crank that in, there weuld still be a net differ-
ence during that 2-year period of about $75 million in revenues.

Mr. SmiTH of New Jersey. But presumably, since the program life
is open-ended, the money eventually would be in th:: kitty. It's a 2-
year paper loss, but r-ally the money will be in the pot.

General LukemMAN. That'’s right. There would be less revenue
during that 2-year period for the Government.

Mr. Smith of New Jersey. In arguing against transferability, you
mentioned the high cost to the DOD and limited impact on trans-
ferability on retention. And I was wond ring if you could tell us
how carefully those issues were studied, what the precise number
or loss in dollars there would be. You mentioned $20 million in
your testimony. Maybe you could explain that.

It would seem to me that even a modest positive impact on reten- *
tion would juscify the cost. But perhaps we are wrong, and that’s
the reason fur this hearing, to try to accumulate as much data as

possible.
General LuKkEMAN. We went to the DOD actuary, Mr. Smith,
who said this was a really tough problem for her. But she has got .

all of the information with regard to the demographics, who the
people are, how many years of service they have, how people par-
ticipate generally, wiat their family sizes are and so forth, and
then went on to make an estimate to the best of her ability on how
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many people would transter. And her estimate was that just about
everybody would transfer benefits who had the capability to do so.
And that’s where the $20 million figure came from based upon how
the family situation looks and the age of the force, careerists and
non-careerists, and how people get out and so forth.

So, from the Department of Defense point of view, that $20 mil-
lion would be a real cost. They are careerists who would have the
capability for transferring it. These are the people who have chil-
dren and for the most part have committed themselves beyond the
‘irst term.

Mr. Smita of New Jersey. Excuse me-and pardon me for inter-
rupting.

Do you believe that there would be some who would make that
decision to stay in—in other words, be retained if that incentive
were provided since, as you suggest, virtually all may opt to utilize
the—

General LUKEMAN. It's possible they would, sir. But the number
of people who are already beyond their first complete enlistment
who stay in anyway is very high. I think it is in the range of about
80 percent of everybody beyond the first complete enlistment goes
on to continue for a cereer.

Mr. Smita of New Jersey. Is there any kind of poll data or any
kind of sampling of people? I'm trying to get a handle on whether
or not that is true.

General LuKEMAN. We would probably have to ask people. We
would grobably have to do an actual survey to get mor. precise.

Mr. SmrtH of New Jersey. If that could be done, I think that
would be most helpful as to whether or not it indeed is a retention
tool or not. It would have a bearing I think on what we do.

What is the historical figure of the utilization of the GI benefit?
How 9many of the veterans actually use the benefit to its maxi-
mum?

General LukeMAN. I can tell you how many have signed up for
tl}:e Mor‘;tgomery GI Bill. Are you driving at something beyond
that, sir?

Mr. SmitH of New Jersey. Well, the GI bill is not new although it
has beer: renewed. In previous years when it was fully in force and
people were eiigible to utilize the benefit, was there a very high
utilization rate or low rate? I think that would have some impact
in transferability also, as well as cost. -

General LukeMAN. We do have those figures, sir, and I'll be glad
to submit them for the record.

[The information follows:]

The current utilization rates for the different GI bill programs that have been en-
acted are as follows: World War II—50.5 Jpercent, Korean War—43.4 percent, Viet-
nam War—65.5 percent. For the Veterans' Education Assistance Program—-June 30,
1985, 1,237,000 servicemembers enrolled in this contributory program. Sorae 632,000
later chose tc disenroll and receive a refund of their contributions. Of the remaining
604,000, 133,600 or 22.0 percent have utilized their benefits.

Mr. Smit of New Jersey. I would very much like to have those.
Thank you, General.

Mr. MonTcoMmERY. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. SmitH of New Jersey. Yes.
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Mr. MoNTGOoMERY. We might have misunderstood you up here.
Did you say after the first enlistment that 80 percent of the mili-
ta&acroes the board re-enlists?

ner-! LukeMmAN. That is correct, sir. The retention of those al-
ready beyond the first complete enlistment that is, individuals who
are in their second or subsequent enlistmer:t, is very high. And I
believe it is in the vicinity of about 80 percent.

Mr. MonTGOMERY. We will let the different chiefs—I had no idea
it was that high. I know in the Army that after 2 or 3 years, two
out of every three have to get out of the service. Well, we’ll accept
that, and if that's it, that'’s——

. General LukeMAN. Sir, if that figure is incorrect, I'll certainly
correct it for the record. It’s quite high. I'm positive of that.

(Note: The actual retention rate for enlisted members who are in their second or
subsequent re-enlistment is 84 percent.)

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Thank you.

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Jontz?

Mr. JonTz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Lukeman, let me ask a question with regard to the por-
tion of H.R. 3208 which affects the time at which the serviceman or
woman is given the option of electing out of the program. I can’t
speak to H.R. 3180, Cokgressman Smith’s bill. Andp perhaps his ob-
jective is different. But my objective-in the language of H.R. 3208,
as I understand it and as I intended to write it, doesn’t say that
you give the recruit 30 days or 60 days or any certain period of
time to make a decisign. What it says is that you give the Secre-
tary of each branch ofj the service the discretion to set the period
when you allow the recruit to make the choice.

Now, we know under the law, as it now works, at some point you
must ask the question to the young serviceman or woman. At some
point you must give them the chance to get out from the program.
And what I heara when I was visiting Parris Island and the other
basic training stations was that there was some, first of all, ques-
tion in the minds of people there as to just how much discretion
they had under the existing law, since the existing law says that at
the time that the recruit begins active duty is when you give them
the choice.

And secondly, I heard some difference of opinion about circum-
stances when the best time would be to put that question to the
recruit depending on the psychology of things and how the individ-
ual branches of the service conduct their training, which is differ-
ent from branch to branch.

So, what I tried to dn in this bill was to give the individual
branches of the service the maximum discretion within a certain
period of time, which I defined as 60 days, to put the question to
the recruit at the time they felt was best.

Now, do you think there is some argument for gl-‘iving the maxi-
mum amount of discretion to each individual branch? Do you think
there is some—do you agree with my logic?

_General LukemaN. Absolutely. I absoluteiy agree with your logic,
81r.

Mr. JoNTz. Would you irind taking another look at the language
in HRR. 3208? And if I have misstated what my intentions are, I
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want to ask counsel to help me. rewrite it. But perhaps thar
misunderstanding or it’s confusing in the way it reads. An.' ¥ w.\ * 1
like to ask you to luok at that a second time because my interiion
is to give each kranch of the service the maximum fleribiiity to
make a decision on this question which best suits their baeic train-
ing. I believe that each branch of the service does want to get the
maximum possible participation, and that based on what you are
trying to accomplish in basic training and how you have 1t struc-
tured at each individual branch, they will make a decision about
when to ask the question that will se1 se the purposes of the legisla-
tion and serve the mutual objectives that w~ have.

" General LukeMaN. Yes, sir. That’s certainly the Yest way to do
1%.
[The information follows:]

The Dsegartment of Defensa balieves that the second sentence of section 1411(cX1)
of Title 38, United States Code, shou!d read “Any such election shall be made at the
time established by the Service Secretary concerned, but prior to the close of the
individual's basic training period.”

Mr. JoNTz. And let me ask this more for my curiosity than any-
thing else. You have noted in your testimony that tiymree of the
bratr‘x’ches conclude their basic training within 30 days. Is that cor-
rect?

General LUKEMAN. No, sir. Less than 60 days.

lt\;r'i’r. JONTZ. I’'m sorry. Less than 60 days. And which branch does
not?

General LukeMaN. The Marines.

Mr. JoNTz. And how long is basic trainiag in the Marines?

General LuxgMaN. 77 days.

Mr. JonTz. 17 days, okay.

Well, whether there would be any argument in changing the 60
days to some longer date so that the Marines would have a longe
option to cover the end of their basic training, I don’t know. I don’t
wartxp to argue that question today, but I do want to have that infor-
mation,

Let me ask a second question here now. I am confused as to your
reasoning that going to the o;8>tion of $60 a month wouid incur
losses to the Government of $88 million a year. Let me first point
out this. Again, I can’t speak for Mr. Smith’s bill. But my bill does
not mandate the serviceman to go to the $60, as you point out in
another part of your testimony. In fact, it gives them a choice. So,
how many of them would want to say I want to pay the $100 a
month and get it over with, I don’t know. How many of them
would say I like the $60 option, we don’t have any way of knowing
that right now.

But the serviceman now who pays $100 a month for 12 months
eventual;iy ays $1,200. Right?

General LUKEMAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. JoNTz. And let’s say then that we went to the option of $60 a
month for 20 months. Each of those members of the service would
also pay a total of $1,200. Is that right?

General LuxeMan. Right, sir.
$11\2‘I(1"(.) JoNTz. Plus there would be 10 percent more who would pay

General LUKEMAN. Right.
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Mr. JoNTz. So, how can you possibly add $1,200 for everybody
who is there now plus $1,200 for 10 percent more, and come up
withoa number which is less than $1,200 for everybody who is there
now?

General LUKEMAN. It happens for those ople who join up
during the first year under the new rule. Theyll be joining up
from, let’s say, January through Decemnber of the first year.

Mr. Jonrz. All of us in the Congress uiiderstand how you play
games with the dates to make it appear that you are spending
more or spending less.

General LukeMaN. Oh, no, sir. We would not spend more. W
would definitely not spend more. We would just have less revenue
coming in during that first year.

Mr. Jontz. We understand how to play that game too. But in
fact, the amount of money that the Government would be collect-
ing would be no more or no less over the length of the time that
the serviceman is on duty under a $60 optiu.. than it would be
under $100. Is that right?

General LUKEMAN. That is correct, sir.

Mr. JoNTz. Thank you.

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Evans?

Mr. Evans. 1 don’t really have any questions of General Luke-
man. I came through MCRD about 2 years ago when you were
there. And I appreciate the better reception I got as a Member of
Congress than what I got when I was a 17-year-old recruit. And we
appreciate that.

just wanted to ask, (I:X the way, when is it in the Marine Corps
that peopie are informed and make that option. I didn’t read the
statement that you gave, so I'm not clear, for example, when the
GI bill is brought up during their boot camp experience.

General LUKEMAN. My recollection is that it was some time
within the first week or so that they are there. It’s quite early. And
it'’s a pretty stressful time, and I am not sure that they are all
making the best decision at that time.

Mr. Evans. Wher would you recommend then that it be brought
up if you had your way?

General LuxemaN. I thi~k in general that the young men—and
they were all males at San Diego, so that’s why I'm saying “men”
and not “men and women.” But in general, I think the young
peo(fle 1 think are pretiy well shook down after about 2 cr 3 weeks.
And right about that time would be a good time.

Mr. Evans. All right. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you very much, Mr. Evans.

We want to thank you, General Lukeman and General Gill, for
your testimony this morning. Th< material that you indicated you
would submiit for the record we would be happy to receive. Thank
you very much.

General LUKEMAN. Yes, sir.

General GiLr. Thark you.

Mr. Dowpy. Qur next panel consists of the personnel chiefs of
each branch of service. We are very pleased to have with us toda
Li. Gen. Allen Ono, the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel wit
the U.S. Army; Rear Adm. Leon Edney, the Deputy Chief of Naval
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Operations for Manpower, Persornel and Training; Lt. Gen.
Tn. mas Hickey, Deputy Chief of Staff for Personmnel, U.S. Air
Force; Brig. Gen. Gail Reals, the Director of Manpower, Plans and
Policy Division of the U.S. Marine Corps; and Rear Adm. Thomas
Matteson, Chief of Personnel, U.S. Coast Guard.

We are very pleased all of you are with us today. Because we did
not ask you to submit any form of written te-timony, I would ap-
preciate it very much if each of you would tell us how the Mont-
gomery GI Bili is helping you maintain the quality for.e you need.
Please consider this and all subsequent questions to be a request
for your personal opinion regarding these issues.

So, if we could start wita General Ono, and then in the order in
which I introduced you.

STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. ALLEN K. ONO, DEPUTY CHIEF OF
STAFF FOR PERSONNEL, U.S ARMY

General ONo. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I am Lieutenant General Ono, the Army’s Deputy Chief of Staff
for Personnel.

The Montgomery G: Bill has been dynamite——

Mr. Dowpy. Generzl, talk a little more into that mike. Pull it
closer, please.

General Ono. The Montgomery GI Bill has been a dynamite re-
cruiting incentive for the U.S. Army. Since implementation in July
1985, the cumulative Army participation is 79 percent. And for the
past 3 months our participation rate has been 92 percent. Likewise
in our Reserve components it has far exceeded our expectations.
Today more than 26,000 Army guardsmen and 14,000 Army reserv-
istsl are using or have used benefits. So, it is a powerful recruiting
tool.

The Army of oday requires I think bright, highly motivated and
committed soldiers. And the recruiting incentives that we have
must be what young Americans want and need. These young
people are, in fact, opting for college education and the funds that
come from the Montgomery GI Bill. This remarkable record then
says that the current provisions do work.

And we share Chairman Montgomery’s and your concerns and
advice to be cautious with change. “Will any change increase our
participation rate,” is a question I have asked myself. And my esti-
mation is that I doubt whether any appreciable higher rate can be
achieved. In other words, 9Z percent within the last 3 months says
that our strategy in regard to how we dsal with the young mer:
and women who join the Army may be correct.

Saying it another way, we put great emphasis on our recruiten.
emphasizing to the young men and women before they joir about
the importance of the bill. During the period that they are in the
Delayed Entry Program prior to coming on active duty, the provi-
sions of the Montgomery GI Biil are explained in excruciating
detail to the membYers. Therefore, when they come into our train-
ing centers, the decisivas are pretty well fixed in the minds of our
young soldiers. The decisions are made in day two while in our re-
cention station. It is done deliberately at that stage to aveid the ad-
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ministrative burdens that would disrupt training once the recruits
start basic training.

That ends my informal comments. Thank you very much.

Mr. Dowpy. Admiral Edney?

STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. L¥ON A. EDNEY, BEPUTY CHIEF OF
NAVAL OPERATIONS (MANPOWER, PERSOWNEL AND TRAIN-
ING), U.S. NAVY .

Admiral EbNEy. Geod morning, Mr. Chairman,

On behalf of the Navy, I also would like to express our apprecia-
tion to Congressman Montgomery and to the outstanding support
of this committee for the Montgemery GI Bill. It is one of the most
dramatic demonstrations of commitment by the Congress and the
people in recognizing the importance of military service to the de-
fense of this country and the education of our youth who are the
future of this country.

In both those re%’ards,A the Montgomery GI Bill is doing its job
and doing it well. We find that it is a strong supplement and en-
couragement to our young people to come into the Navy. As you
know, in the Navy our recruiting program emphasizes the total
package. So, we are encouraging young people to coms 1n for the
tradition of service to our country, for the excitement of adventure
and travel, and most importantly for the ¢ .nmitment that our
services today placs on education in our highly technological socie-
ty. You cannot grow in upward mobility or contribute to the socie-
ty unless you Iget yourself an education. And that is what the
Montgomery GI Bill puts.up front from the first day that we start
the business of recruiting an individual. That is to convey to him
the importance of education in our minds and in thbz minds of the
Congress evidenced by the support of this bill.

We also find that from the first day you recruit an individusl,
g:ur jcb from then on is to retain him/her. And we find that the

nefits of the GI bill under the Montgumery act are also an effec
tive retention tool.

We would like to report tkat the receptivity in the Navy is on
the upswing, and we find that in recent months we have been get-
ting 61 percent of our personnel into the program. nnd we are now

.approaching a 50 percent cumulative participation level.

We experienced growing pains in the early implementation of
tile program. However, we have taken several initiatives to correct
that.

We provide a letter to each recruit from the recrviting district
commanding officer that highlights the importance and the bene-
fits of the Montgomery GI Bill.

We are now in the process ot devér.  °g a formal brief that will
go to each individual potential recruit. The applicant will then
have to sign an acknowledgement that he received the brief and
that he understood it. At the same time we provide each applicant
with s question and answer sheet that provides all of the informa-
tion that you need to know.

And we are producing a positive video tape to reinforce the im-
portence and the meaning of the Montgomery GI Bill. We till tie it
in to the importance of educaticn for tite individual. Because of the
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youth that we are dealing with, if we can get, up front, the impor-
tance of education, we can make education a positive motivator.

We also, commercing on 1 January this year, will begin automat-
ic payroll reductions. So, the individual has all this explained to
him—that he will automatically have a pavroll reduction, and he is
in the program unless he takes a positive step to say, no, I do not
choose to. And when he makes that step, he will be counseled that
he should think that decision over again.

For all of the previously mentioned reasons, we feel that the pro-
gram is a positive one for Navy. Because of our initial low partici-
pation, which was probably largely attributed to the speed with
which we got the word out, we would velcome an :lpport:mity for a
window that would aliow those people that initially opted out to
rethink that decision because of the importance we attsch to what
you have correctly put as the importance of education to our socie-

ty.

I also think that changes, particularly in a declining budget envi-
ronmex't, prodably should be made slowly. If I looked at a change,
fron..., personal opinion, the most important are would be refund-
ing for an individual that leaves the service through no fault of his
or her own. We have had numerous letters that when you give
them the fairness test indicate a need for flexibility. Perhaps there
ought to be some recognition for those individuals that o into the
program with good faith, committed to education, but because of
the arducus service or whatever reason, they are forced to leave
the military under honorable conditions, for medical reasons or
something beyond their control. In all fairness they ought to have
access to the return of the money that would normally have been
theirs nad they been allowed to complete the enlistment contract._

I will stand ready for quostions at the end of my colleagues’
sﬁtatements here. It is a privilege to be here today representing the

avy.

Mr. Dowpy. General Hickey?

STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. TAI0OMAS J. HICKEY, DEPUTY CHIEF OF
STAFF FOR PERSONNEL, U.S. AIR FORCE

General Hickey. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

1 have good news to report this morning for all of you. Since I
appeared before you here somc 6 months ago in support of the
Montgomery GI Bill, the Air Force has increased its participation
rate from 44.7 percent up %o 68.5 percent this last month. Those are
truly remarkable increases and we too, as with the Navy, ‘had a
very low participation rate the first year or so of the test, down in
the mid-1930’s, as a matter of fact. Su, for that reason we also st:p-
port a window to let us go back and recover some of those fclks
that we don’t think we really gave a fair shot to.

We are getting quality people as a result of the Montgomery GI
Bill. Over 45 percent of our enlisted non-prior service recruits
today have some kind of post-secondary expe:i.nce. And we are at
a point now where we have only 495 non-high school graduates in
our 490,000 enlisted men and women.

The Montgomery GI Bill is working very well. There are some
minor changes that we believe should be made to improve wh-* is




granted already an excellent program. And my GI bill program
manager I think brought those to the actention of the committee
yesterday, and I will be glad to reiterate those today during ques-
tioning.

Bat this committee and the Congress is to be congratulated for a
very, very excellent program. And I thank you for the opportunity
to appear before you and tell you that. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Dowbpy. General Reals?

| STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. GAIL M. REALS, DIRECTOR,
| MANPOWER, PLANS AND POLICY DIVISION, U.S. MARINE CORPS

General ReALs. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. .
| The Marine Corps could just say amen and hallelujah as far as
\ what Eas already been said because the Montgomery bill in the
|
|
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Marine Corps is working in a fantastic fashion. The participation
for this fiscal year is at the 75 percent level and it looks like it is
going to continue to go up. .
We, as I am sure was said yesterday, believe that the bill is part
of the overall recruitment package, and it is a very importan¢ part.
And we look at it as a readjustment bensfit for people who have
served their country. And it is very valuable, in its own right, re-
gardless of what it does for retention.
On the side of quality in the Marine Corps, again tlc numbers I
think speak for themselves. The nu.aber of high school graduates is
i at an all-time high, as is the caliver in the sense of AFQT or qual-
ity of test scores as far as our entrants. So, I believe the bill as it
stands right now is doing a great job. :
In the Marine Corps we would tend to be a little biv slow in rec- k
ommending many changes to it. As has already been mentioned
about some of our peopie, as we got off to a Jittle bit of a slow start
in making sure that the recruiters and everyonc had the proper in-
formation, perhaps we left out a few people and did not properly
inform, that the fairness test. might say that we should go back and
perhaps ask them and give them annther crack at it. But beyond
that, we think the bill is fine as it is.
Thank you.
Mr. Dowpy. Admiral Matteson?

STATEMENT OF REAR AD:}. THOMAS T. MATTESON, CHIEF OF
PEKSONNEL, U.S. COAST GUARD

Admiral MATTESON. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, distinguished
members.

It is a privilege for me to represent the Coast Guard here today ’
and to echo "vhat has been said by my four predecessors that this is
a super bill and it is an excellent tool that the Coast Guard uses in
recruiting. .

Unfortunately, I am not able to sit here and say to you that we
have the participation level that we believe we should have and we -
want. Since I too was here 6 months ago, we have increased our
participation significantly, but I must admit at this point it is
about 52 percent in the Coast Guard.

We learned a few things from 6 months ago. We learned that the
other services, particularly the Air Force and the Army, were
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doing a superb job. And we have borrowed some of their tools. We
have incoryorated them into our program. And I can say tv you
that if I am here a year from now, which I hope to be, we expect to
get that 52 percent up even higher—very, very significantly higher,
I might add.

As with the Marine Corps, I would agree that we probably in the
Coast Guard need a window. We admittedly didn’t do as good a job
as we should have done at the beginning. And those peo]ple are out
there. And I think they deserve the benefits and shouldn’t fer
{;rom the fact that we didn’t sell the program as well as we could

ave.

It is an excellent program. It’s an excellent bill. And it is a pleas-
ure to work ‘o make an oxcelient bill even better. And we look for-
ward to doing that with the committee.

Thank you, sir,

Mr. Dowpy. Thank all of you.

I have one comment thai i want to make and then have each of
you respond to it. kegarding the recommendation that we change
tue amount of time available to a recruit after he or she gets to
basic training to make this decision, I believe, we should be looking
at the time before he leaves his hometown going to basic training.

Would it be impractical to change your procedure so that the de-
cision is mede by the recruit with the recruiter, after consulting
with the parents or the spouse, if he or she is married? Would it be
impre:tical to, the Army says they make it the second day or what-
ever, instead of extending that time back to 30 days, if we look in
the other direction and have the paperwork signed in the recruit’s
hometown and have that decision made there rather than after
they get to basic training? Would it be impossible to do that in a
paperwork .sense? What's wrong with looking in this dir=ction?
General?

General ONo. The intent of what you are referring is what we do
todry, I think you know, which is to have our recruiters do the de-
tailed explonations before applicants join the service. In fact, we
are finding that much of the reason why they are joining is be-
cause of the Montgomery GI Bill.

You raise a question in regard to whether it could be done at the
Militarv Entrace rocessing Station (MEPS). I am talking about
the paperwork. The MEPS is an entry station. We have a very,
very modest and austere staff ~t the MEPS. Our preference is tol:i’;)
it at the reception station.

As I stated—and I think all of you have seen it at our recepticn
stations—the briefing that we give is primarily a reminder briefin
and the reiteration of the provisions of the Montgomery GI Bill.
The paperwork is then executed during day two. We prefer to
retain tﬁg procedure that we have today.

Mr. Dowpy. All right. Let me ask this. What papers has a recruit
signed in the Army at his hometown recruiting station? What pa-
perwork has been signed that follows him to Fort Jackson, SC?

General ONc. Not much as far as what is signed at the recruiting
station. The paperwork that gocs forward mainly are the official
documents that are signed at the WiEPS, at the Military Entrance
Processing Station.

Mr. Dowpy. What is signed there?
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General ONo. Enlistment contracts. Of course, his medical docu-
ments ave there, an{ sort of commitment in regard to training that
we have made, and length of service. Of course, there are a number
of questions in regard to whether he or she has any criminal record
r record of drug abuse, statements in regard to dependents, and so
on. T'his part is extensive.

But yet again, please, we are talking aboui an arringement
where the staifs at the MEPS are pretty austere. And we prefer
not to add another administrative requirement there.

Mr. Dowpy. Where does the recruit take the oath of office?

General Ono. At *he MEPS.

Mr. Dowpy. Weli, I won’t ask the other members of the panel to
~espond to it because I'm really just thinking out load. But based
on my visits to bases represented by all of the services, in my per-
sonal opinion the Armg—General Ono said they would make the
decision in the second day. What the Army is doing appears to be
working well. I think that we are going in the wrong direction if
we talk about lengthening the amount of time within which the re-
cruit has to make the decision to 30 days or 60 days. I don’t think
that the recruit is that much more settled in his environment in
the third week or the fifth week of a basic training than he was in
the second week or first week.

And again, I would emphasize that to me a saner, better thought-
out decision is made by the recruit when he is talking with his re-
cruiter, when the parents go in to talk with the recruiter, when the
spouse goes in to talk with the recruiter. If there were some way to
move that decision up, I think that we would have a better
thought-out decision. I am convinced by what Chairman Montgom-
ery has said that the longer we put it off, the more money they will
start spending on phone calls and that t, of thing. Perhaps we
won’t be really doing them a favor if we lengthen the amount of
time during which they have to make this decision.

Chairman Montgomery?

Mr. MoNTGoMERY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Congresiional Budget Office, when we were working on the
GI bill 5 years ago, estimated that 13 percent of the military per-
sonrel would participate in the GI bill. And we have heard today
how wng they were.

Mr. Chairman, I will be brief. There’s a roll call.

General Ono, you suggested that we maybe go slow in making
any changes. Jt certainly seems you don’t need any changes with
92 percent sign up in August. Isn’t that what you said?

General ONo. Yes, sir.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Well, thank you.

And Admiral Edney, we appreciate that the Navy hes looked
into this situation, and we were out looking at the different wa
that the GI bill was presented. Ard actually that has a lot to do
with what your percentage is. And I congratulate the Navy. Maybe
we should Jook into the window the* you suggested.

Admiral EpNey. I would make one comment, sir,, Not only did
the bill make sense, but when the congressional delegation went
down to Orlando, it focused the attention :hat we needed applied
down there and we appreciate that. Orlaiic, as you know, is up to
about 55 percent, and they have thair hesus on straight now.

Q
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Also, one comment to the chairman on his cite previously. It
seems to me that the smaller window in which to make the disen-
rollmant decision is appropriate. Two weeks is fine now but we will
change that approach starting 1 January. Then it will be a positive
thing. You are in the program. We advisc -ou how much advan-
tage there is to the program, and now you have to focus and make
a decision to opt out of the program. And we really don’t want to
spend too much time encouraging them to think about opting out
of the program. So, we are comfortable that we are up front and
made the decision to begin automatic pay reductions. You're in &nd
;;ou’vcil tg?:g t:e do something to get ou’. And we think that’s the way
it oug| .

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Admiral, how long do you think that window
should be?

Admiral Epney. The window now is 2 weeks, and we are comfort-
able with that.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. You're comfortable with 2 weeks.

Admiral EpNey. We would not go any further than 30 days, but
we are comfortable with the 2-week window.

Mr. MonTGOMERY. Actually Orlando did have a bad day when we
went down to look at the GI bill.

Admira)l EpNEy. We understand bad days, and we agree with
you.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Actually the Fleet Reserve raised more Cain
than we did. We had them on the trip, and those things happened.
And thank you.

General Hickey, thank you Jor your report today. You have been
around working with us for about a year now, and we appreciate
the Air Force. We saw some of the best presentations of the GI bill
done by the Air Force at your our basic training station. And it is
goodt;o see that you are up to 68 percent. Do you have any com-
ment?

General Hickey. Sir, well, it refers back to the timing and where
the decisions are. And I would only say—and I am not complaining
because our recruiting force is sufficient for our needs. But we only
have about.one-third of the per capita recruiters per recruit that
some of the other services have. And it's fine. It allows us to suffi-
ciently zet all we need.

But what. it does do is it very much restricts the manpower that
we have available, as Chairman Dowdy was asking earlier, to do
the one-on-one kinds of convincing snd explaining of the GI bill to
recruits. And so, as you know, we have concentrated our program-
matic materials and everything to that one place at Lackland. And
that’s why we have attempted to do it there.

. It is no big deal. We think it was important. We think we could
do a better job if we had the 30 day window in which to work.
Right now, we introduce it agam on their second day of training
and they have until the Tvh day to make up their mind. And our
impression is, as General Lukeman’s was with the Marine recruits,
that’s & very negative time They don’t like much of anythint% that
is happening to them, ana they don’t think that we are offering
them much of anything good for thein to do within any Jf those
points. So, when we are arguing for the GI bill right at that point,
we think we are turning them off.
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We think that about the 8-week point—2 to 3 weeks—as a matter
of fact, we know when we would do it. We would introduce it on
the 17th day instead of the 2nd day, and we would give them until
the 22nd day instead of the 7th da{l to make their decisions. So, we
know where we would put it in the program. It wouldn’t disrupt
training. And we think we would get a higher participation rate.

Mr..MonTGoMERY. Well, it’s interesting that the tv.> services dis-
agree: And probably the window we might look into, Mr. Chair-
man, as optional with the different service commands.

General Reals, my time is up, but we appreciate what the Ma-
rines have done on the GI hill and the high percentage. Do you
have any suggestions?

General ReaLs. Well, I was just going to follow up on what has
been said. I think one of the Congressmen mentioned it this morn-
ing. The key thing is to provide a certain amount of flexibility. And
we would support up to a 30 day window. Now, just how we would
use that I would not say today. But that would seem to be accepta-
ble to allow for the differences in the various services and how
they approach it and the psychology and the various programs.
That might be helpful to have that kind of flexibility.

Mr. MoNntGoMERY. Well, Admiral, you're out there on the spot.
We appreciate you are going to look at the percentages.

And you know, what needs to be done, Mr. Chairman, I guess—
and you don’t want to uversell it. I never thought the All-Volun-
teer system would work as well as it is working. But I am bold to
say that this is probably the best personnel in the 35 or 40 years
that I have been involved in the military that I have seen. We have
got some fine young men ar.d women out there. And we ought to be
proud of it. Somebody is doing a pretty good job.

Admiral, you know, do what you have to do. If you think your
pfrc%nMge 1s okay, leave it alone. If you want to get it up, move
ahead. -

Admiral MarTeson. It’s not okay, sir, and it’s going up.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Thank you.

Mr. Dovrpy. Mr. Smith?

Mr. SmiTH of New Jersey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Genersl Ono, what you just related to the committee—and we
did see it earlier in some of the testimonies—t* at 92 percent of the
Army recruits are opting into the program, is absolutely outstand-
ing. Put it does beg the question as to how many of those recruits
do we expect to really go on and use the benefit.

We all know that any give:: number of secondary school students
will be coliege-minded. And it is usually a rauch lov. 2r percent
than 92 or anything close to that whether it be vocational or tech-
nical training. There aren‘t 9 out of 10 young people opting to go
into that kind of post-secondary school education.

I was wondering if the Army has any idea how many of those
belr:l%ﬁts will be utilized. And I know it is a guesstimate, but if you
could——

General Ono. That’s what it would be, a sheer guess.

I have spent five assignments in recruiting. And I can report to
you that the youth of America, along with their parents, relate
educ.tion as a path to success. So, therefore, it is an investment
that we are talking to—and that’s basically how our recruiters ex-
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plair this program because they, the soldiers, are going to take .
pay reduction for 12 months. But during that period, much of what
they are going to be doing is in training. So, the requirement for
dollars is not that high.

And the notion of going on to coliege—thanks to the service that
they render to our Nation—is very, very attractive. A great
number of them also undersfand that they will not be going on to
gﬁllege, but the technical and trade school option is very real to

em.

How many will use their benefits? I don’t know because ¥ would
exper* that a number who ¢ e in the military, who are in the
Arm,_ will remain in the A:ray and perhaps the funds will go
unused. But again, it is a very wise investment and that's how we
explain it.

Mr. SmitH of New Jersey. Very quuckly becavse I know we have
a vote. You did mention before that you have asked the question
whether any ciange will affect the recruitmenc rate. The recruit-
ment rate is obviously very high, and we are getting a very high
quality recruit in all the services. ‘

But I would suggest perhaps the question could also be, whether
if we make some changes in the GI bill, it will also provide a better
deal for the serviceman or woman. For many of them I can foresee
that they will not utilize the benefit. Manr will. but many..nay not.
If they can better provide for their families at a modest cost and
Egsitively impact upon retention, it would seem to me that it would

» an enhancement to the program. I know the committee will fa-
vorably consider that.

Thank you.

Mr. DowpY. Thank you very much, Mr. Smith. We have got to
run and be gone a couple of minutes. And we appreciate your testi-
mongv this morning.

Admiral and General Reals, the subcommittee had a chance to
be in San Diego at the Navy and the Marine installation within
the last couple of months. And that was very enlightening and
helpful. And we were very well received there.

e have some questions about your .suggestions about unother
window for people who were missed earlier. But rather than ask
you to remain for that, we would like maybe to communicate infor-
mally. We would ask Mr. Fleming and others maybe to talk with
you before you leave this morning.

We must go for a vote, and we’ll be back in about 3 minutes and
resume with the remaining witnesses.

Recess.]

Mr. Dowbpy. We will ~esume the hearings, and thank each of you
for waiting while we had to go over and vote. Chairman Montgom-
ery had to go vote as well, and he indicated that he wanted to get
back to hear the balance of the testimony this morning. But we
will start.

Our next panel includes the military Reserve chiefs. We are de-
lighted to have with us today U.S. Maj. Gen. William Ward, Chief
of Army Reserve; Rear Adm. Neale Smith, Chief of Naval Reserve;
Maj. Gen. Roger Scheer, Chief, Air Force Reserve; Maj. Gen. Jacob
Moore, Deputy Chief of Staff for Reserve Affairs, U.S. Marine
Corps.; Rear Adm. Paul Welling, Chief, Office for Readiness and
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Reserve of the U.S. Coast Guard; and Lt. Gen. Herbert Temple,
Chief, National Guard Bureau. If those witnesses will come forward
in the order in which I called your names.

We did not request written testimony of this panel of witnesses.
We would ask that when you proceed that you consider all ques-
tions asked to be a request for your personal opinion regarding the
issue raised. And starting I think with General Ward then moving
do;vn the teble, we would ask you to proceed within the 5-minute
rule.

We are glad to have the chairman who indicated that he wanted
to hear the testimony of the reservists and the National Guard.

So, General Ward, if you would please start.

STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM F. WARD, CHIEF, ARMY
REEERVE, U.S. ARMY

General WARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is nice to be here. I
would like to preface my testimony with my personal inion,
which I believe ‘s shared by all of us, that the Montgomery GI Bill
has been a tremendous boom to both recruiting and retention in
the Army Reserve and probauiy throughout all the Reserve compo-
nents.

We have several observations. The Montgomery GI Bill, although
it can’t be proven that it, by itself, has had the only impact on the
quality of the force, clearly appears to be the driving, motivating
force raisinfl the level of the high school diploma graduates to 96

arcent in the last half of the fiscal year 1987.

Because of the current requirement to have completed 180 days
of service before becoming eligible;, there are, &s yet, no numbers
that demonstrate actual utilization of the Montgomery GI Bill;
however, it seems rather clear that those percentages would be at
least equivalent to those of the active components.

The soldiers are the same. Their motivation is the same, and
indeed, a large number of those people who have come in to the
Rese1 ve components opt to leave for the active component and take
advantage of the version of the bill that applies to those compo-
nents. So, we are very pleased with that.

Regarding ible changes, I think one has to be somewhat care-
ful ut making. precipitous changes that would tend to degrade
the Montgomery GI Bill in areas where it is working very well. I go
back a bit on the active side and would like to comment on General
Ono’s observations. He stated that in the Army soldiers are getting
into the program. early. I recall that in an earlicr part of my
career, when I ran a family insurance business, we had a philoso-

hy that once you have a person signed up, don’t give him another

0 days to think about it. Soldiers might tend to drift off during
basic training and find money for beer and cookies more attractive
than something in their long-term advantage.

In any event, the kind of person the Montgomery GI Bill is draw-
ing is a fine soldier, end fine men and women are coming intc the
Army. Many soldiers with whom I have spoken have stated that
the Montgomery GI Bill was one of the main reasons they enlisted
in the Reserve components. They expressed a desi:e to become eli-
gible for the GI bill and to ultimately utilize it just as their parents
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did. Of course, we have a long period of time before we see how
that operates becauze of the delays in time and differences in indi-
vidual rates of progress.

With respect to the three pieces of proposed legislation, I really
don’t belicve that the Army has a terrible amount of interest. I
frankly haven’t given much thought about the aviation issue. The
proposed change in this area is not likely to provide any large
amount of assistance to us. Furthermore, we find no particular
military necessity for it; however, we do racognize that there might
be other rensons other than those from the vrovince of the Army
Reserve for its adoption. )

With respect to the graduate training element and vocational
training, General Ono has stated that about the same benefits exist
for active and a Reserve component. We agree and think that this
is vitally important. It should be a high priority element. As the
Reserve component soldiers move into the future and utilize the GI
bill, they will look for more kinds of training in areas such as com-
puter sciences and elsewhere in the great margin between voca-
tional training and liberal aris and other classic academic training.
Furthermore, it will become increasingly difficult to draw distinc-
tions between types of training and education. Nevertheless, the
knowledge and wisdom thet they will acquire from training should
apply across the whole spectrum from vocational through graduate
training. Certainly, the GI bill becomes even more of & retention
enllllancit?g factor because reservists have to stay in the program to
utilize it.

Those are my basic comments on the particular points—and my
personal opinions. I haven’t commented in other areas. Obvicusly,
we are willing to answer any questions that you may have. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dowpy. Admiral Smith?

STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. NEALE SMITH, CHIEF OF NAVAL
RESERVE, US. NAVY

Admiral SmitH. Mr. Chairman, regarding the Montgomery GI
Bill, we love it. If we just take a look at results, since July of 1985
in the Naval Reserve, our 6-year enlisiments are up from 33 per-
cent of our accessions to 48 percent. Our upper middle grade and
non-prior service personnel have increased from 55 percent to 75
percent. Our high school diploma graduates are up from 77 percent
to 88 percent. Reteiition is up over what it was pric. to tnat point.
So, it has got to be a “driver” that happened in July 1985 that
made that turnaround.

The summary is that it is a strong incentive for us in the Naval
Reserve for non-prior service personnel to enlist. It is equally a
strong incentive for our fleet experienced personnel, those in whom
we have a big investmernt in training, to re-enlist. We are seeing
that.

There is also a positive subtlety to this GI bill—that is, that the
military is just not focusing its attention on recruiting and training
people to be warriors to defend this country. They chose a military
that is concerned about, and is a vehicle for, improving the individ-

94




90

ual personally and also in helping in social awareness to make this
a better educated country.

Regarding any possible changes in looking at the bill, I would say
that there are five issues that I would touch on. One is that we
wouw/d like to see an expanded use for VA approved courses and
VO1ECH. We would like to see authorized payment for less than
half-time participation. We don’t see: a need for post-baccalaureate
use of the benefits. I think we ought to eliminate the 180 day re-
quirement, and I think we ought to allow more time for people to
get their high school diplomas. After all, the intent of it is to en-
courage education, aud it would be a shame to put a stopper on it
up front on the basis of the high school diploma.

Thank you, sir.

Mr. D~w~7. General Moore?

STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN.JACOB W. MOORE, DEPUTY CHIEF OF
' STAFF FOR RESERVE AFFAIRS, U.S. MARINE CORPS

General Moorg. Mr. Chairman, I also commend the Montgome:
GI Bill as a tremendous plus for us in the Marine Corps. I thin
that it is probably a little early to get all the results, but I think
the indicators are there. We have grown from some 78 percent of
Marine reservists last fiscal year electing this option to 87 percent
this fiscal year who have elected to stay for 6 years'to be eligible
fer the program. So, it has got to be a big impact on retention.

Our attrition rates are down some 6 percent from 1985. I would
not come this morning and tell you that that is entirely due to the
Montgomery GI Bill, but there is no question in the opinion of
those in the field, those that are working with it, those that are
talking to these individuals in the units, that it is a big factor.

So, we certainly strongly support the bill as it stands today. And
when I look at what changes might be made, we only come recom-
mending perhaps two changes in how it affects the Reserve.

The first one we would recommend is the elimination of the 180-
day requirement. In talking to the individual Marine, to put this in
perspective, o' the individual that we sign up in the Reserve, he
may go for his individual training, his initial training, and then he
comes back to the Reserve. If we enlist this individual in the June-
July time-frame, and he completes his training, but he cannot start
the college year that year without some assistance, the 180-day role
would cause him to delay his first semester of college. So, we think
it would be a factor if we could get the guy into the program early.
Oncel we get them involved in the program, then we tend to retain
people.

The last thing we would do, we would extend it to the vocational-
technical t-aining. We have many Marines that could enhance
their MOS and their own rezadiness, because a large part of our
force is involved in some trade or professional type of i b. So, we
th}x;n}c that would enhance the readiness of our Reserve .'orce as a
whole.

I echo the comments that have been here this morning that we
think it is a tremendous plus for recruiting and retention of our
Reserve, and we stronglg'csupport it continuing. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Dowpy. General Scheer?
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STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. ROCGER P. SCHEER, CHIEF, AIR FORCE
RESERVE, U.S. AIR FORCE

General ScHeeR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. |

Like my colleagues, we in the Air Force think the Montgomery ‘
GI Bill has been a godsend. ]

How do you objectively appraise it? We have looked at the 6-year 1
enlistment and re-enlistment, and like the Navy, we have seen
since the initiation of the bill in June of this year a 15 percent in-
crease in 6-year enlistments. In fact, for prior service enlistments,
it has gone from 47 to 61 percent; for re-enlistments, 41 to 57 per-
cent. So, that’s for 6-years commitment. That’s probably as good a
way ?is we can come up with to ohjectively appraise the benefits it
provides.

We would like to change the 180 days which seems to be more an
administrative obstacle than anything else. Eligibility for vocation-
al technology instruction could perhaps be a significant benefit.
The most significant change for us would be allowing for less than
half-time participation since the reservist today spends so much
time in just his rve duty. You add his full-time occupation to
it, and there are simpll)"l some people that just cannot go to schoo}
at a “«lf-time. But if they could take one course, it might fit into
their schedules.

Just a little off the track, though, our average air crew puts 110
days in a year. So, if he is one of these that wants to participate in
school, it would be a burden.

But other than that, it hes been, by any standards, a real god-
send to recruiting and retention and overa’! education of this coun-
try. And we thank you for creating such a tiil, and we will be your
staunchest sapporters for any testimonials you’ll need in the future
on it. Thank you.

Mr. Dowry. Admiral Welling?

STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. PAUL A. WELLING, CHIEF, OFFICE
FOR READINESS AND RESERVE, U.S. COAST GUARD

Admiral WeLLING. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members. I am
deliﬁhted o be here with you this morning.

The Montgomery GI Bill has had a very significant beneficial
effent in our recruitment program for Coast Guard reservists.

As a servicemember who has personaily used GI bill benefits at
night school, I feel that it would be good to amend the current law
so that members taking less than half-load could receive some pay-

. ment. 1 nole that reservists now only receive $70 a month benefit
° when taking a half-load. I don’t know how significant a monthly
benefit of a lesser amount would be to a reservist. But I favor var-

tial payment for those taking less than half-semester loads.

I believe further that the Coast Guard reservists would bz inter-
ested in taking advantage of opportunities for vocational snd tech-

. nical training.

And as the others have commented, I too share the view that it
would benefit us if the reservists were able to begin using these
benefits earlier than 180 days after their commencement in the
program.

Thank you.
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Mr. Dowbpy. General Temple?

STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. HERBERT R. TEMPLE, ;R., CHIEF,
NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU

General TEMPLE. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of
the subcommittee. It is my pleasure to appear on behalf of the
550,000 members of the National Guard.

We have the highest praise for the Montgomery (I Bill, and are
delighted it was made permanent on June 1, 1987. One purpose of
this bill is to encourage and sustzin membership in all of the Re-
serve components. National Guard statistics confirm achievement
of this objective. Since its inception, the Army Guard has steadily
increased to almost 27,000 Montgomery CI Bill participants, and
the Air Guard has almost 10,000. Furthermore, 6-year commit-
ments have increased significantly.

A nationwide attitudinal survey was conducted by the National
Guard Bureau in late 1986. This survey of 15,000 clearly indicated
the strong recruiting and retention value of the GI bill to the per-
sonal decisions of National Guard members. The survey showed 58
percent of the respondents considered the GI bill a factor in enlist-
ment, re-enlistment, and extension decisions. Further, 29 percent
indicated they would not have enlisted, and 19 percent would not
have re-enlisted or extended, without the GI bill.

You might be interested in knowing that in the Army National
Guard that high school diploma graduate increases amounted to 3
percent since the inception of the bill. We are now at 85 percent.
The Air National Guard has always required a high school diploma
for enlistment.

Since the beginning of the Montgomery GI Bill, the Army Na-
tional Guard has seen three times more 6-year extensions or re-en-
listments. That is important for us. The Army and the Air Guard
are leaders in participation in this program. Close to 73 percent of
those eligible are becoming members of the GI bill program.

The Army and Air National Guard, by the way, led all of the Re-
serve components in retention in 1986.

To increase the incentive value as a recruiting and retention
tool—and enhance the simplicity of administratio=—we would sup-
port the following changes to the Montgomery GI Bill: expand the
educational program to vocational-technical study and post-gradu-
ate stugf'; and allow use of the Montgomery GI Bill benefits for less
than half-time study at a prorated level of payment.

I have reviewed the three bills I was asked to comment on: H.R.
2950, H.R. 3180, H.R. 3208. We believe that certain technical cor-
rections need to be made to 3180 and 3208 to avoid problems that
would otherwise arise in implementation. I would be happy to have
3 melglber of my legal staff meet with your staff to provide those

etails. .

This program has some subtle benefits to the National Guard
and the Nation which I would like to also mention. Individual
guard members who have used the Montgomery GI Bill are much
more likely to remain in their community and view their service to
our country as having a lifelong benefit. By affording these young
people the opportunity for increased productivity through higher
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education, they may seek more responsibility in the Guard by be-
coming non-commissioned or commissioned officers. This source of
young leaders is extremely wortnwhile to both the Guard and the
community.

In closing, on behalf of the Army and the Air National Guard, I
wish to commend Chairman Montgomery and the members of this
committee for their diligence in pursuing this most welcome legis-
lation. The Montgomery GI Bill benefits in recruiting and reten-
tion have surpassed our expectations. I thank you for the opportu-
nity to express these views.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you very much, General. We want to thank
all of you for your testimony this morning.

Mr. Chairman?

Mr. MonTGOMERY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

After I ask some questions, I am going to have to leave. But I
know the Chiefs of the Reserves will be glad that I am meeting. We
are now meeting today at noon on the authorization bill to run the
military for fiscal year 1988, so we are meeting at noon. I have got
to get up there and protect the Reserves and the National Guard,
and don’t let anybody bother any of those functions. And I don’t
think we will.

Mr. Chairman, I think one thing that really the American people
need to know—and I try to do it in remarks I make across the
country—and Chris—is that Reserve Forces have improved so
much in the last 10 years that they really are not Reserve any-
more. They are front line. And they have taken over a great deal
of the responsibility of the Active Forces. And it’s a good buy for
the taxpayers in that it costs half as much to keep one of these
units doing the same thing as an Active Force does as far as the
personnel is concerned, and that the Congress in effect initiated
giving new equipment and incentives such as the GI bill to the Re-
serve Forces.

And these different chiefs have really come through for us. And
they are front line totally. They have responsibilities right with the
regular forces. And that’s good. That’s the way it ought to be.

General Ward, as far as the Army Reserve, I saw the Secretary
of the Army the other day, and he was showing me that 95 percent
of the Army Reserve now is high school graduates. And I am sure
they are going into the educational program.

Are you having any strength level falloffs in any way?

General WARD. As a matter of fact, we have had a minor falloff
this year in the troop program units. However, when you look
behind that falloff, we still have a gain over the end of fiscal year
1985. While we didn’t quite make the gains we wanted, one of the
main reasons we did not ‘vas the success of the Montgomery GI
Bill. A large number of Reserve soldiers joined the active compo-
nents. Approximately 9,000 juined this year. As these soldiers en-
tered the active components they exercised the GI bill. Of course,
this necessitates our going out to recruit new ones and enlist them.
This is an excellent example of how the total force is working.

Now, that number of 9,000 transfers to the active ccmponents
compares to the pre-1985 historic average of under 5,000 transfers
from Army Reserve TPUs, a group that comprises about half of the
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total of 600,000 Army Reservists. So, in the lact 2 fiscal years the
number has increased about 2,000 per year.

This is a healthy sign. Once soldiers finish basic training, they
like the Army. They see the attractiveness of the GI bill and see an
opportunity to grow and be all they can be. Many of these soldiers
will return to the Reserve structure later. When they do return to
most will be much brighter, far more attentive, and much more in-
terested in doing things. As I said before, that is why we want
them to be able to utilize the Montgomery GI Bill for vocational
study and, indeed, graduate study. We are particularly hopeful
taht our soldiers might acquire skills along the way that would .
enable them to fill vacancies in areas such as nursing. .

Mr. MonTGoMERY. ‘Thank you. Thank you very much.

Admiral Smith, give us those figures again that you gave.

Admiral SmrtH. Yes, sir.

.. The 6-year enlistments are up—this is since July of 1985—from
33 percent of our accessions to 48 percent. Upper middle grade,
non-prior service have increased from 5 percent to 75 percent.
High school diploma graduates, up from 77 percent to 88 percent. I
don’t have retention figures, but our retention has been improving
since 1985. And the trend continues through this whole period.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Thank you, Admiral Smith.

General Ono mentioned that this was a dynamite bill, and then
you mentioned it is a loved bill. So, we might change it to the “dy-
namite, loving Montgomery GI Bill.”

[Laughter.]

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. I notice my time is up.

General Moore, on retention, I think some of the problems we
had on the Senate side mainly with staff that the GI bill would
push them out and that wouldn’t be a retention factor. But what I
have heard here today is that it is a retention factor. By signing up
for 6 years, that’s a pretty good long time to have a young man and
a young woman to sign up for 6 years. Are you confident that the
retention factor will hold up?

General Moore. Well, I certainly am very confident because in
order to participate in it, he must stay in. The mere fact that po-
tential recruits are willing to opt for 6-year contracts is reflected
by the fact that our 6-year contracts have gone from 34 percent up
to 50 percent of our total force. That’s a trend that shows that the
people want to participate, and I am confident that the retention
factor is there tied to the GI bill mrre so perhaps in the Reserve
than in the Regular component because of the way the reservist
has to stay in order to be eligible for benefits.

Mr. MonTGoMERY. Thank you.

General Scheer, what was your statement about master degrees
and Ph.D. degrees? You have a lot of technical people enlisted.

General ScHEER. Yes, sir. We would very much like to see the
coverage expanded into the post-baccalaureate field as well as the v
other end of it on the vocational technology instruction.

Mr. MontGoMERY. Thank you.

Admiral, the Coast Guard was a little low on the number that
participate on Active Forces. And do you have che figure on Re-

serves of participation?
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Admiral WeLLING. Yes, sir. I have a raw number of 700, but I
don’t know accurately what the number of participants are. I am
told around one-quarter of our Reserve personuel would be eligible
to participate.

Mr. MonTGOMERY. Well, you have to use the 6-year enlistment
for the Reserves.

Admiral WELLING. Yes, sir.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. General Temple, what about retention of the
Air Guard? That seems to come out that you have got a good figure
there—the retention of the Air Guard signing up, re-enlistment.

General TEMPLE. Sir, the Air Guard is sustaining a retention rate
which is foremost amongst any of the Reserve components. We
expect this year somewhere between 12 and 13 percent of losses,
which is by far the best record within the Department of Defense.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Can you make your strength levels with the
incentives you have got ncw? Well, unless Gramm-Rudman cuts
you back, you have an increase in strength level.

General TEMPLE. Both the Army and the Air National Guard
will exceed program strength this year.

Mr. MoNTGOMER1. You will make your strength level.

General TEMPLE. Yes, sir.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. General Scheer, you said you had a 15 percent
increase in a 6-year enlistment?

General ScHEER. Yes.
thMr. MoNTGOMERY. And you think part of that is attributed to

e——-——

General ScHEER. I think it all is. This was from the 6-month
period immediately prior to the implementation of the bill, that
prior service enlistments went from 47 to 61 percent, and the
straight re-enlistments from 41 to 57 percent. So, the only change
in that time-frame was the GI bill.

Mr. MoNTGOMERY. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Smith?

Mr. SmiTH of New Jersey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Ward, you indicated that 95 percent of your men and
women are high school graduates. How many——

General WarD. People who enter the service this year.

Mr. SmitH of New Jersey. Okay, right, a clarifying point.

lG(‘rie;nera.l Warp. The figure is low because some of them are older
soldiers.

tel\;[; SmrtH of New Jersey. How many of those are college gradu-
ates?

General Warp. Pardon?

Mr. SmitH of New Jersey. How many of those are college gradu-
ates for whom the New GI Bill would be a moot point?

General Warp.'I don’t have that number available. Of course,
most of our officers are ineligible upon commissioning because they
already have college degrees. Furthermore, we have many college
graduates enlisting in the force. There are runany soldiers who
would, of course opt for the GI bill, should they otherwise be eligi-
ble. Many soldiers join the Reserve components to get some special-
ized kind of training such as medical training for example. I don’t
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have the number of enlisted college graduates; however, I estimate
that is probably about 3 percent of the enlisted force currently has
college degrees. It might be slightly higher for the new troops who
joined in 1987. I can get a record of this for you.

[The information follows:]

In FY 1987 the Army Reserve had a total of 74,589 enlisted gains of whorn 2,549
had college degrees. Of the 9,058 officer gains 1,080 were identified as not having a
four year college degree.

Mr. Smrth of New Jersey. I appreciate that.

Admiral Smith, I think you indicated that 88 percent are high
school graduates.

Admiral Smrts. I'm sorry? Eighty-eight percent, yes.

Mr. Smrri of New Jersey. That kind of information would be
helpful to know, especially as it relates to the transferability issue
as well as graduate work as to whether or not that is something
that we should provide for. .

General WARD. I could add something. A recent study we did of
the soldiers in Army Reserve troop program units showed that 61
percent go on to college or graduate school or require continuing
full or part-time education The number 61 percent of those 300,000
soldiers is tremendcus.

Mr. SMiTH of New Jersey. I would be interested in your views
on—oh, Admiral Smith?

Admiral Smrra. We are different from that. In the Navy only 5.5
percent of our enlisted personnel have college degrees. If there is a
need in other services for post-baccalaureate degree GI bill applica-
tion, then we would hope that would be provided in legislation for
appfication by the services. What we foresee is no mobilization re-
qulrement and minimal application to our enlisted, therefore a
“freebie” to those Reserve officers who weculd get a post-baccalaure-
ate degree education anyway.

Mr. Smrtn of New Jersey. I appreciate your views on transfer-
ability. As I think all of you know, H.R. 8180 and other bills would
provide for transferring the benefit to child or spouse. General
Ward, perhaps you would want to start.

General Warp. At this point I think it would be premature to
make a judgment as to whether the resources applicable to trans-
ferability would be better used for other incentives related to reten-
tion or, rather, for some other type of extension of the program
such as for post-graduate education. We find a large number of our
young officers leave the troop program units because of pressure of
going to school. If they were able to continue to utilize the GI bill
for post-graduate education, that would be a way to retain them in
the units. In this regard you might wish to consider restructuring
GI bill giayments proportionally for post-graduate or part time edu-
cation. However, right now, absent that kind of an incentive, many
young officers have to make a choice between job enhancement in
the civilian area and leaving a troop program unit. With the highly
competitive society out there, it would be a big plus if we could do
a better job in retaining these people.

In my judgment it would be premature to offer any opinion as to
how transferability would affect readiness criteria. It would be
worthwhile to carefully observe the impact on readiness as the pro-
gram develops.
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Mr. Smit of New Jersey. Thank you, General.

Admiral Smith?

Admiral Smrra. I have commented on the post-baccalaureate
piece.

As to transferability, I agree with General Ward. We don't have
a hold on it, can't get a feel for how it would apply, and therefore
we would probably be reluctant to put resources toward that until
we get a better feel for it.

Mr. Smite of New Jersey. Just one footnote. The bill would pro-
vide that either the Reserve or the active duty personnel would
have to be in the services for 20 years, and it would only be trans-
ferable after the 20-year mark, which puts a heavy emphasis on re-
tention. So, it would not kick in sooner than that.

General Moore?

General Moore. Well, we don’t support the post-graduate part of
it. We think that would only pertain to a few. And we are manpow-
er intensive where 99 percent of our people are the high school
grads. So, that's the large force that we are pointing toward retain-
ing.

As far as transferability, I too don't know how that would impact
on retention. But you know, in order to stay with something for 20
years, it is pretty hard to get a guy to sign ugo or that early on if
he is going to get it in a 20-year time-frame. So, I don't know how
that would impact on retention. At the present time I think the GI
bill, as it presently extends, is adequate in that case.

Mr. SmitH of New Jersey. Thank you, General.

General Scheer?

General ScHEER. Certainly, sir, the transferability would have a
positive effect on retention. I don't think there is any question
aoout it. But right now, to be frank with you, there isn't any nead
for that. In the Air Force, there is no problem in manning our
force, and retention is not a problem. So, at this day and age, it is
probably money that we could better spend elsewhere. But who
knows what it would be 3 or 4 years from now. But if I had to say
today, I'd say, no, I think I would rather save that money for some-
thing else.

Mr. SmitH of New Jersey. Admiral Welling?

Admiral WELLING. Sir, we haven't done any analysis of it. It's
hypothetical. I don't know that it would really contribute much to
the retention of Coast Guard reservists that I know. He or she
would have to serve 20 years before he might have the possibility
of transferring it. It's too distant I think to make a significant im-
pression on him or her.

Thank you.

General TeMpLE. Sir, during my opening statement, I indicated
my support for advanced degree work that could be provided
through the GI bill. And I think that is important because our
people are coming back to spend the better part of their lite in the
community. And I think if you lock at the educational mores of
today, more and more people are actively involved in education
beyond the baccalaureate level. And I think it would serve as an
enhancement to remain as a member of the Reserve Forces and es-
pecially the National Guard.
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The issue of trar. ‘ferability—I suspect I would have to agree with
my associates who have indicated it may be a bit premature to
make a decisicn. But nevertheless, it’s a very attractive issue for
those young people who are starting families and are looking to the
potential for when they retire from the services. The opportunity
to be able to transfer—I would think that that is very compelling.
But again, it may be beyond our time here.

Mr. Smith of New Jersey. Part of the rationale as to why I be-
lieve it would help in the area of retention is that as each service-
man or woman is facing the decision to re-enlistment or opt out of
the services, this may be just one of those kickers that keep them
in. And that decision wouldn’t be made when they are recruits. It
would be made at each transition point. It might make it all that
more doable.

As 1 indicated earlier, I think there might be significant savings
in terms of those people whose skills leave when they are out of
the service, and the cost that it would require to train somebody to
fill that position.

General TEMPLE. Yes, especially if you—

Mr. Smith of New Jersey. It neeas more study unquestionably,
but I think if—

General TEmPLE. Especially if you look at the high skills that we
need. The critical shortages in the Army Guard are amongst some
very high technology skills which we are hard-pressed to find
people to serve in.

So, your point is well taken, and it is certainly worth watching.
It may be worthy of application later.

Mr. Smrta of New Jersey. Thank you.

Could you, General Temple, just reiterate, if you would, and per-
haps provide some more amplification. I believe you said 58 percent
of the people said that the GI bill was a factor, at least one of the
factors in enlisting; 19 percent would not have re-enlisted without
it. Am I misquoting that, or is that correct?

General TEmpLE. That's correct. There is a survey that showed
that 58 percent of the respondents considered the GI bill a factor in
enlistment, re-enlistment and extension decisions. Further, 29 per-
cent indicated that they would not have enlisted, and 19 percent
would not have re-enlisted or extended, without the GI bill. So,
clearly it is evidence of the fact that it is very attractive.

Mr. SmrtH of New Jersey. Thank you. That kind of statistical
base will help us. Although the vote did not evidence this, there
were several Members of Congress, when the bill was being dis-
cussed in committee, and particularly over in the other committee,
the Armed Services Committee, that felt the cost might not justify
the gains. I think this kind of feedback just provides a great deal of
rationale to continue the program and enhance it. Thank you.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you very much, Mr. Smith.

If I could, I would like to summarize the testimony that I think I
have heard from each of the panelists. Each of you, it is my under-
standing, would agree that the 180 days of completed service—that
that requirement be eliminated. Is that a correct statement?

[Witnesses indicating affirmative response.]

Mr. Dowpy. And also, there appears to be a general consensus
among the panelists today that we should look at allowing chapter
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106 participants to é)ursue the same type of courses as those al-
lowed in the active duty, the chapter 30 program. Is there any dis-
agreement in this area?

General MooRre. You're referring to the post-grad type, voc tech?

Mr. Downpy. Yes, post-grad and technical school.

General Moore. And the voc tech—technical does not include
any portion of flight training?

Mr. Dowpy. Yes, Pm not asking about flight training, but insofar
as post-grad and technical.

General MooRre. We in the Marine Corps, don’t object to the post-
grad thing, however, we are not so sure how much we would get
out of such a proposal at this time. So, we are not adamantly op-
posed to it. It is something we would like to look at.

Mr. Dowpy. All right. I recall your having said that in response
to questions to the chairman.

Admiral?

Admiral WELLING. We are not excited about the post-graduate
thing because we think primarily it would be an officer benefit.
And our officers have sufficient education. Our concern would be
we would have to pa¥l for it, and we think that our monies could
better be spent in other areas. So, we are not enthusiastic about
the post-graduate education aspect.

Mr. Dowbpy. All right. But with those exceptions, which I recall
having been pointed out earlier, is it fair for me to say that the
testimony of this panel of witnesses generally favors changes in the
law to allow the chapter 106 participants to pursue the same types
of courses as those that are allowed under chapter 30?

[Witnesses indicating affirmative response.]

Mr. Dowpy. All right. Thank you very much for your testimor
and your participation this momirﬁ‘_{ Thank you.

Our final witness today is Mr. Michael Schlee, who is represer.t-
ing the American Legion. Mr. Schlee was on the trip with the
members of the subcommittee when we went to the different train-
ing bases. And we welcome his appearance 'n behalf of the Ameri-
can Leg‘(i:on. )

Mr. Schlee, we have received the Legion’s written testimony, and
we would like to have your summary at this time.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL SCHLEE, DIRECTOR FOR NATIONAL
SECURITY AND FOREIGN RELATIONS, THE AMERICAN LEGION

Mr. ScuLee. Okay, I'll be very brief, Mr. Chairman. It is a privi-
lege to appear before you again. I certainly want to acknowfedge
the close cooperation in both enacting the Montgomery GI Bill and
making it permanent legislation which the American Legion and
the committee has had.

As you stated, I had the opportunity to be on the trip with you.
My brief remarks here will be basec on observations I made on the
triK.SOur resolutions are not specific on some issues.

I was reviewing my briefing notes this morning from the trip,
there is little or no question in my mind that a revised contribu-
tion would, in fact, enhance enrollment based on numerous conver-
sations I had on the trip. And of course, the American Legion could
support the revised schedule contained in H.R. 3180 or H.R. 8208.
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In the second area concerning an extended enrollment period—
my personal view—we can support an extended enrollment period.
My concern in some of the testimony today—it may be, in fact,
counterproductive. I think the chairman's suggestion, if we can get
that decision made very early in consultation w**h parents school
counselors and other influencers we can support t.. "3 provision. My
overall guidance is to go slow on tinkering with the system.

On the question of transferability, again we have no position.
However, I do cbserve two things. Number one, I think the cost is
going to have to be looked at. I would see on transferability prob-
ably 98 percent of entitlement would be used somewhere along the
line compared to about 66 percent for the Vietnam era.

Additional]i,e we may be creating a mini-generation out there
who will not be motivated because once the transferability occurs,
somewhere down the road those kids are not going to be motivated
by educational benefits in any way.

As far as on flight training, we currently have no position on
flight training.

asically that's the summary. I apologize for not being here yes-
terday, but we had our national executive committee meetings in
Indianapolis, so I flew back in at 5 this morning.
[L'l‘l'he Ig:orepared statement of Mr. Schlee appears on p. 233.]
r. Dowpy. Thank you very much, Mr. Schlee.

In your written testimony I noted that the Legion supported an
extension during the period of time during which a servicemember
may make the decision regarding participation in the Montgomery
GI Bill. And then I have heard your comments this morning.

I wonder if this extension would not, in effect, convert the pro-
gram from an opt-out program to an opt-in program and thus
weaken the program. Do you think that participation would go up
or down as a result of an extension? I realize you have elready
commented on this, but I wanted to get your thoughts further.

Mr. ScuLee. Well, based upon the froops I talked to—that stood
out in the notes—they were disoriented during the first 2 to 7 days.
They felt they didn't have time. I think that clearly came across
from the troops.

I personally think there may also be a down side to this because
once those troops start mingling with each other, we get the pro-
verbial lawyers. And I know from my military service, there 1s a
lot of good acdvice, but a lot of bad advice that troops may have
made up their mind and be convinced of to go other ways.

Mr. Dowpy. Did you hear the testimony of the reczuiting chiefs
this morning, General Ono and his panel?

Mr. ScHLEE. Yes, sir.

Mr. Dowpy. Based on the testimony that the people from the Air
Force—and I can definitely recall the Air Force people saying that
they wanted more time. Some of the other witnesses were saying
less time. What are your thoughts on allowing in the law flexibility
for the different branches to accommodate their own special inter-
est in this area? In other words, the Army is doing a heck of a job.
But the Air Force says they would like more time. What would be
your thoughts about tailoring the legislation?

Mr. ScHLEE. I think intellectually tailoring the legislation makes
sense. But I go back to a very old Army principle of KISS, “Keep it

IToxt Provided by ERI
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simple, stupid,” because I think if we start altering programs,
there may be an awful lot of confusion as kids go to different re-
cruiters of various branches.

Mr. Dowpy. All right. Thank you very much.

Mr. Smith?

Mr. SmrrH of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, I just read the testimo-
ny. I have no questions. It'’s very comprehensive. And thank you
for your input.

Mr. ScuLEE. Thank you. It’s a pleasure being with you.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you very much, Mr. Schlee, for appearing on
behalf of the American Legion. Give my regards to Jimmy Dean.

» Mr. ScHLEE. I saw him yesterday, sir.

Mr. Dowpy. Thank you all for being here today. I think that our
hearings have been very productive, and we appreciate your testi-
raony and your input. Thank you again for your participation.

We stand adjourned.

R [Whereupon, at 12:17 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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To amend the Montgomery GI Bill with respect to flight training.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Jury 15, 1987
Mr. Downy of Mississippi introduced the following bill; which was referred jointly
to tha Committees on Veterans’ Affairs and Armed Services

A BILL

To amend the Montgomery GI Bill with respect to flight
training.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. FLIGHT TRAINING UNDER THE MONTGOMERY GI

BILL IN TITLE 38.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1434 of title 38, United

States Code, is amended—
(1) in subsection (a), by inserting after “1673" the

following: “(with the exception of subsection (b))"’;
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(2) by redesignating subsection (d) as subsection
(e); and
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(3) by adding after subsection (c) the following
new subsection:

*d) The Administrator may approve the pursuit of
flight training by an individual entitled to basic educational
assistance under this chapter if—

“(1) such training is—

“(A) offered by an institution of higher learn-
ing for credit toward a standard college or univer-
sity deyree;

“(B) generally accepted as necussary for the
attainment of a recognized vocatidnal objsctive in
the field of aviation; or

*(C) generally recognized as ancillary to the
pursuit of a vocational endeavor other © an avia-
tion;

“(2) the individual possesses & valid private pilot's
license and meets the madical requirements necessary
for a commercial pilot’s license; and

“8) the flight school courses meet the Federal
Aviation Administration standards and are approved by
the State approving agency.”.

(b) AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE.—Section 1432 of such
title is amended by addicg the following new subsection at

the end:

OHR 2450 1H
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“(l) Each individual who is pursuing a program of edu-
catio. consisting exclusively of flight training approved as
meeting the requirements of section 1434(d) of this title shall
be paid an educational assistance allowance under thi: chap-
ter to be computed at the rate of 75 per centum of the estab-
lished charges for tuition and fees which similarly circum-
stanced nonveterans enrolled in the same flight course are
required to pay. No educationel assistance allowance for any
month shall be paid to an individual under this chapter who is
pursuing a program of education consisting exclusively of
flight training until the Administrator shall have received a
certificate frum the individual and the institution as to actual
flight training received by, and the cost thereof to, the veter-
an during that month. In each case the period of entitlement
of such individual shall be charged with one month for each
payment of an educational assistance allowance to the indi-
vidual for such course which is equal to the total amount of
monthly educational assistance which the individual is eligi-
ble to receive under subsection (a)(1), (b)(1), or () of section
1415 of this title, as the case may be.”.
SEC. 2. FLIGHT T‘RAINING UNDER THE MONTGMOMERY GI

BILL IN TITLE 10.

(a) IN GeneraL.—Section 2136 of. title 10, United

States Code, is amended—

OHR 2050 I
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(1) in subsection (b), by inserting after ‘“1673” the
following: “(with the exception of subsection (b))”; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

“(c) The Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs may ap-
prove the pursuit of flight training by an individual entitled to
educational assistance under this chapter if—

“(1) such training is—

“(A) offered by an institution of higher learn-
ing for credit toward s standard college or univer-
sity degree;

“(B) generally accepted as necessary for the
attainment of a recognized vocational objective in
the field of aviation; or

“(C) generally recognized as ancillary to the
pursuit of a vocational endeavor other than avia-
tion;

“(2) the individual possesses a valid private pilot’s
license and meets the medical requirements necessary
for a commercial pilot’s license; and

“(3) the flight school courses meet the VFederal
Aviation Administration standards and are approved by
the State approving agency.”.

(b) AMouNT OF AssISTANCE.—Section 2131 of such

title is amended—
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(1) in subsection (b) by striking out “Each” and
inserting in lieu thereof “Except as provided by sub-
section (d), each”; and
(2) by adding the following new subsection at the
end:

“(d) Each individual who is pursuing a program of edu-
cation consisting exclusively of flight training approved as
meeting the requirements of section 2136(c) shall be paid an
educational assistance allowance under this chapter to be
computed at the rate of 75 per centum of the established
charges for tuition and fees which similarly circumstanced
individuals enrolled in the same flight course are required to
pay. No educational assistance allowance for any month shall
be paid to an individual under this chapter who is pursuing a
program of education consisting exclusively of flight training
until the Administrator shall have received a certificate from
the individual and the institution as to actual flight training
received by, and the cost thereof to, the veteran during that
month. In each case the period of entitlement of such individ-
ual shall be charged with one month for each $140 which is
paid to the individual as an educational assistance allowance

for such course.”.

SHR 2050 111 1 1 1




l 108

100t CONGRESS
18T SESSICY ° ° 3 1 80

To amend chapter 30 of title 38, United States Code, with respect to the
Montgomery GI Bill.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Avgusr 6, 1987

Mr. Smrrh of New Jersey introduced the following bill; which was referred jointly
to the Committees on Armed Services and Veterans’ Affairs

A BILL

To amend chapter 30 of title 38, United States Code, with
respect to the Montgomery GI Bill.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. PERIOD IN WHICH TO MAKE DECISION TO

PARTICIPATE.

(8) Active Dury ProcraM.—Section 1411(c)(1) of
title 38, United States Code, is amended by striking out the
second sentence and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“Any such election shall be made at the close of the individ-

O W «3 S O b W N -

ual’s basic training period (as defined by the Secretary con-

10 cerned in accordance with regulations issued by the Secre-
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tary of Defense) while on active duty as a member of the

Armed Forces.”.

2

(b) SerecTep RESERVE  PROGRAM.—Section
1412(d)(1) of such title is amended by striking out the second
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof the following: “Any
such election shall be made at the close of the individual’s
basic training period (as defined by the Secretary concerned

in accordance with regulations issued by tB;Secretary of De-

@© O I D Ot > W

fense) while on active duty as a member of the Armed

[
(=]

Forces.”.

(S
(S

SEC. 2. AMOUNT OF CONTRIBUTION.

ot
(3]

(a) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence of section 1411(b)

[
<o

of title 88, United States Code, is amended to read as fol-

[y
>

lows: ““The basic pay of any individual described in subsec-

[
[543

tion (a)(1)(A) of this section who does not make an election

[
[=2]

under subsection (c)(1) of this section shall be reduced by—

(1) $100 for each of the first 12 months that the

bk et
QL =3

individuel is entitled to such pay; or

“(2) $50 for each of the first 24 months that the

DD
[ R

individual is entitled to such pay,

(3]
[y

as determined by the individual in accordance with regula-

[
(3]

tions which the Secretary concerned shall prescribe.”.

[
L]

(b) Conrorming AMENDMENT.—The first sentence of

section 1412(c) of such title is amended to read as follows:

1]
g

[
(4

“The basic pay of any individual described in subsection

®HR 3180 IH
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(2){1)(A) of this section who does not make an election under
subsection (d)(1) of this section shall be reduced by—
“(1) $100 for each of the first 12 months that in-
dividual is entitled to such pay; or
“(2) $50 for each of the first 24 months that the
individual is entitled to such pay,
as determined by the individual in accordance with regula:
tions which the Secretary concerned shall prescribe.”.
SEC. 3. TRANSFER OF ENTITLEMENTS TO DEPERDENTS.

() IN GENERAL.—Chapter 30 of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by adding the following new sub-
chapter at the end thereof:

“Subchapter V—Transfer of Entitlement to
Dependents
“§ 1441. Authority to transfer entitlement to dependents

“Under regulations prescvibed under section 1442(a) of
this title, & .aember of an Armed Force who is entitled to
basic educational assistance may transfer to one or more of
such member’s dependents all or any part of such member’s
entitlement to educational assistance under this chapter.

“§ 1442. Regulations

“(a) The Secretary concerned shall prescribe regulations

for the transfer of entitlement under this subchapter, and any
transfer of entitlement under this subchapter shall be made in

accordance with such regulations.
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“(b) The Administrator shall prescribe regulations for

the administration of the transfer of educational assistance
entitlement under this subchapter and for the provision of
such assistance to the dependents to whom such entitlement
is transferred. In prescribing such regulations, the Adminis-
trator may place such limits upon the changing and revoking
of transfers of entitlement as the Administrator considers

necessary for efficient administration and may provide for any

such revocation to be effective at the end of any semester,

quarter, or other unit of instruction in which a dependent to

whom entitlement had been transferred is engaged in at the

time of the revocation.

“§1443. Status of dependents to whom entitlement is

transferred

“(aX1) A dependent to whom entitlement is transferred

under this subchapter is entitled to educational assistance

under this chapter in the same manner and undcr the same

terms and conditions as the individual from whom the entitle-

ment was transferred would be entitled, except that such as-

sistance may only be provided—

“(A) while the individual from whom the entitle-

ment was transferred continues on active duty; or

“(B) upon the death, discharge for hardship or

service-connected disability of, or completion of 20

years of active duty (or in the case of an individual

®HR 3180 IH
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who is entitled to basic educational assistance under

section 1412 of this title, a total of 20 years of active

duty and duty in the Selected Reserve) by, the indi-

vidual.

“(2) The period of eligibility of a child to whom educa-
tional assistance is transferred under this subchapter shall be
determined in accordance with section 1712(a) of this title.

“() If ar. individual transfers entitlement under this sec- -
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tion to two or more dependents, the educational assistance

[y
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payable under this chapter shall be divided (1) in such

oy
[y

manner as the individual specifies, or (2) if the individual is

[y
[\

deceased or is otherwise unable to specify the manner in

[y
w

which the assistance shall be divided, as determined under

[y
£

regulations prescribed under section 1442 of this title.

[y
(%4

“(2) Assistance may not be paid under this chapter to an

[y
(2]

individual who at the time the benefits would otherwise be

[y
3

paid is not & child or spouse or surviving spouse of the indi-

[y
[0 o]

vidual who transferred the benefits, notwithstanding that the

[y
©

individual was a dependent at the time the election was made

[S]
(]

to transfer the benefits.

[
ok

“§ 1444. Definition »

[
(V)

“For the purposes of this subchapter, the term ‘depend-

(3]
w0

ent’ means—

“(1) a child of an individual; and

[\
e
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“(2) the spouse or surviving spouse of an '
individual.”.
(b) TecHr1CAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sections at
the beginning of such chapter is amended by adding at the
end the following new items:

“Subchapter V—Transfer of Entitlement to Dependents

“Sec. 1441. Authority lo transfer entitlement to dependents.

“Sec. 1442. Regulations.

“Sec. 1443. Status of dependents to whom entitlement is transferred.
“Sec. 1444. Definition.”
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To amend chapter 30 of title 38, United States Code, with respect to the
Montgomery GI Bill.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Avagusr 7, 1987

Mr. Jonrz introduced the following bill; which'was referred jointly to the
Committees on Veterans' Affairs and Armed Services

A BILL

To amend chapter 30 of title 38, United States Code, with
respect to the Montgomery GI Bill.

-t

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Montgomery GI Bill Im-
provement Act of 1987".

SEC. 2. AMOUNT OF REDUCTION OF PAY.

(a) In GENERAL.—The first sentence of section 1411(b)

of title 38, United States Code, is amended to read as fol-
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lows: “The basic pay of any individual described in subsec-
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tion (a)(1)(A) of this section who does not make an election
under subsection (c)(1) of this section shall be reduced by—
“(1) $100 for each of the first 12 months that the
individual is entitled to such pay; or
“(2) $60 for each of the first 20 months that the
individual is entitled to such pay,
as determined hy the individual in accordance with regula-

tions which the Secretary concerned shall prescribe.”.

O @ 1 O Ot b W N e

(b) ConFORMING AMENDMENT.—The first sentence of

—
o

section 1412(c) of such title is amended to read as follows:

[N
[N

“The basic pay of any individual described in subsection

—
(-4

(a)(1)(A) of this section who does not make an election under

—
«w

subsecticn (d)(1) of this section shall be reduced by—
“(1) $100 for each of the first 12 morths that in-

L
(S5, BN

dividual is entitled to such pay; or
“(2) $60 for cach of the first 20 months that the

e
-1

individual is entitled to such pay,

—
[0 o}

as determined by the individual in accordance with regula-

—
w0

tions which the Secretary concerned shall prescribe.”.

(3]
(=]

SEC. 3. TIME PERIOD FOR ENROLLMENT.

*
(3]
—

(8) IN GENERAL.—The second sentence of section
1411(c)(1) of title 38, United States Code, is amended by
striking out “at the time” and all that follows through the

)
(3]

«
[ 2 )
> W

period and inserting in lieu thereof “during the period estab-

(3]
o

lished by the Secretary concerned but not to exceed 60 days
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after the individual first enters on active duty as a member of
the Armed Forces.”.

(b) ConrormMiNG AMENDMENT.—The second sentence
of section 1412(d)(1) of such title is amended by striking out
“gt the time’ and all that follows through the period and
inserting in lieu thereof “during the period established by the
Secretary concerned but not to exceed 60 days after the indi-
vidual first enters on active duty as & member of the Armed
Forces.”.

(c) TEMPORARY PF 6D OF ENROLLMENT.—(1) Any
individual on active duty in the Armed Forces who made an
election under section 1411(c) or 1412(d) of title 38, United
States Code, not to receive educational assistance under
chapter 30 of such title may enroll in tie program established
under such chapter during the 60-day period beginning on
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(2) For purposes of such chapter, any individual who
enrolls in such program during such 60-day period shall be
considered to have first become & member of the Armed
Forces or first entered on active duty as a member of the
Armed Forces as of the date on which such enrollment is

accomplished.

OHR 3208 IH
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SEC. 4. TRANSFER OF ENTITLEMENTS TO DEPENDENTS.

(8) IN GeNERAL.—Chapter 30 of title 38, United
States Code, is amended by adding the following new sub-
vhapter at the end thereof:

“Subchapter V—Transfer of Entitlement to
Dependents
“8§ 1441. Authority to transfer entitlement to dependents

“(a) Under regulations prescribed under section 1442(a)
of this title, the Secretary concerned may authorize a
member of 2n Armed Force who is entitled to basic educa-
tional assistance to transfer to one or more of such membe:’s
dependents all or any part of such member’s entitlement to
educational assistance under this chapter.

“() Subject to regulations prescribed under section
1442(b) of thir title, a transfer of entitiement under this sec-
tion, once authorized, may be made at any time and may be
revoked, in whole or in part, or may be modified at any time.
“§ 1442, Regulations

“(a) The Secretary concerned shall prescribe regulations
for the transfer of entitlement under this subchapter, and any
transfer of extitlement under this subchapter shall be made in
accordance with such regulations. ‘

“(b) The Administrator shall prescribe regulations for
the administration of the transfer of educational assistance
entitlement under this subchapter and for the provision of
such assistance to the dependents to whom such entitlement

OHR 3208 IH
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is traneferred. In prescribing such regulations, the Adminis-

trator may place such limits upon the changing ard revoking

of transfers of ertitlement as the Administrator considers

necessary for efficient administration and may provide for any

such revocation to be effective at the end of any semester, «
quarter, or other unit of instruction in which a dependent to
whom entitlement had been transferred is engaged in at the
time of the revocation.

“8 1443. Status of dependents to whom entitlement is

transferred

“(aX1) A dependent to whom entitlement is transferred

under this subchapter is entitled to educational assistance

under this chapter in the same manner and under the same

terms and conditions as the individual from whom the entitle-

ment was transferred would be entitled, except that such as-

sistance may only be provided—

“(A) while the individual from whom the entitle-

ment was transferred continues on active duty; or

‘“(B) upon the death, discharge for hardship or

service-connected disability of, or completion of 20

years of active duty by, the individual. .

“(2) The period of eligibility of a child to whom educa-

tional assistance is transfeired under this subchapter shall be

determined in accordance with section 1712(a) of this title.
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“(b) If an individual transfers entitlement under this sec-
tion to two or more dependents, the educational assistance
payable under this chapter shall be divided (1) in such
manner as the individual specifies, or (2) if the individual is
deceased or is otherwise unable to specify the manner in
which the assistance shall be divided, as determined under
regulations prescribed under section 1442 of this title.

““(c) Assistance may not be paid under this chapter to an
individual who at the time the benefits would otherwise be
peid is not a child or spouse or surviving spouse of the indi-
vidual who transferred the benefits, notwithstanding that the
individual was a dependent at the time the election was made
to transfer the benefits.

“§ 1444. Definition
“For the purposes of this subchapter, the term ‘depend-
ent’ means—
“(1) a child of an individual; and
“(2) the spouse or surviving spouse of an
individual.”.

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sections at
the beginning of such chapter is amended by adding at the
end the following new items:

“Subchapter V—Transfer of Entitlement to Dependents

“Sec. 1441. Authority to transfer entitlement to dependents.

“Sec. 1442. Regulations,

“Sec. 1443. Status of dependents to whom entitlement is transferred.
“Sec. 1444, Definition.”.

OHR 3208 TH
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$3EC. 5. COMPENSATION IN LIEU OF BENEFITS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter IV of chapter 30 of title
38, United States Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

“8 1437, Compensation payment

‘“(a) The Administrator shall make a payment in an
amount described in subsection (c) to an individual—

“(1) who is entitled to educational assistance
under this chepter; and

“(2) with respect to whom the Administrator has
made 2 determination that the individual has become
so physically or mentally disabled that he is unable to
utilize such educational assistance.

“®b) In the event of the death of an individual who is
entitled to educational assistance under this chapter the Ad-
ministrator shall pay the amount described in subsection (c)
to the living person or persons first listed below:

' “(1) The beneficiary or beneficiaries designated by

such individual under such individual’s Servicemen’s

Group Life Insurance policy.

“(2) The surviving spouse of the individual.

“(3) The surviving child or children of the individ-
ual, in equal shares.

“(4) The surviving parent or perents of the indi-

vidual, in equal shares.

OHR 3208 I
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If there is not such person living, the Administrator shall pay
such amount to the individual’s estate.

“(c) The amount of any payment made under this sec-
tion shall be equal to the amount reduced from the individ-
ual’s pay under section 1411(b) or 1412(c).

“(d) Any individual to whom a payment is made under
this section shall not be entiiled to any educational assistance
under this chapter on and after the date of such payment.”.

(b) TECENICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sections at

the beginning of such chapter is amended by adding at the

end the following new item after the item added by section

103(b) of this Act:

1487, Compensation payment.”.

OHR 3208 IH




122

JOHNSD013

100t#_CoNGRESS

1sT-SESSION
H, R, 3464

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

ur. JOHNSU. of South Dakota introduced the following bill; which
was-referred to the Committee on

A BILL

[ ybe)
oo

To amend title 38, United States Code, with respect to
Montgomery G.I. Bill, and for other purposes.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives

2 of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
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2
1 SECTION 1. AMOUNT OF REDUCTION OF PAY.
2 {a) IN GENERAL.--The first sentence of section 1411(b) of
3 title 38, United States Code, is amended to read as follows:
4 “tThe basic pay of any individual described in subsection
5 (a){l)(A) of this section who does not make an election under
6 ;ubsection (c)(l) of this section shall be reduced by--
7 ""{1) $100 for each of the first 12 months that the
individual is entitled to such pay; or
9 ‘:(2) $60 for each of the first 20 months tpat the
10 individual is entitled to such pu;,
11 as determined by the individual in accordance with
12 regulations which the Secretary concerned shall prescribe.”’,
13 (b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.--The first sentence of section
14 1412(c) of such title is amended to read as follows: . The
1S basic pay of any in?ividual described in subsection (a)(l)(A)
16 of this section who does not'make an election under
17 subsection (d)(1l) of this section shall be reduced by--
18 "*(1) $100 for each of the first 12 months that
19 individual is entitled to such pay; or
20 “(2) $60 for each of the first 20 months that the
21 individual is entitled to such pay,
22 as determired by the individual in accordance with
23 regulations which ‘the Secretary concerned shall prescribe.’’.
24 SEC. 2. DEFINITION OF PROGRAM OF EDUCATION FOR CERTAIN
25 PURPOSES .
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3
1 (a) IN GENERAL.--Section 2131(c)(1) of title 10, United
} States Code, is amended to read as follows:
3 **(c)(1l) Educational assistance may only be provided
4 under this chapter for pursuit of a program of education that
5 is an approved program of education for purposes of chapter
6 30 of title 38." .
7 (b) AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE FOR APPRENTICESHIP.--Section
8 2131 of such title is amended--
9 (:) in subsection (b), by striking out "'Each’’ ang
10 inserting in lieu thereof = Except as provided in
11 subsection (d), each’’; and
12 (2) by adding at the end the following new
13 subsection:
14 "(d)(l) Except as provided in paragraph (2), the amount

15 of the monthly educational assistance allowance payable to an
16 individual pursuing a full-time program of apprenticeship or

17 other on-job training under this chapter is--

18 ""(A) for each of the first six months of the

19 individual’s pursuit of such program, 75 percent of the

20 monthly educational assistance allowance otherwise

21 payable to such individual under this chapter;

22 “(B) for each of the second six months of the

23 individual’s pursuit of such program, 55 percent of such

24 monthly educational assistance allowance; and

25 "*(C) for each of the months following the first 12
O
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4
months of the individual’s pursuit of such program, 35
percent of such monthly educational assistance allowanc:.
"(2) In any month in which an individual pursuing a

program of education consisting of a program of

apprenticeship or other on-the-job training fails to complete

120 hours of training, the amount of monthly educational
assistance allowance payable under this chapter to the
xindividual ghall be limited to the same proportion of the
applicable full-time rate as the number of hours worked
during such.month, rounded to the nearest 8 hours, bears to
120 hours.

'*(3) For each month that an individual is paid a monthly
educational assistance allowance under this chapter, the
individual s entitlement under this chapter shall be charged
at the rate of--

"'(A) 75 percent of a month in the case of payments
made in accordance with paragraph (1)(A) of this
subsection; .

"*(B) S5 percent of a month in the case of payments
made in accordance with paragraph (1)(B) of this
subsection; and

"'(C) 35 percent of a month in the case of payments
made in accordance with paragraph (1)(C) of this

subsection.””,

ERI
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE TIM JOHNSON
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON
EDUCATION, TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT
THE HONORABLE WAYNE DOWDY, CHAIRMAN
OCTOBER 14, 1987

Mr. Chairman, and members of the Subcommittee, I thank you for the
opportunity of appearing before you today to discuss amendments to the
Montgomery GI Bill. I would like to commend you, Mr. Chairman, for
holding this hearing. The Montgomery GI Bill was signed into law this year,
and our chairman of the full committee is to be congratulated for his
unceasing work in support of the men and women who make up our Armed
Services. The GI Bill has been one of the best investments in the future the
federal government has ever made. I'm proud to say that my father took
advantage of the GI Bill to attend college, and this personal association with
the GI Bill has instilled in me a great respect both for the veteran, and for
education, and for the federal government. Countless other veterans have
used the GI Bill to get their education, and we are here to make sure all
military personnel in the future receive the same fair treatment and benefits.

-

I have sponsored a bill, HR 3464, which would address two specific
areas. The first has been suggested by the people the program is intended to
benefit, the military personnel. It is also being addressed by other members
of this committee. The provision would allow service men and women to
have smaller amounts deducted from their pay for a longer period of time.
As you can understand, Mr. Chairman, this would ease the burden for the
individual without reducing the overall amount paid into the educational
program.

The second area addressed is that of education benefits of members of
the Selected Reserve Forces. My bill would allow any member of the .
Selected Reserve to use the GI Bill the same way veterans under title 38 can.
Currently members of the Reserve cannot use the GI Bill to attend vocational
or technical school. Many of these recruits join the Reserves specifically to
take advantage of the excellent technical training they receive; they are
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unfortunately prohibited from using the GI Bill to continue that technical
training at vocational schools. This adjustment would simply put them on
equal footing with other veterans and military personnel, ensuring
consistency in administration of the education program and fairess in
treatment of all military personnel. Since most of these Reserve forces
would opt for vocational training instead of college, and since they are part
time personnel, the amount of an individual's entitlement would be reduced.
This same section was «. Jopted last year as an amendment to HR 3747 by Mr.
Daschle, the former chairman of this subcommittee. That bill was marked up
out of this subcommittee and subsequently by the full committee. I would
respectfully request, Mr. Chairman, that you give the same consideration to
these members of the Selected Reserve as is given to other patriotic service
men and women.

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for giving me the opportunity to
appear before you and the subcommittee. I congratulate you for holding this
hearing on these needed amendments, and ] hope we can act soon to put all
military personnel on an equal footing regarding educatioral benefits.
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TESTIMONY BY REPRESENTATIVE DUNCAN HUNTER (CA-45)
BEFORE THE COMMITIES NN VETERANS' AFFAIRS
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCAVION, TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT

October 14, 1927

Mr. Chairman and distinguished Members of the Subcommittee, as a*
Vietnam Veteran, 1 appreciate having this opportunity to speak fcr my
fellow veterans to address an oversight which significantly affects
those who have so faithfully served their country. I believe that
Congress must be diligent in insuring that we provide for those who

have sacrificed so much in the defense of the United States.

As you know, the Vietnam Era GI bill was initiated to protect the
future interests of, and provide incentives to individuals‘entering
the armed forces. Over the years, these incentives have helped
attract the "best of the best," to all branches of the military, so
that the United States can continue to enjoy the security and

democratic freedoms established by our forefathers.

On June 1, 1987, the President approved H.R. 1085, the New
Montgomery GI 8111 Continuation Act, as Public Law 100-48. While the
New GI 3i11, overall, has proven to be a popular and effective
program, it has, unfortunately, left a loophole through which certain
veterans have fallen - leaving them unable to collect the educational

assistance they were promised upon entering the service.

132
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Currently, under the timetable of the 01d GI Bill, education

benefits are set to expire on December 31, 1989. Those who are
eligible to collect under the old bill are veterans who served on
active duty for more than 180 continuous days, after January ], 1955
but before Jamsary 1, 1977, and who have been honorably discharged.
Also, eligible are those who have served during the same period but
who served for 180 days or less because of a service connected
disability. Finally, individuals who contracted with the armed forces
and were enlisted in a reserve unit prior to Junuary 1, 1977, and who
served on active duty for more than 180 days - beginning within 12

months after January 1, 1977 - are eligible.

Each eligible person is entitled to 1 & 1/2 months of educational
assistance, for each month of active duty service given after
January 31, 1955, up to 45 months. Simply stated, veterans who
entered the service prior to January 1, 1977, or after that date due
to the delayed entry program, who are honorably discharged from active
auty after June 1, 1966, are entitled to educational benefits for

10 years after release but no later than December 31, 1989.

Now, under the MNew GI Bill, individuals who have enlisted,
re-enlisted or maintained status in the active reserves (for no less
than 6 years), after June 30, 1985, are entitled to educational
assistance benefits of up to $5,040 for undergraduate training at
institutes of nigher learning. This bill was estabiished to assist in
the readjustment of veterans to civilian life following their

separation from the military, and to assist in recruiting and

retaining high quality personnel by the amed forces.
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However, this legislation has overlooked those individuals who,
because of their retirement date, will be unable to collect their full
educatioral benefits. For example, if a person retired from the
service on May, 1388, he is not eligible to collect educational
benefits under the new program. Furthermore, the benefits he is now
collecting under the old GI Bill expire on December 31, 1989. This
means that he can collect only eighteen months of educational

assistance.

Mr. Chairman, I feel we must address this matter. The individuals
hit hardest by these provisions are those who stayed in the armed
forces and continued to serve their country. The only fault of these
individuals is that they should have retired earlier so that they
could collect their benefits. I do not beiieve that such dedication
and loyalty to the United States should be repaid with a penality.
Without action, those who did not retire on time will suffer from a

grave inequity,

As President Reagan so eloquently stated in his Memorial Day
address, "...each died for a cause he consid: <d more important than
his own 1ife, They didn't volunteer to die; they volunteered to
defend values for which men have always been willing to die if need
be, the values which make up what we call civilization,” I believe if
we do not stand by those who have so selflessiy stood by their
country, if we abandon the promises made to those who would perish to

defend this great nation, then surely, we have lost the meaning of the

words gratitude and justice.
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Finally, one additional point on a similar note. It is my

unde;-standing that the Senate may soon Le attaching a rider to S.9,
the Service Disabled Veterans Benefits Improvement Act, to awend
title 38, Chapter 34, United States Code. The problem concerns the
1976 -epeal of the Vietnam Era GI Bil1 and its affect on 1977 & 1978
service academy graduates. The proposed amendment would restore
GI eligibility, with regard to educational benefits, to those service
academy cadets and midshipman who had entered the armed forces and had
made seven-year active duty commitments prior to the 1976 repeal.
Furthermore, it {s estimated that restoration of these benefit ‘1d
be very Tow on the cost scale totaling less than $1 million. I would
urge that when this issue goes to conference, that the House support

such an amendment.

Again, Mr. Chairman, 1 feel that we need to ensure that those who
have given so much to their country not be penalized for their
service. I would hope that, in the coming months, we can correct this

inequi ty.

Ur. Chairman, and honorable !lembers of this Subcommittee, I

appreciate your time and attention, Thank you.
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STATEMENT OF he
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DIRECTOR, MEMBERSHIP SERVICES
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BEFORE THE
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Mr. Cheirman, Membare of this Subcommittes. I am Colonel Edward P, Smith,
US Aray Retired, Dirsctor of Membership Sarvices, of the Associstion of ths
United Stetse Army. Thank you for the opportunity to pressent the views of our
170,000 menbars to this Subcommittes.

The fiva issues incorporsted in H.X. 2950, H.R. 3208 and H.R. 3180 are
importaat coneiderstions vhich deserve fyll debsts. Wa sppreciets your
intereet in soliciting oux positione on thess and related issuse of importance
to these vho volunteer to ssrve our country in ite Armed Yorces.

0f the five iesuss — flight treining; revision of the contribution
achedule; extension of the pariod in which to enroll; trensferability of

sntitlements to dep te; and comp tion payment -~ AUSA mambers atrongly
support thres. At thie time I will discuse gach.

First, compansation psy:ent. In an serlisr hearing, on H.R. 3001, the
Aseocistion indicated its full eupport to legielation thet would have the
Admninistrator of the Vaterans Administrstion Pey & desth benefit, in the form
of e stipend, to beneficieries of any Armed Forcee member antitlad to
sducational sseistence under the Hontgomery GI Bill who died while serving on
sctive duty. Beceuss E.R. 3208 incorporstse the praviously propossd action and
vieely expande the 1ist of cetagorise of sligibles for compsnsation payment to
thoss Armed Forces members vho had intended to take sdvantege of sducetional
sssistance, but subssquently were umable to do so beceuse of phyeicsl or mental
dissbility, or desth, we support, for equality and Mimaniterian reasons,
lagislative ections gusrantesing compensstion payment to sntitled aurvivors or
the individusl'e eaetate.

Sscond, s revisad contribution schedule. The practice of requiring thoss
vho voluntesr to serve their country in ite Armed Forces to unake & monthly
contribution towerd their sducetional treining efter militery sarvice is ons
thet began with the "Pcet Viatnam Ere Vetarans' Educstion Ascistence Program.”
The Association of the United Statee Army was and continuse to be sdamantly
opposed to this requirement. Howevar, if such contributions must remain N
nandatory festurs, the Associstion of the United Stetss Army supporte providing
sltesrnative contribution echedules, so the recruit nay choose & payment mathod.
In eddition to offering s reduction in pey of $100 per month for 12 montbs,
AUSA recommende offering & peyment echedule of $60 per month for 20 montks, as
included in H.R. 3208.

Third, the enrollment period. Whilse lerge numbers of present recruits, in
their very firet dsys on sctive duty, continue to respond positively to the
information provided by recruiters, school counssllore, family members, pasrs
and cedre parsonnsl sbout the importence to anroll and remain enrolled in the
GI B11l saducetional eseistance program, the Association of ths United Statss
Army supporte legielation to allow glection to participate to be made ss late
ee the closing date of besic treining.
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While ve concur fully in the Army's <urrent p::ctice to enroll at the
reception etation, st the same time thet new psrsonnsl and finance records are
crested, we nevertheless believe en opportunity ehould be evaileble &t the end
of bagic treining to enroll any treinse who, for any reason, hed not praviously
snrolled.

Before summarizing our position regerding the three bills end concluding,
I wvould ike to teke sdvantege of your offer to add to my testimony one other
eree which we believe would improve the effectl & of the Momtgomary GI
3111. Thet ia to sllow Selected Reserve eligibles, urder Chapter 106, to use
benefits for the seme programs aa Active Duty eligibles erse provided under
Chapter 30. Limiting Selected Reserve eligibles to inet{tutions of higher
lesrning for undergraduate study end not allowing pursuit of
vocstionel-technical programs or grsduate stuily is an inequity thet feils to
sccept the reslities of todey's Totel Force concept of the Armed Forces.

In summary, AUSA members welcome end strongly urge passage of legislation
to:

provide a compensation payment, under the conditions stated in H.R.
3208,

pernit enrollees to choose a contribution scheduled as proposed in H.R.
3208,

allow recruits to make a final decision in which to participste
(enroll) at the conclusion of basic training, es included in H.R. 3180,
and

amend the current bill to make provisions for the Selected Reserve more
equitable in comparison with those provided to Active Duty eligibles,
perticularly as pertaining to attendance at vocational-technical schools
and graduate schools.
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STATEMENT
BY
NELSON L. FINK
LEGISLATIVE ASSISTANT
MILITARY AND GOVERNMENT RELATIONS
AIR FORCL SERGEANTS ASSOCTATION
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE
ON
EDUCATION, TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT
. OF
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
ON
H.R. 2950

il.R. 3180
H.R. 3208

OCTOBER 14, 1987

Air Force Sergeants Association

INTERNATIONAL HEADQUARTERS, POST OFFICE BOX 50, TEMPLE HILLS. .) 20748
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Mr. Chsirman snd.distinguished members of the subcommittee, thank you for the op-
portunity to prsssnt ths views of the Air Force Sergesnts Associstion, with re-

spsct to ths propossd changes to the Montgomery G.I. Bill.

As sn incentivs to attrsct quslity young people into militsry service snd s prud-
ent investment in our nstion’s human resources, it would be difficult to design s
better program thsn the Naw G.I. Bill; however, we feel both H.R. 3180 introduced
by Mr. Smith snd H.R. 3208 introduced by Mr. Jontz warrsnt serious considerstion

ss enhsancements to make ths educstion benefits more sttractive snd sffordstle.

As ststed in previous sppesrsnces before this b ittee, we pport reducing
the member's contribution to $60 snd spresding the psyments out over s 20-month
period. The 60/20 formuls is more sffordsble snd insures the member will fulfill
his or har finsncisl obligstion to the G. I. Bill before sny educstion sssistsnce
is suthorized.

Bssed on our observstions, ss s member of Chsirmsn Montgomery's fact finding trip,
extending the comidention period for psrticipstion in the G.I. Bill, from the
first 14 dsys of bssic training to the end of the bssic training period, would
give the rscruit mora time to comider such sn importsnt decision. Since the peri-
od of bssic military trsining varies between services, we recommend the period of
considerstion bs sxtsndsd through the fourth week of bssic militsry trsining to
maintain uniformity between services. Further, we would recommend, recruits who
do not initislly choose to psrticipste in the G. I. Bill progrsm during the estsb-

1ished enrollment period be given sn opportunity to enroll st s lster dste.

'1.40
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Our sssocistion strongly supports the provision of H.R. 3180 to permit service
secretaries to suthorize tranafersbility of G. I. Bill benefits to eligible depend=-
ents if the service member is dischsrged under hardship or dissbility conditiona

or complete 20 years of active military service.

Additionally, our membership will support the provisions of H.R. 2950 to psy an
educstional assistance sllowance to eligible individusls pursuing an spproved

flight training program.

This concludes my statement, snd agsin, thank you for this opportunity to sppesr
before this subcommittee. I am prepsred to respond to sny Qqueations you or your

distinguished collesgues wish to-ask.




STATEMENT BY
CAPT CHARLES ::. BUESENER
U.S. NAVAL RESERVE

DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATION
NAVAL RESERVE ASSOCIATION
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON VETERAN’S AFFAIRS

14 OCTOBER 1987
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MR. CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE MEMBERS, THE NAVAL RESERVE ASSGCIATION APPRECIATES
THE COMMITTEE’S INVITATION TO PRESENT OUR VIEWS CONCERNING THE PROPOSED
LEGISLATION WHICH WOULD UFGRADE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE New G.I. BiLL.

THe New G.I. BILL MAS CLEARLY DEMONSTRATED ITS EFFECTIVENESS TO THE NAVAL
RESERVE AND REMAINS THE PRIME MOVER IN OUR RECRUITING AND RETENTION EFFORTS.
ALMOST SIX THOUSAND NAVAL RESERVISTS ARE CURRENT PARTICIPANTS IN THE PROGRAM AND
THE TREND CONTINUES ITS UPWARD COURSE. PARTICIPATION, IN FACT, HAS MORE THAN
DOUBLED IN THE PAST YEAR. ON THE RETENTION SIDE OF THE EQUATION SINCE THE New
G-[. BILL wAS ENACTED, OUR LONG TERM SIX“YEAR RE“ENLISTMENTS HAVE DRAMATICALLY
INCREASED

THESE DRAMATIC IMPROVEMENTS COULD NOT HAVE COME AT A MORE OPPORTUNE TIME.

THe NAVAL RESERVE HAS SEEN, OVER THE PAST SEVERAL YEARS, INCREASFD TASKIWG
AND ASSIGNMENT OF WARTIME RESPONSIBILITIES AS THE TOTAL FORCE HAS GROWN IN SIZE
AND COMPLEXITY. THE NavaL RESERVE FORCE TODAY PROVIDES 100% OF THE COMBAT
SEARCH AND RESCUE, 100% OF THE LIGHT-ATTACK HELICOPTER SQUADRONS, 100% of U.S.
BASED LOGISTIC SUPPORT SQUADRONS, 862 OF THE CARGO“HANDLING BATTALIONS, 68% OF
THE NavaL MoBILE CoNSTRUCTION BATTALIONS. IN THE HYPER-CRITICAL AREA OF
ANTI-SUBMARINE WARFARE, THE NAvAL RESERVE PROVIDES 35% OF THE LONG RANGE
MARITIME PATROL SQUADRONS, 21, OF THE AS{ HELICOPTER SQUADRONS AND 26 ASH/AM

FRIGATES.

By THE EARLY 1990's THE NavaL ReSErveE WILL 8E THE 10TH LARGEST NAVY IN THE
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WORLD.- [ WOULD HASTEN TO POINT OUT THAT THE NavaL RESERVE, IN ADDITION TO
PROVIDING WARTIME SURGE CAPABILITY IS ALSO A PEACETIME "FORCE MULTIPLIER" WITH
RESERVE AIRCREWS AND SHIPS ROUTINELY DEPLOYED FULFILLING THE PEACE TIME

OPERATIONAL. COMMITMENTS IN SUPPORT OF OUR NATIONAL MARITIME OBJECTIVES-

THE NAVAL RESERVE 1S A HIGHTECH FORCE WITH QUALIFYING TRAINING BEING BOTH

EXPENSIVE AND LENGTHY-

As A resuLt OF THE New G.[. BILL OUR LONG~TERM RE-ENLISTMENTS ARE INCREASING
AND, FOR THE FIRST TIME, WE HAVE BEEN ABLE TO PENETRATE BOTH THE JUNIOR COLLEGE

MARKET AS WELL AS THE UPPER MENTAL GROUPS WHO INTEND TO CONTINUE THE EDUCATION-

IN REGARD TO SPECIFICS REGARDING PENDING LEGISLATION TO AMEND THE MONTGOMERY
G-[. BiLL:

o HR 2950 Tue NRA suPPORTS THIS EXPANSION OF COVERAGE AND FURTHER
RECOMMENDS THAT CONSIDERATION BE GIVEN TO EXPAND COVERAGE TO THOSE TYPES
OF VOCATIONAL TRAINING THAT WOULD PROVIDE IMMEDIATE READINESS INCREASE

FOR THE INDIVIDUAL IN RELATED MILITARY SKILL REQUIREMENTS-

o HR 3180/3208 Tue NRA SUPPORTS BOTH PROPOSED BILLS CONDITIONALLY PROVIDED
THAT THE TRANSFER OF ENTITLEMENT TO DEPENDENTS SECTIONS INCLUDE
PROVISIONS FOR ENTITLEMENT TRANSFER OPTIONS ARE ALSO FULLY APPLICABLE T0

VESTED RESERVE FORCE PERSONNEL.

AcaIN, THE NavaL ReSERVE ASSOCIATION 15 MOST APPRECIATIVE OF TH!S
OPPORTUNITY TO EXPRESS OUR VIEWS, AND ATPEAR BEFORE THIS SUBCOMMITTEE ONCE
AGAIN-
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INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman and members of this distinguished Committee, I
am Robert W. Nolan, National Executive Secretary of the Fleet
Reserve Association. The FRA is a national military organization
comprised of over 153,000 enlisted personnel of the United States
Navy, Marine Corvs and Coast Guard, active duty and retired. As
a retired Navy iLhief Petty Officer, it is my privilege to speak
for not only my Shipmates of the FRA but for all active duty
enlisted personnel of the three Sea Services regarding the
implementation and’effectiveness of the Montgomery G.I. Bill.

My, Chairman, since the overwhelming success of the wWorld
war II G.I. Bill, the Fleet Reserve has been a steady and
positive advocate of a peacetime program which affords young
Americans the opportunity to obtain a higher education in
exchange for a stated period of service in our armed forces. Our
philosophy has been a little different than most groups in that
we represent enlisted Sea Service personnel who by and large
serve a full military career. Therefore, the thrust of our
endeavors has been to assure that the enlisted military career-
ist, who is often a "veteran® twice over, receives equitable
treatment in pursuing a higher education and training under the
G.I. Bill.

The Fleet Reserve Assoclation achieved landmark success
twenty~two vears ago in its G.I. Bill endeavors when it convinced
U.S. Senator Ralph W. Yarborough (D-TX) to amend his bill
creating the Cold War G.I. Bill (S-9) to insert the word "LAST"
before discharge in establishing that G.I. Bill's termination
date. Heretofore, the World war II and Korean G.I. Bills had
termination dates of ten years after a service person's first
discharge after the date of qualifying for the G.I. Bill bene-
fits. Thus, for the first time, a service person could serve a
military career and have the readjustment assistance afforded by
the G.I. Bill when he returned to civilian purasuits. A military
careerist did not have to abandon his military career to receive
a higher education under his earmed entitlements of the G.I.
Bill.

In 1978, as this Subcommittee considered terminating the
Cold war G.I. Bill and instituting the Veterans Eaucational
Assistance Program, "VEAP®" in its stead, the Fleet Reserve
Association was the only witness to apvear before you and request
that you consider the military careerists in re-establishing a
new termination date for benefits of the Cold War G.I. Bill.
Needlesy to say, in the attempt to achieve the All-volunteer
gexrvice force the wishes of the Administration were granted and
the FRA lost its fight to protect the enlisted careerist as the
law was amended with 2 new termination date of 31 December 1989.

In the 98th U.S. Congress, as this Committee recognized that
the Veterans' Education Assistance Program was not &chieving the
desired success it should, the ¥FRA «-ain called for a peacetime
G.I. Bill encompzssing equitable treatment for the enlisted
military career:st. You are fully :uacillar with that struggle
for you, with Chairman Moatgomexy in the vanguard, labored
diligently to achieve the rinal ¢nactment of permanent legisla-
tion authorizing the Montgcumery G.I. Bill. The Fleet Reserve
Association is proud of its endeavors in behalf of the legisla-
tion. We bow to no other public grour as having a mora
meaningful role of effective support ii the Montgomery G.I.
Bill's enactment particularly in the United Status Senate.

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

143

ACTIVE DUTY PERSONNEL'S RVALUATION
OF THE MONTGOMERY G.I. BILL

The acceptability of the peacetime G.X. Bill test and the
Montgomery G.X. Bill is clearly evidenced by the enlistment and
retention of personnel of high quality and caliber. Statistics,
by any measure, prove the effectiveness of the program in both
the regular and resexrve components.

But even more convincing than the overwhelming numbers, are
the comments of active duty personnel we have talked w:ith,
Thanks to Chairman Montgomery, the FRA had the opportunity last
February to experience the New G.I. Bill's acceptability among
recruits of all Services. As you know, we were invited to
accompany members of this Committee on a two-day field trip, 12-
13 February 1987, to military recruit training centers at Fort
Knox, Ky s Lackhland AFB, Tex.,s Orlando, Fla.: and Parris Island,
S.C. Taese viriis enabled us to leara first hand what the
potential benrficiaries of the ¢.f Bill thought of the Program's
provisions, We asked those who elected to participate in the
program why they did so. Conversely, we asked the non-
participants why they did not participate. Across the board,
regardless of service, we received the same basic reasons for
non-participation. The reasons given in their order of priority
weres

[ ] The feeling they could not afford to contri-
bute the required $100 a month for 12 months.
Almost all said if this contribution was a
smaller amount over a longer period (e.g. $50
a month for 24 months) they would have
participated.

Many felt they did not have enough time in
which to consider their decision.

A few felt that they were going to make the
military a career and would not need a
college education.

No refund of the $1,200 contribution seemed
to bother a few recruits. It is hard to
argue against the common sense logic that it
is their money. I suggest that we consider
returning the $1,200, less interest, to them
when they can no longer qualify to use their
G.I. Bill.

The recruits felt that the "transferability®
provision, where the unused G.I., Bill benefits
could be passed on to a dependent, would make the
law more equitable and increase enrollments in the
program.

In expressing these views the recruits' candor was evident. They
asked pointed questions of the Chairman and Committee members. It
was a most revealing field trip for we learned not only of the
G.X. Bill's success, we alro learned how to improve the program
with practical and yet minor adjustments.

FRA'S VIEWS ON THE PENDING

LEGISLATION: H.R. 2950, H.R. 3180 AND H.R. 3208

The Fleet Reserve 2ssociation compliments this Subcommittee
for its astuteness in drafting the legislation to improve the
Montgomery G.I. Bill's implementation and effectiveness. You
have addressed all of the negative reasons the recruits gave us
last February for the non-participation in the peacetime G.1.
Bill. The provisions of H.R. 2950 to allow individuals to use
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their benefits of the Montgomery G.I. Bill to pursue flight
training are basic and contain requirements to protect the
program's future integrity from abuse.

The liberalizations offered by H.R. 3180 and those of H.R.
3208 are similar and assure that the Montgomery G.I. Bill becomes
in practice a true peacetime G.X. Bill that enhances recruiting
ard retention for both the regular and reserve components of our
Armed Forces. After carefully analyzing the provisions of each
bill, the Fleet Reserve Association must wholeheartedly endorse
H.R. 3208 because its comprehensive provisions address the
correction of the current negative features of the peacetime G.IX.
Bill law in a more practical manner. The temporary anrollment
period in H.R. 3208 can be viewed as a re-enlistnent incentive,
giving careerists a second opportunity to take advantage of the
Montgomery G.I. Bill.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO IN.ROVE H.R. 3208
BY ADDING TWO AMENDMENTS

The Fleet Reserve Association strongly recommends the
addition of two provisions to H.R. 3208 vaich will safeguard
certain careerists benefits. Please recognize that in the
attempt to achieve success in the All volunteer Force, the
enlisted military careerist has been the helpless victim of VEAP,
various bonus programs and vacillating compensation policies.
Based upon this experience, the military careerist perceives he
is the victim of the exosion of benefits.

A very large percentage of active duty personnel recognized
the Veterans®' Education Assistance Program for exactly what it
w&s, a very poor imitation of the Cold War G.I. Bill. Therefore.
they did not elect to participate in that education sham.

Because of this, they are not included in the temporary enroll-
ment period as contained in H.R. 3208, The Fleet Reserve
association feels that any such person now gerving on active duty
most certainly should be included in the temporary enrollment
period provided for in H.R. 3208.

Our second amendment would be to include those persons now
gserving on active duty who are entitled to the benefits of the
Cold War G.I. Bill but will forfeit or shorten this entitlement
because they have remained on active duty beyond a time that
would allow their schooling to be completed before 31 December
1989 when the Cold War G.X. Bill benefits terminates.

These two added provisions would enhance the Montgomery G.I.
Bill and enable it to proclaim to all young Americans now sexrving
or considering serving in our armed forces, that service in a
uniform of our country and the benefits of higher education go
hand~-in-hand.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, as previously stated, the Fleet Resexve
Association is indeed proud of its endeavors to assure the
enactment of the Montgomery G.I. Bill. But we are even prouder
of this Cormittee because you are not content to rest on the
laurels of victory but instead are pursuing a path of improve-
ments for the Montgomery G.I. Bill to assure that it becomes an
integral part of the fabric of the American society and serves to
make that society doubly strong whether its participants are in
or out of uniform.

In sharing your goal we offer this testimony and urge you to
gseriously consider our recommendations in support of H.R. 2950
and H.R. 3208,
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We thank you for the opportunity to express our views today.
It is because our representative form of government providcs the
opportunity to do so that we have willingly devoted a major
portion of our adult lives to the defense and perpetuation of
that government. On behal. of not only my FRA Shipmates, but our
enlisted Sea Service personncl everywhere, I thank you. I will
answer any questions you may have to the best of my ability.
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The Non Commissioned Officers Association of the USA (NCOA®)
is grateful for this opportunity to once again meet with the
comnittee to discuss proposed improvements in thc Montgomery G.1.
B111. Under specific consideration today are H.R. 2950, a bil]
which would reopen flight training under certain circumstances,
and H.R. 3208, a bill which would allow recruits more time to
decide whether to participate in the Montgomery G.I. Bi11 and
more time to make the payments associated with participation.
H.R. 3208 would also allow participants in the progran to
transfer unused benefits to a spouse or child under some
circumstances and would allow 2 surviving -~ouse or child of a
deceased veteran to concurrently receive th benefits of the
Montgomery G.I. 8131 and the Survivors' and Jependents'
Educational Assistance Program. Also on t’ agenda 1s H.R. 3180,
2 bi11 which would make the same changes p, oposed in H.R. 3208
and provide a2 60 day “open enrollment® period for persons
inducted after July 1, 1985 who initially declined to
participate. It would also provide for the payment of 2 gratuity
equal to participation fees paid by a veteran who dies or becomes
disabled prior to using his or her entitlement.

NCOA® has four priorities for improving the Montgomery G.I.
B111, only one of which over'aps with the proposed legislation.
First and foremost, eliminate the participation fee. (Spread
participation payments over a longer period only {f fee
elimination is impossible). Second. extend the benefits of the
G.I. Bi11 to servicemembers who are forced to retire between June
30, 1985 and July 1, 1938. Third. open enrcliment in the
Montgomery G. I. Bi11 upon reenlistment to people who initially
entered service between Januzry 1, 1977 and June 39. 1985. and to
others who initially declined to participate, Finally, make
contributions to the program refundable, at least to those who
become disabled or to the survivors of those who die while on
active duty.

Fee Elimination

Too many servicemembers are prevented from participating in
the Montgomery G.I. Bill because they can not afford the pay
forfeitures required. This was a recurrent point made by
non-participants to the delegation which traveled to military
training sites earlier this year. Indeed, married privates,
airmen and seamen, need all the money they can earn to support a
family notrithstanding the investment potential of the G.I. Bil1.
Food, housing, clothing -- {mmediate needs -- all prevent
participation in the Montgomery G.I. Bill no matter what it
promises for the future. Favoring participants in the program
with transferability while others are financially precluded from
participation is grossly inequitable since participation, for
many. is not a matter of sacrifice so much as it is survival,

NCOA® has been labeled as being against transferable
education benefits. but that is somewhat false. NCOA® is against
selective transferability, particularly in a program which
precludes the participation of many veterans. NCOA® does not
believe it {4 fair, right. equitable or economical to a]]ow
transferability only for those who serve in critical military
skills. HNeither does NCOA® belfeve 1t is right, fair or
equitable to allow dependent education benefits under a G.I. BIN
while so many veterans remain ineligible for its benefits.

Participation fees were not 2 part of the Montgomery G.1I.
B111 when 1t was first proposed. They were added by opponcats of
the measure hopeful of causing the program's failure. The time
for their repeal has come, Their repeal will solve most of the
program's® problems such as timing of participation decisions.
refunds for the disabled and survivors, payment schedules and

1=
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accountirg problenms.

fees for participation in veteran's programs must come to an
end. The one year temporary fee for participation in the
veterans' loan guaranty has been increased once and extended
several times. Last year the VA began collecting fees for
previously free medica: care. The last G.I. Bill,
euphemistically .peaking, cosc its participants money. We
believe the trend toward charging for veterans' benefits must
end.

Career Service Benefits

The Montgomery G.I. Bill was designed to forestall an exodus
of career service people who were expected to leave the armed .
forces in order to use their Vietnam-era G. I. Bill benefits
before that program expires in 1989. As a result a potentially
critical shortage of professional noncommissioned 2nd petty
of ficers was averted. However., 2 new problem has become apparent
since many of those servicemembers “ho elected to remain in
service are now being forced out of service prior to qualifying
for the new G.I. Bill. .

In discussing and creating the Montgomery G.I. Bill Congress
sreated a reasonable expectation that servicemembers who jcined
the armed forces prior to December 31, 1976 would be protected
from the loss of education benefits. However the provision for
three years of service after July 1, 1985, while well inteided,
has proved an impossible criteria to achieve for many because of
military personnel policy.

The services employ an "up or out® system of retention for
its career pcrsonnel. Additionally. policy limits the service of
enlisted mesbers to 30 years. Thus many servicemembers who are
more than willing to fulfill the additional service requirements
of the Montgomery G.I. Bi11 are being forced out at thirty years
of service., or at 26 years of service of they serve in the grade
£-8, at 24 years in the grade E-7, and at 20-22 years in the
grade E-6. No exceptions are made for those who want to qualify
for the new G.I. Bil1.

NCOA® has had calls of complaint and concern from officers
and enlisted members alike. Recently retired Sergeant Major of
the Army Glen Morrell is among the prominent. Morrell retired
following a distinguished career as the senfor enlisted
servicemember in the Army. He served in combat in Vietnam. In
fact, for thirty years he served this nation under any
circusstances, good or advcrse, and in anyplace, near or far.
Yet after such a long and distinguished career, he is denied the
full measure of post service education benefits available to
other veterans. Recently an Admiral called our office with a
similar concern.

NCOA® urges the committee to waive the three year service
requirament for servicemembers who retire for longevity after
July 1, 1985. This would not be an expensive proposal., but it
would provide justifiable recognition to those professional
noncommissioned and petty officers who have served this nation.

Open Enrollment

Prior to the creation of the Montgomery G.I. Bill, the
Veterans Educational Assistance Program (VEAP) served as a G.l.
Bi11 for those who enlisted between January 1., 1977 and June 30.
1985. VEAP was a tragedy in both performance and benefits. Few
enrolled. even fewer received training under its provisions. The
original Montgomery G.I. Bill would have allowed these

-2-
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servicemenbers to become elizible for the new program benefits
upon reenlistment. An unfortunate modification precluded this
and an even more unfortunate omission precluded new enrollments
in VEAP for those who had not previously elected to participate.
Last year Congress enacted a brief ®"open enrollment® period for
those who wanted to participate in VEAP but did not enroll
previously. Nevertheless, this rather poorly publicized program
drew few new enrollments. Yet even {f it had the desired effect.
VEAP remains a poor excuse for a G.I. Bil11. As a result a whole
generation of soldiers., sailors, airmen, and Marines serve
without entitlement to a G.I. B{11.

It was the desire of the original sponsors to include these
career servicemembers undcr the provisions of the Montgomery G.I.
Bi11. 1In real terms it will give these veterans the G.I. Bil)
they never had. Hopefully the committee will consider this and
recommend legislation to open enrollment in the Montgomery G.I.
8111 to VEAP eligibles who reenlisted for three or more years
after July 1, 1985,

This would expand on and fulfill a retention goal of the
original legislation. Concurrently NCOA® recommends that
enroliment be opened upon reenlistment to servicemembers who
initially declined to participate in the new G.I. Bi11. This.
too., would contribute to retention and would make participation
more economically feasible (under current participation rules)
for those who could not afford to participate at enlistment.

Refundability

If NCOA®'s arguments for elimination of participation fees
have not been persuasive. then we implore the committee to make
pay forfeitures refundable at least for tho<e who become disabled
and the survivors of those who die while on active duty.

Earlier in this statement NCOA® mentioned the collection of
f.es for veterans' services. At least the fee collected on home
loans makes home ownership possible. Fees for medical care
actually buy medical care. Even VEAP contributions were
refundable. To NCOA® it is unconscionable for the government to
take money for a service never provided. Ideally all veterans
should be entitled to a refund of contributions if the benafit is
not used. Partfcipation in the Montgomery G.I. Bi1l is a gamble
for an 18 year old and Uncle Sam is the bookie and shill. Tke
shill sells the bet and If a recruit is lucky. 1ife will go just
right and the bet #111 pay off. But a young man‘s plans can
quickly change and the bookie always profits.

Surely government need not profit from its veterans. Unused
enroliment fees should be refunded.

Summary

NCOA® does not endorse the passage of any of the bills under
consideration by the committee in their current form. The
association believes veterans would benefit more from the
elimination of fees., frocm open enrollment in the Montgomery G.I.
Bi11 for those who continue to serve and from benefits to those
Vietnam-era veterans forced to retire before becoming eligitle
for the Montgomery G.I. 84i11. Hopefully, the commitice will
consider these recommendations for veterans during deliberations
on improvements in the Montgomery G.:i. Bfll.

-end-
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Mr. Chairman, and mesbers of this distinguished panel, I welcome the
opportunity to present the views of the Nstional Association for Uniformed
Services on proposals to smend the Montgomery G.I. Bill.

The Nstional Association for Uniformed Services®' (NAUS) meabership
represents sll grsdes and ranks of career and non-career service personnsl
snd their spouses and widows. Our membership includes active, retired,
and ressrve personnel of sll seven uniforsed servicss: Army, Navy, Air
Force, Marines, Coast Guard, Public Health Service, snd the Nstional
Ocesnic and Atmospheric Administration. With such mesbership, we sre shle
to drsv information from s broad base for our legislative activitiss.

Mr. Chairman, we think that the Montgomers G.I. Bill in its present forn
1s doing an outstanding job of attrscting high quality young people into
the militsry snd providing veterana s readjustment benefit. The
Montgomery G.I. Bill is working probably even bettsr and mors effectivaly
than most of us dsred hope. We also recognize that carefully conaidsred
changes can make this benefit even more effective snd we very much
appreciste the opportunity to participate in the process.

Period in which to make decision to participate, Currently the Montgomery
G.l. Btll requires that the decision regarding participation be made upon
entry on active duty. HR 3208 and HR 3180 would extend the time for the

- enrolluent decision up to 60 dsys after entry on sctive duty. We believe

the current enrollment process ctomplements and is closely t.2d to
recruiting. It properly places the burden of explaining the G.I. Bill on
recruiting personnel prior to the recruits entry on active duty. Thus,
the recruit may discuss the G,I Bill with parents, teachers snd peers
prior to entering on sctive duty.

During this period he should evaluate the proposal and essentislly nake
his decision before enlisting even though he sxecutes ths document lstsr
upon entry on active duty. The requirement for an esrly decision, I
believe ia one reason for the Army's 93% enrollment rate in August. All
the services enrollment rates are increasming. To delsy the decision point
could very well result in a drop in participation rates. Therefore, I
recommend that the decision point remain within the first few dsys sfter
entry on active duty. However, bssed on this committees visit to basic
training sites in February, it was apparent that a nunber of recruits
regretted opting out of the program. They would have enrolled if given a
sacond chance. NAUS believes this second chance should be given, probebly
nssr the end of basic training.
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Pay Reduction Period, We support the provisions of HR 3208 which would
suthorize the individual to elect the curreat reduction " $100 per month
for the first 12 montha or to elect $60 per month for the first 20 montha.
For some service members with family or other financisl responsibilities a
reduction of $100 per wonth Crestes a hardship. The change would ellow
reduction of the full $1200 from all service mesbers including the two-
Jesr enlistee vho could be released ;s esrly as 20 months at the
coavenisnce of the government and atill ruceive full G.I. Bill benefits.

Tranafer of Entitlement: to Dependents. NAUS supports the proposal in HR
3180 which would suthorize a service member to trensfer hia basic
sducational entitlesent to his dependents. Veterana who elect to make the
Armed Forces their profession have 1little opportunity to eccumulate
sufficient savings to provide e college education for their children. As
a result, meny et the mid-career point reluctantly leave the services for
higher paying professions so that they can efford to send their children
to school. This provision would be very appesling to senior NCOs who are
h:rgdpr““d todsy to meet the high costs of college education for their
children.

Compensation in ;:uu of Benefits, We support the provisions of HR 3208
vhich would expand HR 3001 {ntroduced esrlier and provide compensation in
lieu of bensfits to the mentally or physically disabled G.I. Bill program
enrollee or to his beneficiaries in the event of the service members
death. This extenaion of the proviaions of HR 3001 wvill provide an
edditional degree of equity and fairness for service meabers and their
survivors by -insuring that they do not suffer unexpected economiC loss as
a result of participetion in the G.I Bill yrogras.

HR_ 2950 :

NAUS supports the provisions of HR 2950 which would expasnd the
svailability of flight treining for qualified veterans, The controls
established to prevent abuse of tha Prograa appear to be a ressonable
Compromise betwcan mekin~ the training availeble for vetersns in pursuit
of & vocational endesvor while ensuring that the course is not puraved as
& hobby or for frivolous purposes.

Mr. Chairman, our membcrs continue to be interested in the opportunities
provided the young men and women of America by the Montgosery G.I. Bill
and I very much appreciate the opportunity you have provided to represent
thea at thia hearing.

2,7)
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Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, I sincerely appreciate
this opportunity to present the views of the Wational Guard Association
of the United states on implementation of the Montgomery GI Bill.

THE ROLE OF THE NATICNAL GUARD

The national defense role of the National Guard is developing into
full partner responsibilities as a result of the Total Force Policy
established in 1973. Almost 50 percent of the Total Army fighting
personnel are in the Army National Guard and approximately 26 percent of
the aircraft in the Total Air Force are in the Air National Guard.
Representatjon in specific areas is even greater, with 73 percent of Army
infantry battalions and 73 percent of Air Force CONUS strategic
interceptor forces in the National Guard. To meet its defense
objectives, the nation relies on a well-equipped and well-trained
National Guard.

This evolution could not ha.c taken place without the encouragement
and support of the Congress. Congressional guidance and resource
allocation along with Department of Defense planning and application have
forged a stronger partnership and a more ready total force.

MANPOWER

Althouwgh equipment and training are essential ingredients of wartime
readiness, the most important factor in producing combat-ready National
Guard units is the ability to recruit and retain sufficient numbers of
high-quality personnel. Through continuous and intensive efforts, the
Natjonal Guard has been able to meet its manpower goals in recent years.
Increased reljance on the Guard will place even greater demands on
recruiting and retention efforts. At the end of FY87, the ARNG had
attained an end strength level of approximately 453,000, The ANG had
achieved an end strength of 114,595. The President's budget has a
programmed total end strength of 458,800 in the Army Guard and 116,700 in
the Air Guard by the end of FY88. Continued growth is programmed through
FY92, Effective retruiting and retention efforts will be critical if we
are to achieve the desired strength and maintain the readiness of the
National Guard and the Total Force.

RECRUITING AND RETENTION INCENTIVES

There are a number of incentives that have been helpful in achieving
required strength goals. They include enlistment and reenlistment
bonuses, tuition assistance, and educational loan repayment programs.
Some have been developed to serve a special purpose, and are targeted to
specific critical skills or occupations, such as medical skills.

The bonus and tuition assistance programs are certainly important
parts of the overall incentive package for recruiting and retaining
high-quality targeted segments of the civilian population. They have
been instrumental over the past few years in helping to reduce the
shortage in many critical skill specialties. Their effectiveness has
been hampered, however, by the limited period of authorization.

Those incentives that have proven to be effective should be made
permanent. The lapse in authority for enlistment and reenlistment
bonuses in late 1985 resulted in a great deal of turbulesce and
confusion. Authority for these programs and the tuition assistance
program again terminated on 30 September this year because of the lack of
an Authorization Act. It appears that the lapse may be of an even longer
duration than experienced in 1985. The indefinite status of these
programs is harmful to day-to-day recruiting and retention activities.
We would hope that this recurring problem could be resolved.

MONTGOMERY GI BILL

Although it is not targeted toward specific specialties, the
Montgomery GI Bill for the Selected Reserve has proven to be a valuable
incentive for across-the-board recruitment and retention within the
National Guard. By providing education assistance, it serves as a very
effeCtive attraction to college oriented: individuals, It promotes the
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Guard/Reserve all-volunteer program by assisting in recruitme.t of
high-quality personnel. It also improves retention through the six-year
enlistment/ reenlistment requirement and by authorizing participation
only while in Selected Reserve status.

In FY 1984 prior to the GI Bill; 37 percent of all enlistments and 50
percent of all reenlistments in the Air National Cuard were for six
years. The FY 1987 percentages, as of 1 September, have increased to 63
percent for enlistments and 61 percent for reenlistments. Since the
implementation of the Montgomery GI Bill in July 1985, the ratio for
extensions for six years instead of 3 years has risen in the Army
National Guard from 3:1 to 10:1, 1In part, these improvements can be
attributed to the GI Bill, as well as increased bonus rates and other
factors. Program differences between the Active Duty Chapter 30 program
and the Selected Reserve Chapter 106 program make determining the number
of Guard and Reserve personnel eligible for the benefit more illusive
than for the Active Component. However, the combined participation rate
for the Army and Air National Guard shows a rise of approximately 38
percent since January 1987.

A nationwide attitudinal survey was conducted by the National Guard
Bureav in late 1986, The survey of 15,000 personnel targeted recruiting
and retention personnel, first term enlistees, and retained members. The
survey clearltyﬁeindicat.ed the strong recruiting and retention value of the
Gl Bill to personal gdecisions of soldiers and airmen. The survey
showad 58 percent of the respondents considered the GI Bili a factor in
enlistment, reenlistment, and extension decisions. Further, 29 percent
indicated they would not have enlisted and 19 percent would not have
reenlisted/extended without the Gr Bill. Clearly the Montgomery GI Bill
is accomplishing its goal.

LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS

The specific bills, HR 2950, HR 3180 and HR 3208, under consideration
by this committee are all possible evolutions for the Montgomery Gi
Bill.

Since these bills have 1limited Impact on the Guard and Reserve
community, we will not comment in detail on the specific provisions. wWe
believe several provisions, such as the proposal to stretch out the
payments over 20 months, would make the Bill more attractive to the
junior grade target group. We also recognize the merits of having
transferability provisions under certain circumstances, such as upon
service-connected death or disability of service personnel. We would
only question the cost effectiveness and valid need for other provisions;
however, we defer judgment since they are Chapter 30 proposalis relating
to the active components.

We would like to take this opportunity to propose an amendment which
the National Guard Association believes would improve the effectiveness
of Chapter 106 of the Montgomery GI Bill. We believe Guard and Reserve
participants under Chapter 106 should be given the same educational
options provided to Chapter 30 participants. That is, the program should
be to include studies of less than half-time attendance,
vocationa), training, college remedial, deficiency and refresher courses,
and graduate studies.

Expansion of the Chapter 106 program would be consistent with the
requirements of advanced technology and quality leadership in today's
envirorment. We Dbelieve that graduate level benefits would be
particularly attractive to the Guard and Reserve participants. They are
faced with combined pressures for additional education from thoir
civilian employers and military commanderss A 1lcgical secondary
by-product of graduate studies coverage would be enhanced employer

8 rt because Of the quality of individual experience being gained by
enqusgyees throxh affiliatfon with the Guard and Reserve.
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The technical advances in equipment and training within the Army and
Alr National Guard require personnel with advanced levels of experience
for succesgful operation. Some of our vital realiness skills require a
hands-on vocational education learning envirorunent rather than academic
classroom situations. As has been demonstrated under previous GI Bills,
vocational education can be a cost effective avenue to a ready force and
an improved civilian workforce.

The increasing demands of readiness training, along with full-time
work and family commitment often limit the ability of Guard and Reserve
menbers to devote the neceasary time to muintain half-time participation
in education programs. Chapter 106 participants should be allowed to use
their benefits on less than a half-time basis.

In cloeing, let me reiterate that the National Guard Association
fully supports the Montgomery GI Bill as it is currently written. We
also support the desires of the members of this Committee to continually
evaluate measures that would strengthen the Bill. FPor example, the
decision by Congress earlier this year to make the legislation permanent
has significantly enhanced the program's stability and appeal. This type
of comitment from Congress to more effective recruiting and retention
programs is, in and of itself, a contribution to morale and readiness.
The value to the military and the nation should far exceed the cost of
program changes, through higher retention, increased readiness, and
eventual pay back through a higher-educated populace.

Mr, Chairman, we are grateful for the support which you and the
members of this subcommittee have provided in the past, and we look
forward to your contirued support of National Guard requirements in the
future.

E . 79-8710 - 88 - 6
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MR. CGHATRMAN,DISTINGUISHED MENBERS OF THE COWMITIEE, IT 1S ONCE AGAIN
MJ PLEASURE TO APPEAR BEFORE YOU TO GUEMIT TESTIMONJ CONCERNING THE
MONTGOMERY GI BIL. . ON FEBRUARY 18th OF THIS UEAR, I PRESENTED OLR
VIEWS ON MAKING THE NEW GI BILL PERMANENT LEGLSLATION.

’ AT THAT TIME, I REFORTED TO YU THAT A TOTAL OF 25,598 ANMY AND AIR
MTIOML GUARD MEN AND WOMEN WERE PARTICIPANTS IN THE PROGRAM. AS OF

. 4 SEPTEMBER 1987, THAT TOTAL MAS RISEN TO 35,349, AN INCREASE OF SCME
33 PERCENT IN JUST EIGHT MONTHS. 1 2O NOT HAVE TO COMMENT FURTHER ON

THE VWLIDITY OF THE INVESIMENT IN THE MONTGOMERY NEW GI BILL.

JUST A WEEK FRICR TO ! FIRST APPEARANCE BEFORE THIS COMMITTEE, I WAS
FRIVILEGED TO ACOOMPANY CHATRMAN MONTGOMERY AND A DISTINGUISHED GROUP

OF LEGLSLATORS, mzms.o\emm%qrnas&mm, CONGRESSICNAL
STAFF AND MEMBERS OF RESERVE ASSOCIATIONS ON A FACT-FINDING IRIP TO BASIC
TRAINING CENTERS OF THE SERVICES TO WIINESS PRESENIATION OF THE NEW GI
BILL TO RECRUITS AND PARTICIFPATE IN QUESTION AND ANSHER PERICOS WITH
THOSE TRAINEES. TWO OF THE MAIN CONCERNS - REASONS FOR NON-PARTICIPATION

' AS STATED By THE TRAINEES AT THAT TIME - WERE THE AMOUNT OF PAY

-2-
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WITHHELD ($100 PER MONTH FOR 12 MONTHS) FROM PAY OF A BASIC SQLDIER,
SAILOR, AMNCRMRM;AN.)‘DELmHFDvMMormEPERMIHH)TO_
MAKE THIS TMPORTANT DECISION IN A STRESSFUL TRAINING ENVIRONMENT . ANOTHER
OFTEN STATED ENWANCEMENT OF THE PROGRAM WAS TRANSFER OF ENTTTLEMENTS TO

FAMILY MEMBERS

1 BELIEVE THE INTENT AND PROVISIONS OF H.R. 3180 AND H.R. 3208 ADEQUATELY
ADORESS THESE QBSTACLES 70 ADDITIONAL EDUCATIONAL PARTICIPATION. WE HAVE
NO PREFERENCE BETWEEN THE TWO BILLS AS RELATES 10 EITHER STREICHING OUT
THE PAJMENT SCHEDULE, OR IN TH' LANGAGE ON TRANSFERABILITY OF THE
ENTITLEMENT. THE TWO BILIS IN PRESCRIBING A 60 DAY PERIOD OF CONSIDERATION
OR, UNTIL THE COMPLETION OF THE BASIC TRAINING PERICD, ALSO ADEQUATELY

AUORESS THE LECISION TIME-COMPRESSION COMPLAINT, THESE ARE BILLS FPERTAINING

TO THE ACTIVE FORCES,, AND WE SUPPORT THEM, LEAVING SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS
TO THOSE WHO DIRECT THE SERVICES.

LET US TURN FOR A MOMENT TO H.R. 2950 CONCERNING FLIGHT TRAINING. WE SUPFORT
THLS BILL ALSO, ESPECIALLY SINCE IT AUDRESSES THE RESERVE COMPONENT ENTITLEMENT
INDER SECTION 2, AND FOINTS UP A RECOGNIZED NEED FOR VOCATIONAL TRAINING AS

WELL AS ACADEMIC, DEGREE-ORLENTED EDUCATL
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MR. CHATRWAN, WE BELIEVE VOCATIOML TRAINING IS ALSO NECESSARY TO ACHIEVE
OR GOALS OF EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE AND TEGHNOLOGICAL SUPERICRITY INTO THE
FUTURE. AFTER WORLD WAR II AND THE KOREAN CONFLICT, MAMY OF CLR VETERANS
RURSLED VOCATIONAL TRAINING IN ELECTRONICS AND ENGINEERING - THREE-YEAR

PROGRAMS AT THE TDNE - THAT PREPARED TMEM FOR COMPETITION IN THE SCIENCES
IN THE FOSTRAR JEARS, @qmmzzsanrymzmorm

MINENCE IN INOUSTRY TODAY., MOREOVER, AMERICA STILL NEEDS SKILLED CRAFTS-
MEN TO MANUFACTURE AND DESIGN THE TOOLS OF PRODUCTION - WELDERS, TOOL AND

DIEMAKERS, SHEEIMETAL WORKERS, COMPUTER PROGRAMMERS, MECHANICS, DRAFTSMEN -

TO NAME BUT A FEW - TO FUT IIEAS INTO FORM AND PROJECTIONS INTC REALITY.

E@meMWﬂMWMMmMW

ACHIEVEMENT .

AT OUR MTIONAL OONFERENCE IN LOUISVILLE, KENTUCK] JUST A MONIHM AGO, CUR
MEMBERSHIP PASSED A RESQLUTION TO THAT EFFECT. A COPY OF TMIS RESQLUTION
IS ATTACHED FOK THE COMMITIEE'S CONSIDERATION, IKS RESQLUTION, IN TDHE
RESOLVED QLAUSE, SPELLS QUT OLR FOSITION ON IMPROVEMENT OF THE MONTGOMERY
GI BIJ. FOR THE RESERVE FORCES ENTITLEMENIS. WE BELIEVE TMESE ENTITLEMENTS

SOUWD BE TDENTICAL TO THOST LNDER CGHAPTER 30 TIILE 38, USC AS FAR AS TYPES

-
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OF TRAINING ARE CONCERNED.

BECAUSE OF THE INIQE SERVICE PERFORMED BY MEVEERS OF THE RESERVE JORCES-

AS VOLUNTEERS TRAINING TO SERVE THE MATION IN TIMES OF EMERGENCY AND CCFLICT,

AND, AT THE SAME TIME FURSUING EDUCATION AND EMPLOIMENT TN THE CIVILIAN MARKET-

PLACE - THEY OFTIMES MUST PURSUE HIGHER EDUCATION ON A PART-TIME BASIS. WE .
BELIEVE THEY SKOULD RECEIVE ASSISTANCE ON AN ADJUSTED BASIS FOR THE HOURS THEY
QOMPLETE IN A LESS-THAN-HALF TIME PROGRAM, PROVIDING THOSE HOURS CONTRIBUTE TO .

AN ACADEMIZ. QR VOCATIONAL CERTIFICATE OR LEGREE.

WE BELIEVE, AS WE HA\E STATED, THAT BENEFITS SHOULD BE EXPANVED TO INCLUDE
VOCATIONAL AND APPRENTICESHIP TRAINING, AND SE FULLY APPLICABLE TO ALL FHASES
memﬁmmwmm.

MR. CHAIRVAN, THE MERITS OF THE MONTGOMERY GI BILL CAN BE VIEWED FROM SEVERAL
PERSPECTIVES. IT CAN BE VIEWED AS AN INCENTIVE FOR ENLISTMENT OF QUALITY
INDIVIDUALS INTO THE MILITARY SERVICES. 1IT CAN BE VIEWED AS A RETENTION

INCENTIVE. AND IT CAN BE VIEWED AS A BRIDGE TO CIVILIAN LIFE AT THE END

OF A CAREER - A REABJUSTMENT BETWEEN TWO BORLDS. THE MONTGOMERY GI BILL

1S ALL OF THESE. IT DXES ALL OF THESE THINGS. BUT WE BELIEVE 1T HAG AN .

ADDITIONAL, ADVANTAGE, WE BELIEVE IT SERVES A VITAL NEED OF OUR CONIRY -

-5-
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THE NEED TO STAY ON THE CUTTING EDGE OF TEGHNOLOGY.

THE OBJECTIVE OF THE MONIGOMERY GI BILL, AND ITS PREDECESSORS BEFORE 1T,
IN GUR VIEW, IS AND WAS TO ENCOURAGE HIGHER EDUCATION FR MEMBERS OF THE
ARMED SERVICES, THUS SERVING A NEED OF THE INDIVIDUAL AND ToE NATION.
EDUCATION IS A NATIONAL RESOURCE - ONE THAT MUST BE CAREFULLY NURTURED
AND ENCOURAGED FOR OUR CONTINUING NATIONAL WELL-BEING. WE BELIEVE THAT
ALL HIGHER EIL..ATION - VOCATIONAL AS WELL AS ACALEMIC - PROVIDES FOR THAT

WELL-BEING, AND SHOULD BE ENCOURAGED.

WE BELIEVE IT DIRECILY AFFECTS READINESS, IN THAT EDUCATION AT ADVANCED

LEVELS CONTRIBUTE TO MASTERY) OF COMPLEX SYSTEMS AND HARDWARE.

BE ENLISTED ASSCCIATION OF THE MATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES LRGES
THE MEMESRS OF THE COMMITTEE TO CONSIDER EXPANDING THE MONTGOMERY GI BILL
TD COVER PART-TIME PROGRAMS, VOCATIONAL TRAINING, AND FURSUIT OF ADVANCED
DEGREES BY MEMEERS OF THE SELECTED RESERVE. WE VIEW IT AS AN ACDITIONAL
INCENTIVE FOR (RALITY FEOPLE TO ENLIST IN, AND REMAIN IN THE MATIOMAL GUARD
AND RESERVE COMFONENTS. THE FOPULARITY OF EDUCATIONAL OPFORTUNITY HAS
ALREADY BEEN ESTABLISHED AND HISTORY HAS SHOWN THE NATIONAL BENEFITS DERIVED

FROM A GI BILL. WHAT REMAINS TO BE DONE, IN QR VIEW, IS TO
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MAXIMIZE THAT \KLLE BY COVERING ALL FORMS OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FOR OURt

GUARD AND RESERVE 'CITIZEN-SQLDIERS’.

WE IN EANGUS APPLALD JOLR EFFORTS TO GIVE US THE BEST EDUCATIONAL
CPFORTUNITY POSSIBLE. WE APPRECIATE JOUR CONTINED SUPFORT OF THE GUARD

AND RESERVE SOLDIER AND AIRMEN, AND THEIR SPECIAL NEEDS.

MR, CHATRMAN, I WILL SE HAFFY TO ANSHER ANY QUESTIONS TO THE BEST OF MY .

ABILITY.

THANK you

-7
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EANGUS RESOLUTIONS COMMITTEE
87-09
PERTAINING TO: EXPANSION OF THE NEW GI BILL

WHEREAS, Public Law 98-525 enacted in October 1984, amended
Chapter 106 of Title 10, United States Code, to establish the
Educational Assistance for members Oof the Selected Reserve, commonly
referred to as the *New GI Bi1l1°; and

WHEREAS, Public Law 100-48 enacted on 1 June 1987 made the
Montgomery GI Bill, formerly the 'New GI Bi1l° 4 permanent program;
and

WHEREAS, Unlike the other educaticnal programz adninistered by the

. Veterans Adainistration which result from qualitying Active military
service, the Montgomery bill iz an entitlement provided in recognition
97 the wvital role performed by the Selected Reserve of the Ready
Reserve of the United States Armed Forces; and

WHEREAS, The Montgomery Bill has proven to be a positive {ncentive
for the recruitment, reten%ion, and education of the members of the
National Guard; and

WHEREAS, The ever-increasing demands for advanced education

+ for members of the military are a fact of life; and
. Use of the Montogomery GI Bill by members of the National
Guard _ helps assure the high quality ot present and future
Guardspersons; and .

° WHEREAS, Although a valuable program as currently constituted, the
F¥ational Guard and its members could derive c greater benesl% from the
Montogoxery GI Bill 4f the educationsl assistancc provided was
expanded and made identical to that available under Chapter 30 of
Title 38, United States Code: now .

THERFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, Tuat the Enlisted Association of the
National @Guard of the United States, in General Conference agsembled
in Louisville, Xentucky, this 23rd day of September 1987, strongly
supports the expansion of tha existing Montgomery GI Bill to include,
but not 1imited to: (1) studies of less than half-time attendance
statuz; (2) vocational training; (3) college remedial, deficiency and
refresher courses; and (4) graduate studies.

ERIC
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Testimony of
Benjamin S. Catlin, Assistant Executive Director
Air Porce Association

at a Hearing of the

House Veterans Affairs Committee's
Education, Training and Employment Subcommittee

on
The Montgomery GI Bill

Good Morning Mr. Chairman:

It is a privilege for the Air Porce Association, which *
represents a quarter of a million members, to testify before your
committee. We appreciate the support this cc wmitree has given to
veterans and to the men and women of our Armed Forces.

The Air Porce Association supported The Montgomery GI Bili
and appreciates this opportunity to present recommendations to
make an already excellent piece of legislation -~ even better. -

The Air Force Association at its 1986 Convention passed a
Policy Paper which states, "The Air Force Association supports:
Establishing a permanent educational assistance program developed
to meet quality manpower needs over the long term, including the
Air National Guard and Reserve components.”

As we testified in February of this year, there should be a
few changes to the GI Bill. Therefore, we support the following
changes:

o Reducing the monthly pay roll deduction from $100 per
month for 12 months to $60 per month tor 20 months.

[ Extending the period-to "opt out" of the program from 14
days after entry on active duty to 30 days.

o Having transferability of educational benefits to
dependents come into play at the 8-12 year point with
the secretarial discretion to apply it to selected
career fields. This feature would help the Air Force
retain those critical skills which are so necessary to a
highly technical fighting force.

o Providing a limited opportunity (60 days) for those who
opted out of the GI Bill to chang= their election.

o Allowing member of the Guard and Reserve to use their
benefits for the same programs as the active force
members. This would allow the Guard and Reserve .0 use
their benefits for vocational/technical programs,
correspondence, or graduate study.

o Allowing prorated benefits to Guard and Reserve members
who attend school on less than a half time basis.

<] Allowing service members who chose not to enroll in the .
montgomery bill the opportunity to enroll during a 60
day period after enactment of the bill.

The Air Porce Association believes The Montgomery GI Bill is
a basic benefit which is based on faithful and honorable service,
and that these changes will make it more profound.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my brief prepared statement. »

Again, I thank you for the opportunity to testify, and I am ready

ERIC
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Mr. Chajirman and members of the Committee:

on behalf of Chairman Will Hill Tankersley and the members
of the Raserve Forces Policy Board (Board) it is a pleasure t. be
here at your invitation to present the views of the Board on some

of the amendments being proposed to the Montgomery GI Bill.

The reserve components are essential elements of the Total *
Force upon which our country relies for national security.
Achieving and maintaining required readiness of National Guard
and Reserve units requires qualified men and women who are well v

trained and physically fic to fight and “in.

The Board has consistently supported the Montgomery GI Bill
as being in the best interest of our country. It provides a much
needed incentive for recruiting and retaining young men and women
for the Total Force. At its guarterly meeting earlier this year,

in March, the Board passed the follcwing resolution.

"our national security policy to maintain peace
through deterrence and to protect U.S. interests
anywhere in the world requires strong, fully-manned
armed forces consisting of Active and Reserve Component
personnel. The Montgomery GI Bill of 1984 is an
excellent recruiting aid which must become a permanent
incentive. It is a "Nation Strengthening" educational
incentive which provides ambitious, patriotic young men
and women financial support necessary for increasing
college expenses.

"mhis bill will help the Armed Forces through the
vicissitudes of the difficult recruiting years, which
are predicted in the early 1990's according to current
demographic analyses.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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"The Board., as the ‘principal policy adviser to
the Secretary of Defense on matters relating to the
reserve components' (10 USC 175 (c)), strongly urges
the Congress to support the bill and make it permanent
law."

The Board appreciates the efforts of you, Mr, Chairman, and
members of this Committee and Congress that have made the

Montgomery GI Bill permanent.

The Board has considered the proposed amendments to the

Montgomery GI Bill relating to the reserve components which are

. the subject of these hearings . It is the Board's position that
amendments which would expand covarage to permit vocational
tzaining and graduate educational assistance are extremely
worthwhile. They would make the Montgomery GI Bill an even more
effective incentive for recruiting and retaining highly qualified
young men and wonen into the selected reserve force of our

nation.
As the Board': recommendation stated, The Montgomery GI Bill
is "Nation Strengthening”. Many of the amendments under

consideration will make it even more effective.

Thank you Mr. Chairman

erlc 171
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Statement of
Colonel C. Judson Lively, Jr., USA (Ret.)
Director Retirement Affairs
Reserve 0fficers Association of the United States
Before the

Subconnlttee on Education, Training, and Employment
Comnittee on Veterans Affairs

Concerning legislation to amend Title 38, United States Code
’ Xiown as the Montgomery G. I. Bill

October 14, 1987

Mr. Chairman and Members of “he Committee:

Thank you for providing this opportunity to represent the
many men and women from all of the uniformed services who are
menbers of the Reserve Officers Association (ROA).

ROA would also like to thank this Subcommittee for the
actions that it has- taken in the past in providing educational
opportunities for our military personnel, bota active and
reserve, and we appreciate having the oppnrtunity today to
comment on proposed legislative changes to this important
program.

As you know, ROA worked with many of you to make the New GI
Bill legislation a reality. We supported the test program which
was established some three years ago. And again earlier this
year we worked with you in support of legislation to make the
New GI Bill permanent legislation. We were most gratified to
see the Congress enact and the President sign into law H.R. 1085
which provided for this permanent entitlement.

Fror all reports that the Reserve Officers Association has
received the new Montgomery GI Bill is having a positive impac’
on the quality of recruits entering bo%h the active and reserve
forces. As we have testified in the past, certain minor
shortcomings are becoming evident which Jdeserve further
legislative attention. Thus, at our annual national convention
this past July, the membership endorsed the need fc¢* certain
improvemants. A copy of that resolution is attached to my
testimony. The Reserve Officers Association, in its recently
adopted resolution, supports a legislative change which would
permit reservists to use the Montgomery GI Bill for post
graduate training. We believe this would be an incentive to
attract and retain college graduates into reserve programs. In »

ERSC 172
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addition, we believe that the new GI Bill legislation should be
modified to permit the refund of the member's costs if the
service member, due to death or other cogent reasons, is unable
to use the benefit. This legislative fix is contained in one of
the bills you currently have under consideration, H.R. 3208.

The last area that ROA went on the record as supporting is the
recognition of on the job training, correspondence schools, and
apprenticeships, as authorized programs under the new GI Bill.
This aspect of ROA's resolution addresses the fact that there
are many skilled, technically oriented vositions within the
reserve where such training courses could be utilized to raise
the overidll effectiveness of the reserve components.

We realize that there are several other issues which the
Committee will address in the bills presently before it (H.R.
2950, H.R. 3180, and H.R. 3208). However, the Reserve Officers
Association has not takei: an official position on the other
provisions contained in these proposals. We do recommand that
this committee work with the uniformed leadexrsirip of the
services in adopting, rejecting, and/or modifying these other
provisions so that the final legislative package presented to
the Congress-will best meet the personnel needs of the separate
services, both in their active and reserve cozponents.

Thank you for the opportunity to present ROA's views. Your
continued support cf the men and women who are waaring and who
have worn the uniform of our country, both active and reserve,
is deeply appreciated. I will be happy to answer any questions
you may have.
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Resolution No. 87-22
(Militery Compensation/Benefits)

RESERVE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES
Ihe Nev GI Bill

»

WHEREAS, the Fry85 Defense Authorization Act (PL98-%525) providaa
for establishment of & new educational assistance test program
effective through 30 June 1988 for Active and Reserve Components; end

WHEREAS, the President has signed into law HR 1085 (PL 100-48)
vhich makes permanent the New GI Bill entitlement; ana

WHEREAS, this permanent legislation does not permit Reservists to
use the GI Bill for post graduate training which would be an incentive
to attract and retain college graduates into Reserve programs; and

' WHEREAS, the New GI Bill legislation contains no provisions
permitting a refund of the member's cost even if the service member,
due to death or other cogent reasons, is unable to use the benefit
(applicable only to the Active Component); and

WHEREAS, on-the-job training, corrsspondence schools, and
;ﬁ»i-cnticuhipl are not authorized training courses under the New GI
' .

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Reserve Officers
Association of the United States, chartered by Congress, urge the
Congress to wake such legislative impro.sments as are required to
permit the New GI Bill to be used by Reservists for post-graduate
sducational purposes, to permit tk) refund of the contribution in the
event of death or other qualifying reasons, and to recognize on-the-job
training, correspondence schools, and apprenticeships as authorized
prograss under the New GI Bill.

(This supersedes Resolution No. 86-6)

Adopted by the National convention
4 July 1987

weusi s, Ul

Evan L. Hultman
Major General, AUS (Ret.)
Executive Director
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Mr, Chairman and members of the Committee:

I am Commander John Wanamaker, USN-Retired, Deputy Director of
Legislative Affairs for The Retired Officers Association {TROA), which
has its national headquarters at 201 North Washington Street,
Alexandria, Virginia. Our Association has a membership of more than
351,000 active duty, retired and reserve officers of the seven
uniformed services, Included in our membership are 49,000 auxiliary

members who are the survivors of former members.,

My purpose today is to provide the Committee with our Associacion's
views on the various legislative initiatives being considered to make
improvements in the Montgomery G,I, Bill, This Committee and
especially the members of this Subcommittee are to be commended for
their earlier actions in this first session of the 100th Congress by
the enactment of P,L, 100-48 which made permanent the Montgomery G.I.
Bill.

Earlier ti‘is year our President, Vice Admiral Thomas Kileline,
USN-Retired, visited various military installations along with
representatives of other military associations and a Congressional
delegation to see firsthand the reaction of our young recruits to thig
important educational incentive, I would like to share his

observations with you:

«l-
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The new recruits, though not aware of specifics, know that

military service will help them get an education.

Most new recruits give the impression that they are seriously

looking for a college education.
The more serious recruit is aware of the New G,I, Bill,

As explained to recruits, the new G.I, Bill is attractive.
Most want it.

The Services were supportive. They sell it as hard as they can

without risking a backlash,

The Army and Air Force Reserves seem to be almost 100 percent
involved in the program. There i8 no doubt that the New G.I.
Bill is absolutely essential for the continued high level of

enlistments in the reserve.

There was no perception of opposition. Those not enrolled were
not able to afford the §1,200, did not feel they wanted that

ruch or kird of « lucation, or felt they were close enough to a
degrez to be able to complete it while in service by using the

Tuition Assistance Progranm.

2-
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There were some (about 10 percent) who were not able to affora
the $100 per month reduction in pay who would sericusly
consider participatiny in the pr.jram if payments were

stretched out to $50 per menth for 24 months,

Many who had little previous knowledge of the New G.I. Bill
(10-15 percent) were uncomfortable ®aking the decision to

commit $1,200 without more thought, study or advice.

Many were concerned about the non-refundability of the $1,200

conmi tment.

The nuclear power recruits in the NaVy were different. Almust
all have some college. All have six~year enlistments. Many
are sure they can get their degree in that time frame--and they

probably will,

The Alr Force recruits seemed much more oriented toward an
education (rather than training) program. 1 .:ir assignaents
are alceady known, and they will have the stability in

assigneents to afford them good opportunities for schooling.

The Arzy has a fine program assisted by a very well funded

recruiting program and clearly leads the way in enrollment.

-3~
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Based on these observations, our Association believes that certain
actions could be taken to make an excellent program even better. H.R.
3180 and H.R. 3208, two bills currently before this Committee for
consideration, would modify the reduction in pay schedule for those who
participate in the Montgomery G.l. Bill program. We heliev: the $1,200
contribution by a servicemember toward his/her future education
demonstrates a good faith commit=ent and this feature ghould be
maintained. However, the $100 per month reduction in pay for some
menbers is excessive. It is recommended that current law be changed to
authorize a participant to spread out the .. "00 contribution payments
over the length of his/her enlistment or length of service obligation.
Provisions should be made to provide che Service secretaries the
flexibility to authc-ize eligibility to those serving on active duty
since the initial effective date of the Montgomery G.I. Bill, and who
originally elected not to participate, to reconsider enrollment ir the
program. This flexibility could be limited to the requirement that the
individual have obligated service remaining of at least two years, or
that his/her election be accompanied with an agreement to extend
his/her obligation to complete at least two years of service following

such election.

H.R. 3208 further authorizes a gservicemember to transfer entitlement of
the Montgomery G.I. Bill to dependents. Recently enacted legislation
significantly reduces the lifetime value of military retired pay and is

expected to have a corresponding effect on retention. This reduction

-4~
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in retired pay will be especially severe for those who transition to
civilian life at the completion of twenty years of military service.
This also is the point that tha2 majority experience the burden of
providing a college education for their children. 1:t's our firm belief
that a new incentive will be essential to offset the diminis. 2@ value
of military retired pay and to facilitate the adjustment to civilian
life after a military career. Therefore, our Association would support
the transferability of the Montgumery G.I. Bill entitlement to a
servicemember's dependents but request that an additional restriction
be imposed beyond that contained in H.R. 3208. We belleve that a
spouse should be married to the servicemember for a period of not less

than five years coinciding with active duty service.

We recormend this transferability be authorized only for those electing
to serve a total of not less than twelve years, demonstrating their

intention to maks the military their professional career-.

¥r. Chairman, anytime a program such as the Veterans Administration's
educational assistance program is established, the expectations of
those who provided service in order to receive those benefits should be
faithfully honore f« Subsequently changing the rules, imposing
deliniting dates, or terminating progr=is making it impossible for an
individual to benefit from a program from which Lie expected to receive
such benefits, should be avoided. I would like to bring to the

Committee's attention two situations where arbitrary changes to VA
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educational assistance programs ghattered the expectations of those few

involved.

As an example, servicemembers with as much as 20 or pore years of
service who are forced to retire prior to 30 June 1988 are only
eligible for the provisions of Chapter 34, the "o0ld G.I. Bill" which
expires Decesber 31, 1989, the delimiting date for that program.
This creates an inequity since servicemembers who are not forced to
retire until after June 30, 1988 parn educational entitlements under
the Montgomery G.I. Bill. In fact, this delimiting date provides
greater benefits Lo servicemembers with as little as three years of
service than some who have faithfully served this country for 30 or

more years.

I have attached a four-page summary of the problem, along with

suggested solutions, to this statement.

Another example of an abrupt change involves those who had committed
themselves to military service along with the expectation of receiving
Chapter 34 V.A. educational assistance. This is particularly applicable

to the 1977 and 1978 classes at the vzrious military academies. 1In

197¢ the Vietnam Era G.I. BIll was prospectively repealed. This

adversely affected those service academy cadets and midshipuwen who had
entered the armed services and had made seven-year active duty

cormitments prior to the 1976 repeal. 1In many cases, these commituents
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were based upon, among other considerations, the expectation of G.I.
BIll eligibility. wWhile it is quite clear from the legislative history
that Congress did not intend to retroactively exclude any service-
nembers from the Vietnam Era G.I. Bill, the 1976 repeal inadvertently

failed to protect the interests of academy cadets and midshipmen.

In the last Congress, the Veterans Administration submitted

legislation, with the support of this Administration, to correct thi:, *
inequity. However, for reasons unknown, o action was taen.

According to the best avzilable data, the cost of restoring eligibility

to the two affected classes would be minimal. Considering the gross

-
inequ ties involved and the minimal costs, I would hope that the
attached proposed zmendment would be included as a rider to legislation
to make improvements to the Montgomery G.I. Bfll.
This concludes my statement. I will attempt to answer any suestions
that the nembers of the Committee may ask.
2 Enclosures:

1. Adjustments tc New G.I. Bill

2. Proposed Amendment

- -
»
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ADJUSTMENTS REQUIRED TO THE “NEW G.I. BILL"

ISSUE .

The “New C.I. Bill", Chapter 30 of Title 38 U.S.C.A., provides
educational benefits for servicemembers who entered the Armed Forces
after July 1, 1985 and certain veterans eligible under previocus G.I.
bill statutes. Howeverx, the provisions of the “New G.I. B{ll" fail to
tover certain other veterans who have long per.ode of active duty and
retire prior Lo attainment of the eligibility date of 30 June 1988.
This eligibility delimiting pericd provides greater benefits to service
members with as little as three years of gervice than some who have
i faithfully served this country for 30 or more years. An adjustment to
» the provisions of the New G.I. Bill gtatute would rectify this
) inequity.

BACKGROUND*

Cong.ress has over the years enacted a geries of laws, popularly known
as""GI Bills", covering veterans of World.War II, the Korean conflict,
the Post-Korean Period, and the period of Southeast ‘a hostilities,
respectively. A major aim of these "Bills” was, and is, to provide
education and training opportunities to affected personnel.

The World War II educational benefit consisted of payments by the

Government on behalf of a veteran pursuing a course of education or

training, for books, tuition, and customary fees, not to exceed $500

for an ordinary school year. In addition, a subsistence allowance wag

paid directly to the veteran. The period of enti*lement to education )
tenefits was determined by tre length of the veteran's World War II

service, with a four year maximum period of entitlement. with minor

exceptions, this program ended July 25, 1956.

The education benefits made available to veterans of the Korean
conflict, unlike the World War II program, did not permit payment to
the educational institution for *uition, books, ecc., but limited the
benefit to the stipend paid Airectly to the veteran. The period of
entitlemenc to educational benefits was determined by the length of the
veteran’'s Korean conflict service, with the maximum period of
entitlement generally being three years. For the purpose of this
program, the "Korean Conflict" was considered to have started June 27,
1950 and to have ended Janvary 31, 1955, except that, for persons on
active duty on January 31, 1955, the ending date was postponed until
the date of such person's first discharge or relsase from active duty
after Jaruary 31, 1955. Under any circumstances, however, payment of
educational assistance based on Korean-conflict gervice terminated ;
January 31, 196S5.

*Sourcs: The background section of this paper was extracted from the .
Derartment <f Defense Military Compensation Background Papers, Third
Bdition, June, 1987.

3 (a)
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The Veterans' Readjustment Benefits Act of 1966, as amended, is the
basic *G.I. Bill for veterans of the post-Korean "Cold War" and the
r2riod of Southeast Asia hostilities. Under this Act, an educational
assistance allowance could be paid (by the Veterana' Administration) to
11) an other-than-dishonorablely-discharged veteran who had served on
active ducy for more then 180 days any part of which occurred after
January 31, 1955, or who, regardless of length of service, had been
discharged or released from active duty after such date for a
service-connected disabitity of (2) an individual who had served more
than 180 days in an active-duty status for so long as he continu n
active duty without a break therein.

The period of entitlement to educational benefits uader this program
was determined by the length of the veteran's active service during the
post-Korean period and the period of Southeast Asia hostilitjes, with
entitlement to assistance for one and one-half months (or the
equivalent in part-time assistance) accruing for each month of active
service after Jarwary 31, 1955. However, once a veteran had served a
per’od of 18 moncns or more on active duty after January 31, 1955, and
had’ b2en "eleased from such service under conditions that would satisfy
his active duty obligations, he was entitled to educational assistance
for a period of 36 month, with 9 months of additional entitlement for
ise in pursuing a program leading to a standard undergraduate college
degree.

The Vietnam Era Veterans' Readjustment Assistance Act of 1974
established a new "G.I. Bill" for, in the main, persons whc served on
active duty for 180 or more days between January 31, 1955, and January
1, 1977. To be eligible, a veteran must either hive been discharged or
released from active duty undev conditions other than dishonorable or
because Of & service-connected disability. Eligible veterans are
ent.tled to one and one~half months of educational assistance for each
month (or fraction) of active duty during the qualifying period. In
general, a veteran must make use oi his educational assistance
entitlement within ten years of his last discharge or release from
active duty. Monthly rates for educational assistance allowances vary
depending on the typc of training the recipient is getting
(institutional or cooperative), the amount of time the recipicnt is
spending on the program (full time, three-fourths time, or half time),
and the number of dependents the recipient has.

The Veterans' Educational and Employment Assistance Act of 1976
raplaced the preexisting veterans' cducational assistance program with
the so-called "Post Vietrnam Era Veterans' Educational Assistance
Progrew™ (VEAP). As 3. ’~pted, VEAP provides educational assistance to
all members of the armed forces first entering military service on or
after January 1, 1977, whereas the preexisting GI bill continues to
apply tn all personnel who first entered the service before that date.

Whil: \EA? is in -any respects similar to earlier veterans' educ.:ional
assistance frograms, it differs in several important respects. Whereas
earlier orcyrams had been more or less automatic in their applicacion,
VEAP is contributory, with contributions by a servicemember being a

2 (a)
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condition of entitlement. The Department of Dafense matches a
servicemeaber's contributions on a $2 for $1 basis. The maximum
educational benefit availible under basic VEAP is $8,100, $2,700 of
which is contributed by the servicemember. The servicemenber's
contribution may be made monthly, at ratecs varying from $25 to $100 per
month, or in a lump sur paid before the end of the member's first term
of obligated service, but no matter how the contributios is made, it
may not exceed $2,700 in the aggregate.

The Vetzrans' Bducational Assistance Act of 1984 (the Montgomery G.I.
Bill) established two new educational assistance programs for military
personnel and former militzry personnel: "All-Volunteer Porce

Educational Acsistance Program™ and "Educational As; istance for Members
of the Selected Reserve™.

The All-Volunteer Force Educational Assistance Program consists of a
number of integrated provisions. The basic benefit accrues at the rate
of $300 per month for military personnel who serve on active duty for
three yecars and at the rate of $250 per month for personnel who gerve
on active duty for two years. In both cascs, the benefits are payable
for a maximum of 36 months. New entrants are ultimately covered ynless
they elect not to participate.

The Educational Assistance Program applies to persons who firsc become
menbers of the Armed Forces or who first enter on active duty on or
cfter July 1, 1985, but before July 1, 19as8.

The Veterans' Educational Assistance Act of 1984 also established an
educational assistance benefit specifically for members of the Selected
Reserve. Under this later program, members of the Selected Reserve
receive a $140 per month entitlement for up to 36 months of benefits.
To qualify, an individual ig required to enlist, reenlist, or extend an
existing enlistment for a six-year period 1n the Selected Reserve. The
program is limitel -to high school graduates or persons who have
received equivalency certificates by the completion of the required
period of initial active duty for training. The amount of the
entitlemont is $105 per month for persons pursuing education on a
three-quarters-time basis and $70 per month for half-time.

Like the All-Volunteer Force Educational Assistance Program, the
program fcr members of the Selected Reserve applies during the period
of July 1, 1985, to June 30, 19a8.

The3e programs were made permanent by the Montgomery G.I. Bill Act of
19e4.

PROBLEM

Althongh certain specified veterans who are eligible under the Vietnam
Era G.I. Bill also are eligible for benefits under the Montgomery G.I.
Bill, certajn others with extensive military gervice are not. For
example, servicemembers with as much as 30 or more years of gervice who
retire prior to eligibility date of 30 June 1988 for Chapter 30
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(Montgomery G.I. Bill) are only eligible for the provisions of Chapter
34, the "0ld (Vietnam Era) G.I. Bill" which expires in December 1989.
Under the current eligibility rules of the existing statutes, affected
gervicemembers would have had to stop serving their country in 1985
take full advantage of the educational enti 1ments the government
committed to them at the time they entered the service. This group who
chose to continue to serve their country above exercising post-gervice
benefits, quite naturally expected that the country would honor its
commnitment to them whenever they completed their faithful Service.

This reasonable expectation is supported by Congressional enactment of
Chapter 30 of the "New G.I., Bill" which provides 36 months of
educational benefits for individuals who enter the gervice in Juty 1985
and remain on continuous active dutv through June 1988 as a minimun.
The built-in inequity then is that a person only eligible under Chapter
34, with many years of service, rev:ring after December 1986, has less
benefits than a person who is on active duty for three years fror June
1985 to June 1988, Additionally, as the retirement dates of the
affected servicemembers move closer to June 1938, their opportunities
for receiving be :afits under Chapter 34 diminish and the inequity
becomes greater. Compounding the inequi.y, rany servicemembers in this
situation will reach their high year of *enure and be forced to retire
prior to 30 June 1988. These individuals will be denied the
opportunity to earn entit)ements under the Montgomery C.I. Bill. Many,
by virtue of their long-standing mil:rtary service, are either Korean or
Vietnam (or both) veterans.

SOLUTIONS

0 Extend the provision of Chapter 34 to 1995 which would provide for
the full eligibility under Chapter 34 for those who retire prior to 30
June 1988 and are only eligible for Chapter 34 provisions.

0 Extend the eligibility provisions of Chapter 30 to all perscnnel

currently on active duty who are eligible for Chapter 34 but not
eligible under Chapter 30.

4 (a)
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AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY
THE RETIRED OFFICERS ASSOCIATION

To amend title 38, United States Code, to treat individuals who
had commenced the third academic year as a cadet or
midshipman at one of the service academies before January 1,
1977, as veterans of the Vietnam Era for purposes of

eligibility to educational assistance under Chapter 34 of

such title.

Section 1. ({a) Section 1652(a) (1) of title 38, United States
Code, is amendedj-
(1) by striking out the period at the end of clause (C)
and inserting in lieu thercof "; or"; and
(2) by adding at the end of such section the following
new clause:
" (D) had served as a cadet or midshipman at one of the
service academies and had commenced che third academic
year at one of the service academies before January 1,
1977, if
(i) the individual's service as a cadet or midshipman
at one of the service academies led to graduation,
(ii) the individuzl served on active duty for a period
of more than 180 ?ays aftex graduation, and
(iii) the individual was discharged or released from
active duty under conditions othr> than dashonorable."
(r) Section 1652(a) (2) of title 38, United States Code, is
amended by striking out "or (B)," and inserting in lieu thereof

",(B) or (D),".

1 (b)
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section 2. (a) The Amendment made by the first section of this
Act shall be effective as of January 1, 1977.

(b) An individual who is eligible for educational assistance
by reason of the amendment made by the first section of this Act,
and who enrolled in the euucational benefits program under
chapter 32 of title 38, United States Code, before the date of
enactment of this Act, may elect to be disenrolled from suci

.ogram in accordance with .ubsection (d) of this gection. Any
amount contributed by such individual to the Post-Vietnam Era
veterans educational Account shall oe refunded within 60 days of
receipt by the Administrator of an application by such individual
for refund. If such individual has already drzwn Chapter 32
educational benefits, the refund shall also include the
difference between what the individual has already received and
what the individual would have received under chapter 34. Any
amount contributed by the Secretary of Deferse to the
Post-Vietnam Era Veterans Educational Account on behalf of such
individual pursuant to section 1622(c) of such title shall be
refunded to the Secretary within ten days after the date of
mailing of a refund to such individual.

(c) An individual who is eligible for educational assistance by
reason of the amendment mads by the first section of this Act,
and who has already incurred educational expenses at a qualified
educational institution without having enrolled ir the
educational benefits program under chapter 32 of title 38, United
States Code, may apply for chapter 34 educational assistance for
the educational expenses already incurred.

(d) In order for an individual who would otherwise be eligible
for chapter 34 educational assistance by reascn ot the amendment
made by the first section of this Act to become e).igible for
chapter 34 educational benefits, he must affirmatively elent such
eligibility, and file such election with the Veterans
Administration before the expiration of the Vietnam Era G.I.

Bill. Any individual who makes the election provided for in this
subsection sha:l be ineligible for assistance under chapter 32.

such an election is irrevocable.

- 188
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Testimony of Albert H. Sriedrich, Navy League of the US, October 14, 1987
Mr. Chairman and members <7 the Subcommirtee:

The iavy Leagrs of the Liited Stetes has strongly supported the
Montgomery GI Ri31 from its irception, and we ave pleased to appear before
this subcor=ittes to comment on the resolutions proposing to fine tune
certain reatures of this outstanding legislation.

As a merber and past National President of the Kavy League, I am here
today represanting more than 61,000 Americans dedicated to the support of &
strong military which depends on the availability and recruitment of our
nation's young men and women. I should point out that, unlike other
military support organizations, none of the Navy League's members is on
active duty with any branch of the Armed Services; nor is the League an
organization restricted to retired or former members of wne mnilitary. In
fact, more than fifty percent (50%) of our members have never served in the
Armed Forces. Navy Leaguers are ordinary citizens from all wilks of 1ife
who are convinued that chis natfon needs a strong and viable Navy, Marine
Corps, Coast Guara and merchant marice. Our objectives are education and
motivation == to awaken interest, to encourage cooperation, and to support
211 matters shich aid and improve our maritime capabilities.

The Navy League is dedicated not only to a strong defense but to
ensuring that the youth of nur natfon are given every opportunity to serve
their country and to coniinue their education, therzby becoming more
productive members of our society.

Durirg the Navy League's National Convention, a resolution was adopted
which states: “Recognizing that the GI Bill plays an important role in the
personal excellence program with educational benefits for military person-
nel, the Navy League of the United States fully endorses retention of this
valuable benefit which serves as a recruitment incentive as well as a
transitional vehicle to civilian employment.” These words could not be
more appropriate or better state the Navy League's feeling toward the
Montgomery GI Bill, especially in view of the spiraling costs of a college
education today.

The VEAP educational program was not doing its job, so the Montgomery
GI Bf11 was enacted to impact recruiting, retention, and personnel quality
of the Armed Forces in a positive manner. Reports received by the Navy
League indicate this lecislation has more than Proved its worth during the
short time it has been a law of the land.

As is the case with many resolutions, the final product is never
perfect. We are hers today to consider possible improvemants to the
Montgomery GI Bill.

Earlier this susmer, the Navy League testified in support of H. R.
3001 which wo."d amend the Montgozary GI Bi1l to permit certain survivors
of military personnel who die on active duty to receive a death benefit
from the educational funds accrued. Now, the Navy League has been asked to
comment upon other proposed modifications to the Montgomery GI Bill -- par-
t;cuhr]y the provisos contained within H. R. 2950, H. R. 3180 and H. R.
3280.

In regard to H. R. 2950, the Navy League opposes including flight
training as an approved e-ducational program under the Montgomery GI Bil.
Records findicate that f1.g't training serves to enhance one's ability to
enjoy flying in recreational and avocational settings rather than aiding in
basic employment opportunities. Therefore, in our opinion, neither the
objectives nor the spirit of providing readjustment benefits would be met
by including flight training under the Montgom:v GI Bill.

H. R. 3180 is divided into three (3) areas wiich I would ike to cover
separately. This bill would extend to the recruit the opportunity to
disenroll from the program at the end of the recruit's basic training. The
Navy League opposes this provision.

Procedures being adooted by the Navy and the other miritime services
will cause automatic deductions for the educational benefits to occur in
the first full month to which the merber of the service i3 entitled *2 pay
The League and the Navy Tully support the intent of the law of autem .ical-
1y enrolling a member unless an election to disenroll is made upon entry
into active duty. The Navy is placing groater emphesis on having its
recruits fully informed of the educational benefits prior to reporting for
active duty. With fincreased -benefit awareness programs at recruits prior
to reporting for duty, it would seem that the present burden of making this
important decision in such a short time is removed. Extending the decision
period for the recruit could, in reality, cause more problems for both the
recruit and the service thaa having the decision made in the first two
weeks of active duty.
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Section 2 of H. R. 31B0 eddresses the pay reduction issue. Despite
the tremendous popularity of the Montgomery GI Bill, the majority of new
recruits feel that the pay reductions ere too severe. This impression was
gained during en orientation trip on which the Navy League's Executive
Ofrector, Rear Admiral W. Gene Sizemore (USN-Retired), was privileged to
accompany Chairman Montgomery and others of the subcommittee while visiting
the recruit commands.

A recruit receives only $524 per month, and the $100-monthly deduction
== which represents twenty percent (20%) of the recruit's monthly pay -- is
3 sizeeble sum. The Navy League certainly supports reducing the monthly
deductions, but we would prefer to see the payment formula changed to $60
per month for twenty (20) months with no other option being offered.
Having gone through recruit training myself, I feel that the options should
be 1imited and the chance for paperwork mistakes be kept to 3 minimum. By
adopting 3 20-month payment window, the recruit is 2ssured of contributing
the full $1,200 in the event ¢7 an early discharge from miiitary service.
Quite often, twoeyesr enlistees are discharged early for a number of
reasons == including “at the convenience of the government.”

The itque of transferability is addressed in Section 3 of H. R. 3180.
There ere 3 rumber of situations which can arise to prevent servicemembers
from using %he educational benefits to which they are entitled, and the
ex¥ “~- of such sftuations are too numerous to detail here. It would,
therefore, seem more reasonable to offer transferability earlier in the
servicemesber's career, after completing ten (10) years of active duty and
remaining on active duty. This would servs es a retention tool to supple-
ment the Selective Reenlistment Bonus program elready in existence.

Let me now move to some of the issues contained within H. R. 3208.
The Navy League's position on allowing the recruit to have the required
$1,200 payment extended over a greater period of time (Section 2 of H. R.
3206) is outlined previously. The League fully supports $60/month for
twenty (20) months as being a very sensible and acceptable approach.

Section 3 of H. R. 320B proposed to allow the recruit sixty (60) days
to decide on enrollment or disenrolilment. This same issue was addressed in
relation to H. R. 31B0. However, let me just add here by saying that the
longer ¢ recruit has to decide, especielly once the first month of training
is finished, the more opportunities there are for the servicemesber to
decide to disenroll in order to spend the money for other items -- a car,
television, stereo, camera or other items that young people feel they need.
Conversely, enrolling after a month or two of delay might prevent the
recruit from fully donating to the prograe to become eligible.

Section 3 of H, R, 320B elso provides for a one-time 60-day window to
enroll those servicemembers who disenrolled previously. It may be that
initiel briefings provided to recruits did not properly emghasize or orient
the ebout the benefits provided by the Montgomery GI Bill. The low par-
ticization rate of efghteen percent (18%) initis?ly experienced by the Navy
sewms to bear this out. After diserrolling previously, there are numerous
requests from servicemembers esking to be given a second chance to enroll
in the educational program provided by the Montgomery GI Bill. It seems
only feir to give the individuals specified under this provision another
opportunity to take advantage of the Montgomery GI Bi11 in view of the
shortcomings in the inftial briefings or presentations by some of the
services.

The issu~ of transferability in H. R. 320B is addressed i1n the portion
of ay statew,nt related to H. R, 3180. Briefly, the Navy League supports
transferability after ten (10) years of service because it is an excellent
retention incentive.

The final portion of H. R, 320B, Section S, would provide a compensa-
tion payment in the event of an e¢ligible servicemember's death or dis-
ebility (mentel or physical). The payment would be the amount deducted
from the servicemsmber’s pay. The Navy League supports including the
languege of Section 5 in whatever lugislation emerges from this subcom=
mittee and believes that these monfes, accrued as 3 result of self contri-
butfons and personal sacrifices, belong to the servicecember's family --
not to the U, S. Treasury.

Thank you, Me, Chairman, for giv'ag me the opportunity to testify
before this subcotmittee on behalf of the Navy League of the Unfted States.

I stand ready to enswer your questions.

79-871 0 - 88 - 7 191
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AMVETS is pleased to have this oppo:rtunity to appear at this
review of the Montgomery GI Bill and comment on H.R. 2950. H.R. 3208
and H.R. 3180.

AMVETS was the only major veterans' organization to uneguivocally
support this program in its original form as H.R. 1400, 98th
Congress which was enacted into law as Title VII, Public Law
98-525. We recognized from the beginning that this program
would have a tremendonsly beneficial cffect on both recruitment
for the armed forces and the restoration of veterans to civilian
life. We specifically did not object to t. 2 VA funding the
bulk of the cost of the program even though it is also a recruiting

incentive, at least in its initial impact.

The program has proven itself to be one of the most successful
enacted in the post-Vietnam era. As the only major veterans'
organization whose ranks are open to post-Vietnam veterans generally,
we take special pleasure in commencing this historic contribution

made possible by the persistent leadership of Chairman Montgomery.

AMVETS ls pleased to support the extension of educational assistance
to flight training in courses accredited by the FAA and applicable
state authorities, as provided by H.R. 2950, introduced by you,

Mr. Chairman.

Both H.R. 3180, introduced by Mr. Smith of New Jersey and H.R. 3208
propose to amend the Montgomery GI Bill so as to mo:e eguitably
apply the benefits provided by the program and remove existing
requirements for participation in the program which in many
cases have proved to be disincentives. Mr. Smith's bill would
postpone the member's decisic.. to participate u—ntil after completion
of basic training as defin2d by the Secretary concerned, and
give an option to the member of contributing $100 a month for

the first 12 months he or she is entitled to pay or $50 a month

for the first 24 months. H.R. 3180 also provides for transfer

of the entitlemert under the program in whole or in part to
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the member's child, spouse or surviving spouse, during the pendency

of the member's active duty or in the event of death, discharge

for hardship, service-connected disability or completion of
20 years of active duty, or in the case of reservists, completion

20 combined years of active duty and duty in the Selected Reserve.

H.R. 3208, introduced by Mr. Jontz contains similar provisions
to H.R. 3180. However, H.R. 3208 would allow a pa-~ent option
of $60 a month for the first 20 months. H.R. 3208 also contains
a provision for refund of the member's monetary contribution
to the program in the event the member is determined by the
VA to be physically or mentally unable to utilize educational
assistance, or payment of the contribution, in the event of

the member's death to his or her benefic.aries designated in

the member's GI insurance, or the surviving spouse, chitdren
or parents in that order. Mr. Jontz's bill would allow the
Secretary concerned to give the member up to 60 days to elect
participation in the program and give all current members who
have declined participation, 60 days of grace from date of enactment

to participate.

AMVETS supports the provisions of both H.R. 3208 and H.R. 3180
for transfer of the educational entitlement or right of survivorship 1
for the member's children or spouse for the purpose of participation J
in the program. However, we do not subscribe to the transformation 1
of such survivorship into a supplemental life insurance program.

As we stated to this subcommittee on August 6, 1987:

The guidelines set forth in Chapter 35 of Title 38
United States Code, particularly in Section 1701,
should provide comparable criteria—for entitlement
to recovery of 1 member's cont:ribution to the Montgomery
GI Bill program. We specifically support use of the

funds thus made available to the survivors of 100%
service-connected disabled veterans and those missing

-2 -
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in action or held.prisoner in accordance with Section
1701 of Title 38 United States Code. Paying the unredeemed
contribution to the Montgomery GI Bill program to
parents of a deceased member would appear to be beyongd
the intended scope of the program. In addition to
the eligibility criteria set forth in Chapter 35 of

Title 38 United States Code, we would favor payment

- of a veteran's unredeemed contribution %0 the Montgomery
GI Bill program to survivors for educational purposes
if the veteran dies during the period of eligibility.

- Consequently, with the exception of refund of the member’s contri-
bution in the event of his incapacity to ilake advantage of the
program, as provided in H.R. 3208, AMVETS would not favor any
paymerts to survivors for other than educational purposes, or
to parents in any event.

-
L 4
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STATEMENT OF
FRANK R. DEGEORGE, ASSOCIATE LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR .
PARATV7ED VETERANS OF AMERICA
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SUBCOMMITIEE ON EDUCATION, TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT
OF THE
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS
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IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTIVENESS
OF THE
MONTGOMERY G.I. BILL
AND COMMENTS ON H.R. 2950, H.R. 3208 and H.R. 3180
OCTOBER 14, 1987

Mr. Chairman and Member of the Subcommittee, Paralyzed Veterans of America
(BVA) appreciates this opportunity to express our views regarding the
implementation and operation of the Montgomery G.I. Bill. I am Frank R.
DeGeorge, Associats Legislative Director for Paralyzed Veterans of America.
As requested, I would also like to summarize our views on H.R. 2950, H.R.

3208 and H.R. 3180 currently pending before the Subcommittee.

801 Elghteenth Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006 {202) USA-1300
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At the outset, Mr. Chairman, PVA would like to express its sincerest
congratulations to you, this Subcommittee, and especially to tte Chairman of
the Full Coimittee and author of this new education progrem, the Honorable
G.V. (Sonny) Montgomery, for the successful passage and enactment of the
Hontgomery G.I. Bill. The President's signature on H.R. 5167 (Public Law
100-48) marked the culmination of over eight years of dedication and hard
work on your part to convince the Congress and the Adwinistration of what BVA

has always believed to be self-evident.

The G.I. Bill has proven, in the past, to be one of the most gsignificant
federal programs ever emacted. The contributions to our gociety stemming
from the G.I. Bill have strengthened our nationmal economy, our national
defense, and the lives and '/elfare nf generations of American veterans and
theix familica. The G.I. Bill, designed primarily as a readjustment benefit,
is also one of the most important recruitment incentives for military
service, offering significant educational opportunities to a wide spectrum of
young American men und women who wish to serve their country in the Armed

Forces of the United States.

For these reasons, Mr. Chairmaa, PVA is proud to have played a very small,
but hopefully constructive, role in the support of the reepactment of this
program. The "Blood, Sweat and. Tears" on your part in fighting to see the
Montgomery G.I. Bill become law will pay off a thousand-fold in the future.
In the true tradition of all veterans' benefits, the Montgomery G.I. Bill, by

recognizing service to country, will help keep America strong and free.
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The Montgomery G.I. Bill was aigned into law June 1, 1987. We believe it ia
difficult to adequately grade the implementation of the program based on only
four months experience of full and permanent operation. The predecessor to
the Montgomery G.I. Bill, the New G.I. Bill, epacted in 1985, as this
Subcommittee well knows, was only a temporary or pilot program. As such,
utilizing cumulative participation rates as indicators of the quality of the
implementation of the program from 1985 to the present might be somewhat
clouded by the fact that the New G.I. Bill, as any new program, had to
undergo the stresses and strains of '"start-up" and certain reluctance in
implementation on the part of the service branches due to the perceived,
temporary nature of the program. For these reasons, we _understand that
participation rates from July of 1985 to August 1987 show & cumulative total
of 61.0 percent of enlistees in all service branches enrolling in the

program.

However, a more realistic benchmsrk of the succeas of the Montgomery G.I.
Bill, aince it became a permanent program can be seen in the following

participation rates for August 1987.

Army 91.8%

Navy 56.3%

Air Force 61.2%
Marine Corps 73.9%
Total DOD 75.5%

While there is always room for improvement, these rates, particularly the
percentages repcrted by the Army, clearly indicate that the Montgomery G.I.
Bill is off and running. We are certain that Chairman Montgomery and this
Subcommittee will keep a watchful eye on the implementation of the program as

it develops and matures in the months and years ahead. As in the past, PVA
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will be happy and williny to provide any assistance in this regard to the

Subcommittee in the future.

Mr. Chairman, aa requeated, PVA would like to comment on the three bills
pending before the Subcommittee which would amend the Montgomery G.I. Bill:
H.R. 3180, introduced by Representative Smith of New Jersey; H.R. 3208,

introduced by Repreaentative Jontz; and your bill H.R. 2950.

H.R. 3180 and H.R. 3208 have several similar provisions which we would like
to address collectively. Subsequently, we will then comment on several

featurea :hat are unique to each of the individual bills.

Amount of Reduction of Pay and Period of Znrollment

Both H.R. 3180 and H.R. 3208 would extend the election period for enrollment
in the Montgomery G.I. Bill from the point of enlistment to a specified
period of active duty service. H.R. 3180 would extend the period through
basic training, while H.R. 3208 would extend the period up to 60 days of
active duty. We understand that the additional period would be designed to
give young recz;zita more time to fully weigh the merits of enrolling in the

educational aaaiatance program.

Both H.R. 3180 and H.R. 3208 would provide for the extension of the period of
the reductit;n in basic pay for enrolled recruits to reach their maximum
contribution level ft;r eligibility ($1,200). Currently, the law states that
the reduction should be $100 per month for the first 12 months. H.R. 3180
would provide for reductions of $50 each month for the first 24 months. H.R.

3208 calls for $60 each month for the first 20 months.
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H.R. 3208 would also provide for a '"grace period" of 60 days following

ensctment of the legislation during whkich active duty personnmel, who had

previously declined enrollmen: in the Montgomery G.I. Bill prior to

enlistment, could then reconsider and aign up for program eligibility.

PVA finds all of the above provisiona worth careful, but cautious,
consideration at this time. Undoubtedly, these measures vere designed to
addreas specific problems perceived with the implementation of the program
during its pilot phase and in its short life thua far as s permanent program.
We underatand and can appreciate the concern of the authors of these
legialative proposzls in seeking to address these matters. H.owever, with the
Montgomery G.I. Bill only four months old, we would recommend that the
Subcommittee wait until the program has been in full operation for at least a
year before making theae or otiier changes. We believe the Committee should
bave additional time to fully evaluate the depth and extent of these and any

other potentisl problem areas.

Transferability
Both H.R. 2180 and H.R. 3208 would authorize the transfer, under certain

circumatances, of all or part of a service member's education entitlement to
his or her dependents. Since firat teatifying before this Subcou;ittee on
proposed G.I. Bill legislation in the early 1980's, PVA has opposed enactment
of a transferability provision. We believe that the Montgomery G.I. Bill, as
previous veterans' educationsl assistance programs befcre it, is designed
primarily as a readjustment benefit for the veteran. In addition, in

reviewing the record of past G.I. Bills, there are substantial economic and
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sccial benefits slresdy accrued tsngentially by spouses ind family membera
from the vetersns' own use of his or her own education entitlement.
Transferring that entitlement to one's ‘children could even, der certain
circumstsnces, dilute the importance of the G.I. Bill as a recruitment
incentive for milicary service to the next snd subsequent generations. For
these ressons, snd, spart from the additional cost of the provision, we
believe transfersbility to be inconsistent with the current nature snd

purpos¢ of vetersns' benefits snd services.

Compensstion Payments
H.R. 3208 would provide for compensstion payment in the form of a desth

benefit paid to certsin survivors of individuals who ;re entitled to
education benefits under the Montgomery G.I. Bill. The death benefit would
be in the amount of the reduction in basic psy made by the service member to
qualify for entitlement. As we previously testified earlier this year ¢a a
similar provision contained in H.R. 3001 introduced by you, Mr. Chairman, PVA
supports this measure ss bring a fair and compassionate amendment to the

Montgomery G.I. Bill.

H.R. 3208 would also provide s compensation payment in the same amount "to sn
individual with respect to whom the Administrator has made a determination
«+« has become so physically or mentslly dissbled that he or she is unable to
utilize guch educationsl assistance.”" PVA believes this to be a worthy

amendment to the program, but with certain reservstions.

The sssessment of total physicsl or mental disability can be, at tiases, an -
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arbitrary or inconsistent determination. Judging from the position of our
ovn mesbership, sll of whom have incurred spinal cord injury or dysfunction, |
ve are awvare of many individuals who have suffered the most severe
catastrophic disabling injuries, but for vhom there is still the opportunity
for rehabilitation, education, and retraining in nrder to lead productize
lives. A number of yesrs ago, this might not have been the case. However,
PVA as an organizatior, sad the VA for that matter, should be proud of the
part ve have played in sdvancing medicsl science, rehabilitstion techniques *
and svareness of the pneeds of disabled individuals to provide opportunities
and & better way of life for even the most catastrophically disabled

individuals.

In granting this compensation payment, report language should accompany the

legislation to make certain the Administrator takes all factors affacting
potentisl cure, recovery or rehabilitstion of the individusl into account.
In this way, safeguards must be taken to ensure that the compensation payment
does not prematurely eliminate future entit)ement. We envision that the
Administrator's determivation would be wade under the most extreme snd severe
circusstances, such as in the case of an individual who is medically
determined irreversibly comatose. Under such circumstances, we suggest that

the language of the provision be amended to allow the compensation payment to

the individual's trustee or-legal guardian.

Flight Training - H.R. 2950
PVA appreciates Chairman Dowdy's interest and concern in in>roducjag this

legislation. However, we cannot support thc Sill at this time. As you know,

flight training authorization was removed from title 38, U.S.C., as an

suthorized program under the Vietnam Ers G.I. Bill. The reasons for this st

that time were based on both the cost of the program and the fact that a GAO

reviev found that a large percentage of veterans were enrolling in flight

training for avocational or recrestional purpnses rather than vocational

pursuits. For these reasons we believe it would be unwise and inconsistent

to restore flight training to the Morcgomery G.I. Bill at this time.

Hr. Chairman, this concludes our testimony. I will be happy to respond to

any questions you might have.
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STATEMENT OF

JAMES N, MAGILL, DIRECTOR
NATIONAL LEGISIATIVE SERVICE
VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF THE UNITED STATES

BEFORE THE

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT
COMMITYEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WITH RESPECT TO
. THE MONIGOMERY GI BILL
WASHINGTON, N. C. OCTOBER 14, 1987
MR, CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE:

Thank you for the privilege of sppesring before this distinguished
. Subcommittee to prasent the views of the Vetersns of Foreign Wers of the United
Statss with respect to the implewentstion gnd effectiveness of the Montgomery GI
Bill ss well ss seversl legislstive proposals which would amend this highly
successful program. At the outset, I would 1ike to commend the Chairman for
holding this hasring, demonstrsting his and the Subcommittee's continuing concern
for our aation's vatersns.

Mr. Chairman, since its enactment, the New GI Bill has been s resounding
success. In pravious testimony before this Subcommittee, the VIW hss stated this
program is dollar for dollar the most cont-effective mesns of recruitment now in
sxistence. We sre slso conviuced the program ia, scross the board, the best
educstions]l incantive the Department of Defen: e has to offer todsy. Furthermore,
this educstional benefit progras is psying for itself by improving recruiting
quality snd reducing turnover {n personnel.

Esrlisr this yesr, the Congress recognized the vslue snd merits of the New
GI Bill by passing legislation to make it s permanent program ss well as renasing
it the Montgomery GI Bill. Todsy, the Montgomery GI Bill is exceeding sll
expectstions. Approximctely 90X of sll new Arsy recruits are signing up. The
othsr service branches sll bosst of having over s 50X psrticipstion rate.
Oversll, slmost 70X of the members of the srmed forces sre psrticipsting in the
Montgomery GI Bill. Since the program began in July, 1985, over 330 thoussnd
active duty persomnel have opted to participste, snd it {g estinsted by this time
Dext yesr ovar one—half million men snd women will either have signed up or will
be sttending & college or university under the progras.

Information svailsble to the VIW {ndicates the progrsm is for the most psrt
running ssoothly snd efficiently. However, we have hesrd reports that in some
cases recruiters have not been thoroughly instructing potential recruits ss to
the provisione of the Nontgomery GI Bill, We believe it is fmperstive
recruiters give s comprehensive explanation of the program so that potentisl
recruits have every opportunity to make sn informed decision.

Mr. Chairsan, in your letter of invitstion to sppesr before this
* Subcommittee todsy, you have ssked the VFW to comment on three bills which would
amend the Montgomery GI Bill. H.R. 3208, tatroduced by Mr. Jim Jontz, makes
seversl changes ss does Mr. Christopher Smith's bill, H.R. 3180. The thizd bill,
H.R. 2950, {ntroduced by the Chairman of this Subcommittee, provides for flight
trasining under the Montgomery GI Bill.

Esrlier this year, the VFW was invited to visit four recruit training
* ds and 44 the ed ion progras with those undergoing bssic sraining.
Repestedly, we were told by those who elected not to participste in the educstion
progrss that had they been given more time to make s decision, they would have
chosen to participsta. H.R. 3180 provides for s decision to be made at the

‘ 9203
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conclusion of hasic treiniag while N.R. 3208 ellows an {ndividual to decide
duriag a period setabliched by the Secretary concerned bdut not to exceed 60 days
ofter he/she first entere ective duty. Tha VIV delievee it would be in the best
interest of the recruit to ellow additiomsl time for a decieioa to be made, end
we, therefore, support the extemsiom dof the time period for emrollment. Iasemuch
a8 ¥r. Jonts' bill providee for e more flexible period and (= 4l 1ikelihood
would allow ¢ recruit to immadietely earoll i{a the progrea {f he hae alreedy mede
a decieion, we fevor N.R. 3205, We 3lso fevor allowing individuale who {nftielly
rejected participation in the educetion program the opportuanity to recomsider.

Is meeting with the vecruite, it eleo became cppereat to the VEW that the
cortridution scheduls of $100 ¢ month for 12 months {e & metter of con‘era for
the participeate. The recruite etated they hoped ¢ revised formuls cotld de
{uplemented that would enteil lesser smcunte over ¢ losger period. In response
to thie Tequest, both N.R. 3180 end N.R. 3208 provide for sn alternativa
schedule. While both bille retais the ~tiginal schedule of $100 e moath for 12
moaths, K.R. 3100 provides as optiom of $50 ¢ month for &4 sonths ani N.R. 3208
provides aa option of $60 ¢ month for 20 momthu. The YIW supporte giving
recruite an glternatd 7¢ payment schedule. We delle 3 doth bilis offer realietic
altersatives and w would support whichever schedule the Congrese or the
Secretary concerned adopte.

Both M.R, 3180 and N.R. 3208 provide for the transfer of entitlement to
depandents. he Y™V hietorically has opposed e treneferebility provieion because
we view edutatida oe & Treadjustment progrear Ve ere elso concerned that shovld e
traasfer ssendmsnt be sdopted, e reduction in the pool of eligihles for future
ailitary service may occur. Nowaver, in light of the fect the Mcutgomery CI B11)
ie e coatributory program end elso e vieble reteantion tool for ths aflitery
services, the VFW will not oppose the transfer provielou.

Finally, Mr. Chairmen, N.R. 2950, {ntroduced by you, would amend tia
Nontgouery CI Bill so as to ellow flight trefuing ee an educatiomsl pureuit. As
yot know, flight treining was et one time availadble to Vietnam vetereas
perticipeting {n tue Vietnam-Era CI B{1ll but for certain ressone wae elimirated
a8 @ course of study. Inapmuch a8 the Vietnsa-Ere CI Bill {e still & current
program, the VPW does not believe it proper to euthorize ¢ particular progras to
pescetime veterens vhile ot the same time denying it to wartime veterene. Yor
thie reeson, the VIW cannot; at thie time, eupport N.R. 2950,

Thie concludee »y stetesent, Mr. Chairsan, end I will be happy - -iepond to
eny questions you may have.
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421 Aviation Way, Fredench Atrport, Fredenck, MDD 21701 Telephone (301) 695 2000/ Telex 89-3445

STATEMENT OF JOHN L. BAKER, PRESIDENT

AIRCRAFT OWNERS AND PILOTS ASSOCIATION

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT
HONORABLE WAYNE DOWDY, CHAIRMAN

U, S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

OCTOBER 14, 1987

REGARDING VETERANS' EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS

Mr. Chairman, I am John Baker, president of the Afrcraft Owners and Pilots
Association (AOPA). AOPA represents the natfonal aviation interests of 260,000
pilot members who own and operate general aviation aircraft for business and
parsonal reasons. We are very concerned with the future of general aviation and
the entire aviation community.

I appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments to the Subcommittee
on Education, Employment and Training regarding the inclusion of veterans'
flight training benefits under the new 6.I. Bill. This committee held a hearing
on this same topic in 1985 when AOPA testified in favor of this program. Since
that time, the national need for qualified pilots has increased dramatically and
the aviation career opportunities that rcould be available to veterans have
expanded,

Mr. Chairman, thanks to your leadership Congress has recognized the career
opportunities available in aviation and you have introduced legislation, H.R.
2950, to include f1ight training as a career opportunity for veterans.

This measure contains substantfally the same language that overwhelmingly
passed the House of Representatives in 1986 as section 107 of H.R. 3747.
Unfortunately, the Senate did not consider similar legislation in the 99th
Congress. Hopefully, the Senate Veterans Affairs Committee will consider the
companion legislation S, 820, introduced by Senator Thomas Daschle during the
second session of this Congress to reinstate flight training for veterans.
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AOPA strongly believes that as long as the federal government provides for
educatfonal assistance to veterans to restore lost educational opportunities for
those whose careers have been interrupted by military service and to assist them
in attaining the educational and vocational status that they would have achieved
but for such service, the option of flight training should be among those
educational courses pemmitted. The issue of equity in veterans' choice of
education and career remains the same. To single out flight training as being
unworthy of educational support is unfair and inequitable. In spite of
occasfonal abuses of this program, we are aware of no substantive evidence that
the level of abuses in flight training exceeded those of other educational
options available to the veteran.

In the past, the General Accounting Office (GAO) and the Veterans'
Mministration have alleged that flight training programs have not met the
objective of providing substantial employment for those trained and that many
individuals have used these programs primarily for recreational or avocational
purposes. These allegations are simply without merit once their findings are
placed in proper perspective.

In 1979, GAO found that only sixteen percent of flight triinees under the
program had full-time jobs directly related to this training. Their criteria -
for measuring this occupatfonal and training match was far too narrow. They
considered that only people 1isting occupations such as flight instructor or
airline pilot as involved in an aviation occupation that related directly to the
training. By analogy, this would be the same as saying a person who received a
Masters in Business Administration degree was not properly trained for an
occupation as a college professor or assocfation representative. I would urge
some of the traditional veterans organfzations which have opposed flight
training as an option for education benefits in the past, citing this flawed GAD
report to take a close look at the faulty methods GAO employed in coming up with
their report, and come out in support of H.R. 2950.

Flight training offers unique alternatives to veteran graduates. Salesmen,
newsmen, ranchers, architects, insurance representatives, doctors and those
engaged in numerous other occupations find airplanes valuable and, often, one of
the most important tools in their businesses or professions. Consequently,
individuals may not be "professionally” engaged in the business of commercial
flying; however, the necessary ancillary use of flight training has been
recognized as a valuable "support® tool for a wide variety of professions.

In 1978, the Veterans' Administration reported that graduates of flight
training programs were quick to accept very limited, part-time employment for
the purpose of recefving free or reduced rate flying rather than for full-time
employment as professional pilots. This appraisal ignores the fact that in
order to secure a professional pilot's job that pays a living wage, several
thousand flight hours must be logged to demonstrate an adequate experience level
required to safely carry passengers or cargo for hire. In order to gain this
experience, most developmental pilots take jobs as part-time flight instructors
or as nfghttime or weekend cargo pilots flying small aircraft. This allows the
aspiring corporate or airline pilot to gain the necessary level of experience
required by afrlines and corporate flight departments, while holding another Jjob
that. pays a living wage.
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less than two percent of the millions of veterans receiving educational
benefits over the last 19 years have been involved in flight training. First,
this is a very small percentage of the total. Second, by eliminating the
eligibility of flight training for veterans' educational benefits, the entire
veterans group who received flight training benefits was accused of abuses,
Clearly, this was not the case. I am confident that quite a high percentage of
the veterans who received flight training under the G.1. Bill are an integral
part of our +rking pilot population today.

From an even broader perspective, the United States desperately needs to
train commercially qualified pilots to fill a growing demand for professional
pilot services. Figures provided by the Future Aviation Professionals of
America (FAPA), which tracks hiring patterns, ciearly paints a picture of huge
increases in aviation employment (See attached table.} For this hearing, 1 will
emphasize the pilot shortfall for the 1987-97 time frame. FAPA's ten-year pilot
projections, based on a conservative five percent growth factor and known
retirements (FAA has a 4.9% growth factor), show thirty-two thousand airline jet
pilot jobs and ten to twenty thousand nonjet regional airline pilot jobs to be
filled. For comparison, consider the airlines now employ some fifty-three
thousand pilots. An aging airline pilot population, which will be retiring in
e the next decade, and the explosive growth in commercial air travel combine to

create this tremendous shortage of pilots as well as flight attendants,
mechanics and other jobs in the aviation industry.

Burgeoning airline, corporate aviation and utility pilot needs in the
United States must be viewed as a part of the nation's transportation system
requirements. If these needs are not met, the natfon's economic and commercial
growth and well-being surely will suffer, for it is air transportation in all
its forms that has been one of the principal facilitating factors in America's
growth.

The lure of an airline or corporate flying job is not as great as it once
was. The initial investment to become eligible for these highly technical jobs
is becoming too great. A candidate for veterans® flight training benefits must
first obtain a private pilot.certificate using his own resources, a task
currently valued at around $3,500. The training to become a commercial pilot
may easily exceed $10,000 and, to receive an fnstrument rating, approximately
$3,500. Since these qualifications are the bare minimum to qualify for even the
entry-level piloting job, only the well-heeled can possibly afford this. When
the G.1. Bill was underwriting 90% of this, an aspiring pilot could handle the
capital investment much more easily.

Training to become a orofessional pilot requires a unique and complicated
form of education, one which few people are likely to understand or appreciate,
but the payoff in terms of adequate numbers of well trained professional pilots
for the nation's air transportation system in the years to come is certainly
great enough to warrant the resumption of this critical form of training witiin
veterans' educational benefits. Since the job opportunities are increasing
rapidly for pilots, and the intelligence and skill level of our all-volunteer
military personnel is improving significantly, the reinstatement of flight
*.rairing can be an important boost to veterans entering the civilian work force
e2nd relieving the national shortage of qualified pilots. 1 urge you to

reinstate the flight training provisions of the Veterans' Educational Assistance
Act.

I appreciate this opportunity to present the views of AOPA before this
Subcomittee.
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PILOT DEMAND
U.S. Large Turbhojet Operators

YEAR GROWTH BETIREMENT  TOTALS

1987 - 1604 657 2258
1988 1520 95§ 2475 .
1989 1496 - 1086 2582
1990 1067 1377 2444
1991 980 1279 2259
1992 1217 1647 2924
1993 1332 1860 3192
1994 1214 2105 3319 °
1995 1242 2137 3379
1996 1133 2413 3546
1997 987 2425 3412
Net Totals...ccooneenes J13849........ 17941........ 31790

FAPA, 4291-J Memorfal Drive, Atlanta, GA 30032 * (40d) 294-0226
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DEPARTMENT CF THE NAVY
NAVY RECRUITING COMMAND
4015 WILSON BOULEVARO
ARLINGTON. VIRGINIA 222031991 IN REPLY REFER TO

g:lzn/() 5402

O 7 0CT 1987
POLICY-GRAM # 3-88

Subj: MONTGOMERY GI BILL RIGHTS AND BENEFITS
Ref: (&) CNRC memo 1500 Ser 211/00398 of 11 Mar 87
Encl: (1) Questions and Answers (Q & A)

1. Reference (a) promulgated z welcome aboard letter and a GI
Bill Q & A sheet that is gisen to all applicants at DEP-in. It
has.since become necessary to increase the level of GI Bill
information we provide to the applicants prior to DEP-in.

2. Effective 16 November 1987, enclosure (1) will be used to
brief all applicants on the GI Bill, This document will be
signed by the applicant and witnessed by the recruiter and should
be accomplished while completing the enlistment kit (DD Porm
1966/1). The Enlisted Processing Division Superviscr (EPDS) will
ensure enclosure (1) is retained in the residual file,

3. Applicants will continue to receive the Welcome Aboard Letter
and Q & A sheet at DEP-in as required by reference (a).

Director,
Plans and Policy Department

Distribution:
COMNAVCRUITAREAS

Copy to:

COMNAVRESFOR (Code 92)

CO NORU

OIC SAT

CNRC Codes 00, 01, O0O0A, 003, 012, 10, 22, 30, 33, 332, 335, 342,
40, 50, 70
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THE NEW GI BILL
Question: What is the GI Bill?

Answer: The GI Bill is an educational benefit program
available to all non-prior service individuals entering
the Armed Porces after 1 July 1985. You are automatically
enrolled in the GI Bill which means that your pay will be
reduced by $100 per month for your first 12 months on
active duty. Legislation has been introduced in Congress
to reduce your pay by $60 per month for your first 20
months on active duty.

Question: Do I have to do anything else to get my post serwvice
benefits?

Answer: You must satisfy three eligibility criteria to
get your benefits: (1) receive an honorable discharge,
(2) complete high school before you finish your first
enlistment, and (3) serve three years on active duty if
your enlistment is three years or longer, or serve two
years on active duty if your enlistment is less than three
years.

Question: What are the benefits?

Answer: Por your $1,200 investment under the GI Bill you
will receive $10,800 in benefits which are payable at $300
per month for 36 months based on full-time training., or
the equivalent in part-time training.

Question: cCan I use the benefits in-service?
Answer: Yes, once you have completed 24 months of active
duty you can use your GI Bill benefits in-service. Also.
if you should decide to delay using your benefits until
after you leave the Navy, you will have 10 years from
discharge in which to use your benefits.

Question: Where can I go to school?
Answer: You can use your GI Bill benefits for VA-
approved residence proqgrams at colleges, universities or
technical schools, or for correspondence courses,
apprenticeship or on-the-job training.

Question: Can my dependents use my benefits?

Angwer: No, GI Bill benefits are for your use only.

Encl (1)
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Question: How do I enroll in the GI Bjill?

Answer: By law, you are automatically enrolled in the GI
Bill. All paperwork for the GI Bill will be completed
within your first two wceks at recruit training. During
those first two weeks if you should decide you do not want
the GI Bill you will be given one opportunity to
disenroll.

Question: Can I change my mind and enroll at a later date?

Answer: No, if you choose to disenroll from the GI Bill,
you cannot enroll at a later date., Your decision to
disenroll is a one-time-only irrevocable decision. You
cannot change your mind later.

Question: Can I get out of the program?

Answer: If you should decide not to enroll in the GI
Bill, you will have one opportunity at recruvit training to
get out. However, once you are enrolled in the GI Bill,
you cannot stop or suspend these pay reductions,

Signature of Recruiter Signature of Enlistee

Date
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED CTATES AR FOPCE RECRUITING SERVICE (ATC)
RANOOLPH AR FORCE BASE TX 78130-3421

17 MAR 1987
cc

Letter About New G.I. Bill to Parents/Guardians

ALL USAFRG & SQ/CC/RSA

1. 1 want all recruiters to emphasize the New G.1. Bill. They're to use the
letters to parents/guardians originally sent to the field in October 1585.
Keep using them unt{l I instruct otherwise.

2. You']] find copies of the letters attached. Reproduce them locally. 1
want squadron RSAs to provide recruiters an initial supply and instructions
for reorders. The recruiters are to date «tamp and personalize each letter,
mai] it to parents/guardians about two weeks prior to applicants going EAD, and
write the mailing date in the rewarks section of the PIR.

3. Applicants and their parents/guardians must know the New G.I. Bill's value.
Ensure use of these letters is covered during all training and inspection
teams® visits. This program will be a special emphasis item for J6
inspections. This needs your personal attention.

LAIL=D

WILLIAM J. PORTER 2 Atch

Brigadier General, USAF 1. Ltr (Male)

Commander 2. Ltr (Female)

1st Ind, 3535 USAFRSQ/RSA 24 Mar 87

TO: 3535th USAFRSQ/NPS Recruiters

1. General Porter has placed increased emphasis on providing parents ana
guardians of DEPs ir.formation on the New G.I. Bill. Attached for your

use are copies of letters on the New G.I. Bill to be sent to the parents
and guardians. Comply with para 2 above in accomplishing this reguirement.

2. The use of these letters will be an item covered at all training
meetings and during inspectiion visits. When you require additional copies
of these letters contact your flight supervisor.

3. If you have any questions please give us a call, 981-3288.

AUDREY A7 BAHLER, Captain, USAF 2 Atch nc

Chief, Advertising & Publicity UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

SEPTEMBER 18,1947
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UKITED STATES AIR FORCE RECRUITING SERVICE (ATC)
RANDOLPH AIR FORCE BASE TX  78150-5421

Your daughter made an important decision by joining the United States Air
Force. That decision brings many opportunities intc reach. One of those is
advanced education.

- Mzy young people join the Air Force to continue their education and training.
I'm concerned that some of these same people choose not to financially back
their education plan with the New G.I. Bill.

Let me explain how the New G.I. Bill works. Enrollment is automatic upon
enlistment. Then, the Air Force deducts $100 from the airman's pay each month

for 12 months. This one-time contribution results in a nine-to-one payback!
As n';lch as $10,800 is available for education after 25 months acz‘l'lve duty
service.

Your daughter has only one ciiance to stay enrolled. Once she decides to
disenroll, she can't sign up again.

I encourage vou to talk this over with her. Be sure she knows about the New
G.I. Bill. [s the short-term monetary benefit worth losing more than $10,000
in educational benefits? Your advice may be the difference between a stereo
system and a college degrez!

Your daughter is following in the footsteps of millions of young Amer‘cans who
started their careers in the Air Force. You can be proud of her decision to
I Join the Afr Force, and to Aim High!

Sincerely '

o=

WILLIAM J. PORTER

Brigadier General, USAF
Commander

UNITED STATES AtR FORCE

SEPTEMBER 18,1947

ERIC
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DEPARTMENT OF THC AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITEQ STATES AR FORCE RECAUITING SERVICE (ATC)
RANDOLAH AR FORCE WASE TX  78130-3421

Your son made an important decision by joining the United States Air Force.
Zgat decision brings many opportunities into reach. One of those is advanced
ucation.

Many young people join the Air Force to contirnue their education and training.
I'm concerned that some of these same people choose not to financially back
their education plan with the New G.I. Bill.

Let me explain how the New G.I. Bill works. Enrollment is automatic upon
enlistment. Then, the Afr Force deducts $100 from the airman's pay each month
for 12 months. This one-time contribution results in a nine-to-one payback!

As much as $10,800 is available for education after 2¥ montns active y
service,

Your son has only one chance to stay enrolled. Once he decides to disenroll,
he can't sign up again.

1 encourage you to talk this over with him. Be sure he knows about the New
G.l. Bill. Is the short-term monetary benefit worth losing more than $10,000
in educational benefits? Your advice may be the difference between a stereo
system and a college degree!

Your son is following in the footsteps of millions of young Americans who
started their careers in the Air Force. You can be proud of his decision to
Join the Air Force, and to Aim High!

Sincerely

L_,uuu—‘-_)

WILLIAM J, PORTER

Brigadier General, USAF
Commander

UNITED STATES AIR FOACE

SEPTEMBER 18,1947
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s 85-03 o
¥EH GL BILL EDUCATIONAL BEWEFITS FOR AIR PORCR MENBEAS

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

Beginning 1 July 1983, & new educational benefits progrss, commonly called the
dew GI BL1L,: vill be offered to eligible individusls who becoms members of ‘the
Air Yorce on or efter that date. The President signed this new progras into
lav on October 19, 1984. These questions and snswere ere prepered to cover
items most commonly asked by Air Yorce epplicsnte and their familtes. ’

Q1.
Al.

Q.
n.

Q’o
A3,

Q‘o
M.

QS.

A6,

Q’o
Al.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

What is the New CI B{11? . . * e

The New GI 3111 ie an educef.ional assistance progran that provides e
basic eatitlement of $10,800 in educitionsl banefits to participating
ALt Yorce members. - ot .

Who is eligidble to enroll? . g ;

All Afr Force members who enter ective duty for the firat tims on of
efter July 1, 1983 (czcopt:. for ALr Force Acadesy end ATROTC scholership

, graduates). .. .
What are the benefits I'11 receive? - >
You ¥ill receive & basic entitlement of $10,800 in sducational benfite

(up to $300 per month for 36 months). This 1s & nine to:one payback on
your centritution to the program.

How do I enroll in the program? L Tt

As 2n eligible Air Fores' member, you ere sutomatically enrolled unless
you epecificelly elcct not to particijate in the progrsm. If you choose
to remsin enrolled in the program, you will have $100 deducted from each
month's pey for the firet 12 full monthe of service. Thise deduction
from pay is nonrefundable.

When éo?t have to decide to remsin enrolled in or disenroll from the
prograa

You will have the opportunity to make this decision shortly efter you
snter on active duty. You will receive e briefing on the program
before you heve to make your decision. If you ere in baseic sailitery
training (BMT) or Officer Treining School (0TS), this will be dons
within two weeks of your ent:y on active duty.

May I entoll at e leter dete?
¥o! If you elect to disanroll from the progras, you cannot enroll
et ¢ leter dete.

If I enroll but don't use xy educational benfite, can my money be
refunded?
No! Your contribution ie nonrefundsble.
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wey I use wy benefits?
ney llntyour denafits while still in the Afr Force efter completing
of

2
H.

yoars of sctive duty. You must use your Lene'its withia 10 yesats of
date release from sctive duty.

i

Q9. MNey mom-high school graduates participate?

49. Yes! Non-high echool graduatas and graduate equivalamcy diploms (CED) .
holdors mey sntoll in the program but muet schieve a high.school
diploms cr a state equivalemcy certificets during thair firet tera
of sulistment in order to use the bevefite.

Q10. Doss enrollment in the New GI 3111 affect my eligibility for other
Aft Yorze educational opportunitise?

Al0. No! The Air Porce hes always been committed to educational oppirtuaities
for ite mesbers and wvants you to patticipate in the many programe ve
offer., You may etill enroll in the Community College of the ALr Fotce
(CCAP), use our tuition assistance progrsm, and pursue othsr sducetional.
opportunitiss, such as the Air Force Instituts of Techaology (AFIT)
nd m Almn uuatm and Co-i.utontu rmu- (AXCP)..

Ql. mu can t go for additional counuun; c!tu' 1 utcr the Atr Yorce?

ALl A1l Air Forée bassy have & bass educetion services office with a
trained ataff of professionai education emulou to aseist you in
weeting your sducatiosal goals.

This will be & "one-time" decieion on your part. If you slect to lisemtoll,
you will not be given another opportunity to enxoll. The Air Fotcs emcoutsges
yor to take adventage of the educetionsl benefite availsble through the New
GI »{ll.
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WRITTEN COMMITTEE QUESTIONS AND THEIR RESPONSE

CHAIRMAN Dowbpy 10 U.S. ARMY |

14 October - Questicns to LYC 3emis from Chairman Dowdy

1. Question: What comments do you hear from GI Bill participants
regarding the program?

Answer: The Army has heard nothing but good comments from MGIB

. participants. “n the Army, the number one motivator for bright young
men and women vo enlist is the opportunity to obtain educational
benefits. We capitalized on this powerful selling motive and with
the MGIB and the Army College Fund as a result we have continued to
neet our quality accession reéquirements. Comments from the field
indicate wholehearted fupport from the new enlistee up to the
General Officer Commanders. Each year the Army conducts & new

L] recruit survey to obtain data on motivations and attitudes of the
new enlistees. Questions are asked about the importance of money for
college, whether the Army provides an opportunity to obtzin money
for college and have they heard about the new GI Bill. The responses
support the Army's philosophy that the primary motivator of young
men and women is education. Comments have been heard concerning the
$100 pay reduction being too high, however, this has not dampened
the Army's participation rate jn the MGIB.

2. Question: There are those who feel a refund Of the basic pay
reduction should be widely available to Montgomery GI Bill
participants. I feel a cash payment should be made only in the event
of the death of a participant and that pro-rated benefits should be
given?under most other circumstances. What are your views on this
ssue

Answer: I agree totally with your views. Experience with VEAP has
shown that a refund availability has made it too easy for young
soldiers, who, due to some minor financial difficulty, have been
refunded cheir money and lost their educational benefits forever.
Those few cas«s whereby individuals do not attain eligibility
through no fault of their own should be given prorated benefits
based on the rumber of months served. I testified earlier regarding
those types of cases that are worthy of consideration. I have been
told by parents that they were willing to reimburse their son or
daughter the $§1200 to ensure he or she did not throw away this
valuable benefit. I believe also that everyone should be enrolled in
the program. That is to say, no one can disenroll. The value of this
program to the fulure betterment of our young people cannot be
understated. Our youth are constantly striving to better themselves
and the MGIB is a natural to be a large part of their future.

3. Question: Por those individuals participating i» the Montsumery
GI Bill who experience short-term financial emergencies and feel the
strain of the basic pay reduction, what assistance is available to
help them?

Answer: In the Army, there are several agencies to provide relief to
soldiers in an emergency. The Red Cross has both loans and grants
available. The Army Emergency Relief also has loans and grants
available. Soldiers can receive assistance through the Army
Community Services which prr.,ide donstions of food, clothing, and
furnishinge. On-post religious groups also provide assistance. Last,
but not least, the soldier's chain of command is ready to assist in
many ways including providing administrative leave, debt mznagement
counseling and advanced pay.

ERSC o1
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CHAIRMAN Dowpy 10 U.S. AIR Forez

Montgomery GI Bill

Chairman Dowdy: What comments do you hear from GI Bill
participants regarding the program?

Mr Gill: We have kept our finger on the pulse of new
recruits since the inception of the Montgomery GI Bill (MGIB).
This has been accomplished by surveys as well as periodic
visits to the Baric Military Training Center at Lackland Air
Force Base, San Antonio, Texas. Our feedback, which goY num-
bers in the thousands, clesrly indicated two primary conceras.
The first centers on the level of peyroll reduction required
of young people to participate in the program. Of those who
opt not to participate, the $100 per month for 12 months is
the overvhelming reason for their decision. It should also be
noted that many who choose t¢ participate have indicated
their concern with the amount they must contribute upon ini-
tial entry on active duty. It is clear that & reduction of
the contribution level to $60 for 20 months would alleviate
the harshness perceived by those vho participate and most
certainly would increase MGIB participation overall.

- e

Chairman Dowdy: There are those who feel a refund of
the basic pay reduction should be widely available to
Montgomery GI Bill participants. I feel a cash payment should
be made only in the event of the death of a participant and
that pro-rated benefits should be given under most other cir~
cumstances. What are yocur views on this issue?

HMr Gill: We agree that cash refunds should only be made
in the case of the death of a participant or their disablement
to the point where the program cannot be used. We support a
one month of benefits for each month: served up to 36 months
for other circumstances. In such situations, the member
should be separated honorably and have a high school diploma
or its equivalent.

Chairman Dowdy: For thuse individuals participatiag ia
the Montgomery GI Bill who experience short-term finlhcfal
emergencies and feel the strain of the basic pay reductionm,
what assistance is available to help thea?

Mr Gill: Air Force members who find themselves facing
financial hardships, whether related to the MGIB or for other
reasons, are eligible for low-interest ioans from the Air
Force Aid Society. They may also seek temporary financial
relief from Pederal credit unions or other local lending
agencies.
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CHAIRMAN Dowby To U.S. Coast GUARD

RESPONSES OF THE UWITED STATES COAST GUARD
TO THE ADDITIOWAL QUESTIONS OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFPAIRS
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, TRAINING, AND EMPLOYMENT
FOR ITS HEARING OF OCTOBER 14, 1987

1. What comments do you hear from G.I. Bill participants
regarding the program?

Participants are enthusiastic about the Prouram and the generous
0 subsidy it provides for them to continue their education.
Legislation such as public Law 99-576, which added corresvondence
courses, apprenticeships and other on-the-job training orograms
to the educational pursuits that are fundable under the
Montgomery G.I. Bill has made an excellent program even better.
Education benefits are unquestionably one of the most important
incentives that encourage young men and women to enter the armed
- services today.

One of the comments most often made about the bill is that its
required contributions are too high and should be changed to a
lesser amount over a longer period of time. The Coast Guard is
now inducting a considerable number of married recruits.
Individuals in tunat category are finding that, even though they
would like to participate in the Montgomery G.I. Bill, the
required $100 monthly reduction in pay for each of the first
twelve months on active duty is too great a gecrease from an
already small paycheck. Therefore, they regretfully disenroll
from the program. One of the provisions of H.R. 3208 would allow
participants to make the required $1200 contribution at a rate of
$60 a month for 20 months. If enacted, the extended contribution
schedule would make participation in the Montgomery G.I. Bill
more affordable, not only for the married recruits but for all
eligibles at the lower end of the pay scale. The Coast Guard
strongly endorses the extended contribution schedule,

2. There are those who feel a refund of the basic pay reduction
should be widely available to Montgomery G.T. Bill participants.
I feel a cash payment should be made only in the event of the
death of a participant and that pro-rated henefits should be
given under most other circumstances. What are your views on
this issue?

The Coast Guard supports H.R. 3001, which would provide a death

benefit, or refund, of a Montgomexy G.I. Bill participant's

contributions if he dies on active duty. The oast Guard also

supports the provision of H.R. 3208 which would allow

"compensation in lieu of benefits" to Montgomery G.I. Bill

participants who have become so physically or mentally disabled
* that they are unable to use such assistance.

¢ 3. Por those individuals participating in the Yontgomery G.I.
Bill who experience short-term financial emergencies and feel the
strain of the basic reduction, what assistance is available to
them?

The Coast Guard Mutual Assistance program can provide interest-
free loans to individuals experiencing short~term financial

. emergencies. As stated previously, the strain of the basic
reduction in pay for Montgomery G.I. Bill participants would be
lessened if the required $1200 reduction could be made over an
extended period of time.

e - 219

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

216

STATEMENT OF
R. J. VOGEL
CHIEF BENEFITS DIRECTOR
VETERANS ADMINISTRATION
BEFORE THE

SUSCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, TRAINING

AND EMPLOYMENT
s

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

October 15, 1987

My, Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

Thank You for the opportunity to provide information about our
implementation of the Montgomery GI 8ill and to provide our
position on pending bills H.R. 2950, 3180 and 3208, all of
which would amend the Montgomery GI Bill-Active Duty--{(chap-

ter 30.)

In the active duty program, as of September 24, 1987, 250 indi-
viduals had bejqun to use Montgomery GI Bill benefits. Through
August of this year, out of just over 608,000 eligibles, close
to 371,000 signed uo to participate, for a DOD-wide participa-
tion rate of 61 percent. For August, the DOD-wide participa-

tion rate was at 68 percent.

The Army has the highest participation rate; out of 239,162
eligibles, they have 188,093 participants for a 78.6 percent
participation rate. The Marine Corps has a cumulative parti-
cipation rate of 65.4 percent. The other Armed Services are

Navy--47.5 percent and Air Force--43.9 percent.

Statistics for just August show a marked increase. For exam-

ple, the Army had an 91.8 percent rate for the month., The

. 220
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Marines also achieved significant participation--with a rate of
73.9 percent. Air Force and Navy improved their overall rate,

Air Force at 61.2 percent and Navy at 56.3 percent.

We anticipate 19,400 personnel will begin using Montgomery GI
Bill benefits in FY 1988 and 41,500 in FY 1989, From there,

we expect 104,700 in FY 1990; 165,30C in FY 1991; and 209,100
in F¥ 1992. Fiscal Year 1993 is expected to be the peak year

for chapter 30, with a projected 242,000 trainees.

Participation in the chapter 106 program is booming. Throuvgh
September 1987, there were 65,908 reservists using Montgomery
GI Bill benefits under chapter '06. The Army National Guard

had the largest number--27,036. ‘‘he next highest participa-
tion rate was the Army Reserve with 15,013 trainees. Other
participation figures are Air National Guard--9,664; Navy
Reserve--6,194; Air Force Reserve--4,486; Marine Corps Reserve--

3,013; and coast Guard Reserve--502.

Our projections for the chapter 106 program are 147,400 for

FY 1988 and 202,800 for FY 1989, leading up to the peak par-
ticipation year of FY 1990, with 226,400 projected trainees.
After that, we anticipate participation to taper off somewhat

to 214,600.

Processing chapter 30 claims is currently centralized in the
VA Regional Office in St. Louis which reviews the claims,
determines eligibility, authorizes awards for payments, and
certifies payment due. They are using an interim system based
on an application of a personal-computer program until a ben-
efit payment system is available on Target. This interim
system enhances the accuracy and speed of award processing by
computing monthly rates, calculating entitlement, and

determining actual payment due.
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Development of a benefit payment system on the Target System for
chapter 30 started about 18 months ago. Installation has taken
longer than originally anticipated because of the complexity of
the chapter 30 law. In conjunction with centralization of these
claims, a test of an optical disk system is scheduled to begin
in about 2 months. This will help determine the feasibility of
maintaining individual veteran Claims folders on an automated

filing system rather than maintaining paper Claims folders.

Chapter 106 cl2ims are handled by all VA regional offices. An
interim system on Target is used for authorizing benefit pay-
ments. There is a data exchange with DOD, scheduled to run on
a weekly basis, on individuals who are receiving chapter 106
benefits. It identifies from DOD records individuals who are
no longer eligible for chapter 106 benefits and those who again

become eligible.

In order to better estimate the costs and number of trainees

in this program, we have contracted with Maximus, Inc. to devel-
op a computer-based model to predict the number of Montgomery

GI Bill trainees and the associated benefit costs for Fiscal
Years 1988 through 1992. The model was delivered to the va

on Seotember 29 and testing has already begun.

Mr. Chairman, you asked that we comment on three pending bills:
HB.R. 2950, H.R., 3180 and H.R. 3208. H.R. 2950 would amend the
Montgomery GI Bill to permit £light training. An individua}
pursuing a program exclusively of vocational flight training
would be paid an educaticnal assistance allowance at the rate
of 75 percent of the established charges for tuition and fees
that similarly circumstanced nonveterans pay. The entitlement
charge would be 1 month for each payment that is equal to

that individual's basic monthly allowance under chapter 30.

Reservists training under the Hontgomery GI Bill-Select Reserve

Q -3-
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would be charged 1 month of entitlement for each $140 paid to

them.

The history of flight training under the noncontributory GI 8ill
(chapter 34) shows clearly it has not led to jobs for the major-
ity of trainees. 1In fact, the courses tended to serve avoca-
tional, recreational and personal enrichment goals, rather than
basic employment objectives. The p{ovisions of this bill are
very similar to the provisions that 'governed flight training
under the noncontributory GI Bill. We do not find anything in
this bill that would indicate that these same abuses would not

be repeated under the Montgomery GI Bjill.

For these reasons, We are opposed to the introduction of a pro-
gram of vocational flight training as part of the Montgomery GI

Bill.

H.R. 3180 would amend chapter 30 in a number of different ways.
Under the terms of this bill, participants could decide whether
they want a military pay reduction of $100 monthly for 12 months
or $50 monthly for 24 months. It would also permit serviceper-
sons to transfer entitlement to one or more dependents when cer-
tain conditions are met. In addition, this bill would allow a
recruit to elect not to participate in the chapter 30 education

program at the end of basic training.

We support DOD's position on this issue which is that since
recruitment goals are being met, there is no need to lower the

serviceperson's pay reduction.

Since the transferability feature is one that would aid in the
retention of servicemembers in the Armed Forces and has no
bearing on readjustment to a civilian life, we defer to the

Department of Defense on this issue.

-4-
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We do favor lengthening the time for recruits' election not to
rarticipate in the program. At present, there is no uniformity
among the services as to when a recruit has to make his or her
election. Basic training periods vary from service to service.
We believe that a uniform election period is in order. Current
provisions of law do not specify how much time the recruit has
after entry on active duty to make a decision. We agree with

DOD that 30 days is appropriate.

Mr. Chairman, the last bill you asked us to comment on is

H.R. 3208, which also amends chapter 30 to give an individual
60 days after entry on active duty to elect not to partici-
pate. The bill would also allow the individual a second oppor-
tunity to enroll in the program within 60 days after enactment
of H.R. 3208. Further, it would provide for the transfer of
chapter 30 education benefits to dependents. Persons entitlud
to benefits who are unable to train due to physical or mental
disability may receive reimbursement of the amount of military
pay reduction resulting from program participation. Another
feature of H.R. 3208 specifies that, upon the death of a
participant, the amount by which his or her military pay was
reduced will be paid to living person{s) in a stipulated order.
This payment would bar the recipient from receiving any further

transferred chapter 30 education benefits.

As we indicated before, we support DOD's position on the pay

reduction issue.

with regard to the timeframe for not electing to participate, we
prefer a uniform period of 30 days from initial entry on active

duty.

Regarding the transferability feature of the bill, here again
we would defer to the Department of Defense since this is

essentially a retention rather than a readjustment feature.

- 224
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We had previously taken a position favoring the payment of a
death benefit to certain living persons in the event of a par-
ticipant's death when the participant was on active duty at the
time of death and had not been paid any educational assistance.
However, we feel that the compensation in lieu of education ben-
efit provision of this bill is too loosely worded. We would
support the provision with DOD's recommended modifications.

‘
¥Mr. Chairman, that concludes my tes%imony. I would be pleased
to respond to any questions you or the members of the Subcom-

mittee may have.

-6-
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TESTIMONY OF

LIEUTENANT GENERAL ANTHONY LUKEMAN, USMC v
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(MILITARY MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL POLICY)

BEFORE THE

SUBCOMMITTEE QN EDUCATION, TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS

H.R. 2950, H.R. 3180 AND H.R. 3208
(MONTGOMERY GI BILL AMENDMENTS)

15 OCTOBER 1987 ’
ROOM 334, CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
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GOOD MORNING, MR. CHAIRMAN.

IT IS A PRIVILEGE TO APPEAR BEFORE THIS COMMITTEE WHICH HAS
DONE SO MUCH OVER THE YEARS FOR AMERICAN SERVICE MEMBERS. THE
MEN AND WOMEN OF THE ARMED FORCES ARE THE BACKBONE OF OUR
NATION'S QEFENSE STRUCTURE AND I KNOW THEY ARE GRATEFUL TO THIS
COMMITTEE FOR ENSURING THEIR FAIR TREATMENT.

THE MONTGOMERY GI BILL IS BEING PERCEIVED AS AN EXCELLENT
PROGRAM BY SERVICE MEMBERS. THE MONTHLY ENROLLMENT RATES ARE
STEADILY INCREASING. THIS PROGRAM WILL PROVE T0 BE OF GREAT
VALUE TO THE NATION, THE SERVICES AND THE INDIVIDUALS WHO
PARTICIPATE.

YOU HAVE REQUESTED THAT I COMMENT TODAY ON THE DEFARTMENT'S
POSITION WITH RESPECT TO CHANGES TO THE MONTGOMERY GI BILL AS
PROPOSED IN H.R. 2950, H.R. 3180, ANO H.R. 3208, AS WELL AS ANY
AMENDMENTS THAT THE DEPARTMENT BELIEVES WOULD IMPROVE THE EFFEC-
TIVENESS OF THE PROGRAM.

WITH RESPECT 70 H.R. 2950, THE DEPARTMENT DOES NOT CONCUR
WITH THE INTRODUCTION OF FLIGHT TRAINING COURSES UNDER THE
MONTGOMERY GI BILL. A 1979 GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFF ICE SURVEY CON-
DUCTED AN IN-DEPTH REVIEW OF FLIGHT TRAINING COURSES THAT WERE
PERMITTED UNDER THE FORMER GI BILL. THAT SURVEY CONCLUDEQ THAT
FLIGHT TRAINING COURSES DID NOT ACCOMPLISH THE BASIC EMPLOYMENT
0BJECTIVES OF THE PROGRAM, BUT RATHER TENDED ONLY 70 SERVE
AVOCATIONAL, RECREATIONAL AND/OR PERSONAL ENRICHMENT GOALS. THIS
IS NOT IN KEEPING WITH THE PROGRAM OBJECTIVES OF THE MONTGOMERY
GI BILL.

H.R. 3180 WOULO CHANGE THE CURRENT REQUIREMENT THAT A
SERVICE MEMBER MAKE THE OECISION WHETHER 70 PARTICIPATE IN THE
PROGRAM AT THE TIME OF INITIAL ENTRY ON ACTIVE DUTY 7o THE NEW
REQUIREMENT THAT THE DECISION BE MAGE AT THE CLOSE OF THE
INDIVIDUAL'S BASIC 1RAINING PERIOO. H.R. 3208 WOULD CHANGE THE
REQUIREMENT TO A PERIOD OF WITHIN 60 DAYS AFTER ENLISTMENT.

22
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IN ORDER TO TAKE AOVANTAGE OF AVAILABLE ADMINISTRATIVE
PROCESSING TIME; PROVIOE CENTRALIZEO, HIGH QUALITY MONTGOMERY GI
BILL BRIEFINGS AND COUNSELINS SESSIONS; ANO STILL ALLOW RECRUITS
T0 MAKE THEIR OECISIONS DURING A PERIOD OF LESS STRESS THAN THE
FIRST WEEK OF BASIC TRAINING; 00D SUPPORTS REQUIRING THE DECISION
ON MONTGOMERY GI BILL PARTICIPATION T0 BE MAOE WITHIN 30 OAYS OF

“ENTRY ON ACTIVE DUTY. A 30-DAY PERIO0 WOULO ALLOW AMPLE TIME FOR

A SERVICE MEMBER TO MAKE A DECISION ANO WOULD PRECLUDE THE
REQUIREMENT FOR ADDITIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESSING TIME AT THE
CLOSE OF BASIC TRAINING. AOOITIOMALLY, BECAUSE THE LENGTH OF
BASIC TRAINING IS LESS THAN 60 DAYS FOR THREE OF THE SERVICES, A
30-DAY TIME LIMIT IS NECESSARY, AS OPPOSED TO THE 60-OAY PERIOD
PROPOSED IN H.R. 3208.

H.R. 3180 WOULD CHANGE THE CURRENT PAY REDUCTION SCHEOULE
FOR MONTGCMERY GI BILL PARTICIPANTS FROM $100 PER MONTH FOR 12
MONTHS TO A SERVICE MEMBER'S OPTION OF EITHER $100 PER MONTH FOR
12 MONTHS OR $50 PER MONTH FOR 24 MONTHS. H.R. 3208 WOULD MAKE
THIS OPTION $100 PER MONTH FOR 12 MONTHS OR $60 PER MONTH FOR 20
MONTHS. D00 SUPPORTS A SINGLE PAY REDUCTION AMOUNT FOR ALL
PERSONNEL RATHER THAN AN OPTION SYSTEM. AN INCREASED
ADMINISTRATIVE WORK LDAD WILL BE NECESSARY TO PROCESS ANO
MAINTAIN TWO PAYMENT RECORD ACCOUNTS. THE $50 PER MONTH FOR 24
MONTHS SCHEDULE IS NOT SUPPORTED BECAUSE IT WOULD NOT ALLOW
2-YEAR ENLISTEES SUFFICIENT SERVICE TIME TO COMPLETE THE REQUIREQ
PAY REDUCTION OF $1200. WE SUPPORT THE CURRENT PAY REDUCTION
SCHEDULE OF $100 PER MONTH FOR 12 MONTHS BECAUSE IT IS MEETING
OUR ENLISTMENT INCENTIVE OBJECTIVES FOR THE MONTGOMERY GI BILL
PROGRAM. LOWERING THE MONTHLY PAY REDUCTION SCHEDULE TO $6U
WOULD INCUR A COST TO THE GOYERNMENT OF AN ESTIMATED $88 MILLION
IN LOST REVENUE.

O
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H.R. 3180 AND H.R. 3208 WOULD BOTH PERMIT THE TRANSFER OF
MONTGOMERY GI BILL EQUCATIONAL BENEFITS FROM THE SERVICE MEMBER
T0 HIS OR HER DEPENDENTS UNDZR SPECIFIED CONDITIONS, SUCH AS THE
MEMBER'S CONTINUING 10 SERVE ON ACTIVE DUTY OR THE MEMBER'S
DEATH, DISCHARGE FOR HARDSHIP OR SERVICE-CONNECTED DISABILITY,
OR COMPLETION DF 20 YEARS OF ACTIVE OUTY. THE ESTIMATED COST 7D
00D IS $20 MILLIDN PER YEAR FDR TRANSFERABILITY OF THE KICKER
BENEFITS WHICH ARE BUDGETED ON AN ACCRUAL BASIS. BECAUSE OF THE
HIEH COST T0 DBD AND THE LIMITED IMPACT OF TRANSFERABILITY QN
RETENTION DOD DOES NOT SUPPORT THIS PORTION OF THE BILLS.

H.R. 3208 SEPARATELY PROPOSES THREE ADDITIONAL CHANGES TD
THE MONTGOMERY GI BILL. FIRST, SERVICE MEMBERS ON ACTIVE DUTY
WHD EARLIER CHDSE NOT TD ENROLL IN THE MONTGOMERY GI BILL PROGRAM
WOULD HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TD ENROLL DURING A 60-DAY PERIUD
BEGINNING ON THE DATE OF ENACTMENT OF THIS BILL. WE 0D NOT
SUPPORT PROVIDING SERVICE MEMBERS WITH A SECOND OPPORTUNITY 70
ENROLL IN THE MONTGDMERY GI BILL PROGRAM. THIS PROPDSAL WOULD
INCREASE THE CDST OF THE PROGRAM TD THE GOVERNMENT, WOULD NOT
PRCVIDE ANY ADDITIONAL RECRUITIRG BENEFITS TD THE SERVICES, AND
WOULD ACT IN gPPDSITION TD RETENTION EFFDRTS.

H.R. 3208 WOULD ALSO PROVIDE A PAYMENT TD MONTGDMERY GI BILL
PARTICIPANTS IN THE AMOUNT BY WHICH THEIR PAY WAS REDUCED IF THE
ADHINISTRATOR OF VETERANS' AFFAIRS LETERMINES THAT THE INDIVIDUAL
HAS BECOME SO PHYSICALLY DR MENTALLY DISABLED THAT HE IS UNABLE
10 UTILIZE HIS MONTGOMERY GI BILL BENEFITS. ADDITIDNALLY, THE
BILL WOULD PROVIDE A DEATH BENEFIT PAYMENT TO THE BENEFICIARIES
OR SURVIVORS OF MONTGDMERY GI BILL PARTICIPANTS IN THE AMOUNT BY
WICH THE PARTICIPANTS' PAY WAS REDUCED. 0DOD HAS ND DBJIECTION

ERI
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TO THESE TWO PROVISIONS PROVIOED THAT (1) THE OISABILITY OR

OEATH WAS NOT A RESULT OF MISCONDWL'T, AND (Z) THE PAYMENT MAGE
SHALL BE IN THE AMOUNT OF THE UNUSEO PORTION OF THE PARTIC IPANTS'
PAY REOUCTION UNDER THE MONTGOMERY Gi BILL PROGRAM. THIS BENEFIT
PAYMENT POLICY WILL PROVIOE FAIR AND EQUITABLE TREATMENT FOR ALL
PARTICIPANTS.

THE OEPARTMENT WAS ALSO REQUESTED TO PRESENT ANY AMENOMENTS
WICH IT BELIEVES WOULD IMPROVE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE v
MONTGOMERY GI BILL. WE RECOMMEND THAT ONE RELATIVELY MINOR

MOOIF ICATION BE MADE. 000 BELIEVES THE LAW SHOULO PROVIDE RELIEF

T0 SPECIFIC GROUPS OF MONTGOMERY GI BILL PARTICIPANTS WHO

CURRENTLY WILL NOT BECOME ELIGIBLE FOR BRNEFITS. THESE GROUPS b
INCLUDE THOSE RECEIVING AN EARLY OISCHARGE FOR THE FOLLOWING

REASONS: (1) TO ATTEND ROTC, (2) AUTHORIZEO SERVICE REOUCTION IN

STRENGTH, (3) MEDICAL OISCHARGE WITHOUT DISABILITY. ANO (&) SOLE

SURVIVING SON OR OAUGHTER. THESE SERVICE MEMBERS SHOULO BE

AWAROED PRORATED BENEFITS BASED UPON THE NUMBER OF MONTHS SERVED.

WE RECOMMEND THAT ONE MONTH OF BENEFITS BE PROVIOED FOR EACH

MONTH OF ACTIVE OUTY SERVEO.

THIS CONCLUDES MY PREPARED STATEMENT. THANK YOU AGAIN FOR
THE 9PPORTUNITY TO APPEAR. I WILL BE PLEASED TO RESPONO TO YOUR
QUESTIONS.

ERI!
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Mr. Cheirsmsn and members of the committes:

I wsnt to thank you for inviting me to appear and offer
\ testinony on the implementation and effectiveness of the
‘ Montgomery GI Bill for the Selected Reserve.
|
As you are aware, the Montgorzery GI Bill for the Selected
Reserve is ; non-contributory, general entitlement programn. -
Reserve officer and enlisted personnel becon. eligible for
education benafits after cozpleting initial active duty for
training »nd 180 days o service in the Selected Reserve. They
are also required tc enlist or agree to serve in the Selected b
Reserve for at least gix Years. Participants who remain merbers
of the Selected Reserve have up to ten years to use the full
entitlenent. Benefits are payable for up to 36 months of
sducation at the rate of $140 per month for full-time study, 5105
and $70 per month for three-quarter and half-tize study,
respectively. Funded study must be at an institution of higher

learning and is basically lirited to a baccalaureate degrea.

The Montgomery GI Bill is a valuable recruiting and
retention tool for the Salected Reserve. Participation in the
progran has shown steady growth since its inception in July 19ss.
As of Septexber 17, 1987, rzore than 64,000 new applications have
been processed by the Veterans Administration. The table below
reflects the participation rates by reserve cozporent through
Septenber 17, 1987,

MONTGOMERY GI BILL - RESERVE
NUMBER OF APPLICANTS BY RESERVE COMPONENT

Reserve Component FY 85+ FY 86 Fy g74+ Total
DOD/DOT 1,653« 30,921 31,917 64,491 '

ARNG (727) 13,707 12,090 26,5%
USAR (331) 6,298 7,983 14,612
USHR (132) 2,435 3,472 6,039
USMCR (50) 852 2,017 2,919
ANG (281) 5,251 3,996 9,528
USAFR (116) 2,179 2,078 4,373 )
CGR (16) 199 281 496

#Figures shown reflact the dates when nerbers of the
Selected Reserve applied to the Veterans Administration with a
Notice of Basic Eligibility for benefits. The nurber of psrsons
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who received benefits for the school term which began in late FY
1985 was 11,783 for all of DoD. All but 1,653 of these persons
did not make formzl application at the VA until after September
30, 1985. Individual reserve component figures were not
determined for FY 1985. However, to prevent distortion of the Fy
1986 and FY 1987 figures by component, the 1,653 applications in
FY 1985 have been allocated to each Reserve component according
to its proportion of applications in FY 1986.

4478 of September 17, 1987.

In terms of quality, we cortinue to see a high percentage of
Guard and Reserve recruits who possess at least a high school
diploma or equivalency certificate. For the twelve months ending
June 1987, 77 percent of enlisted accessions in the selected

Reserve were high school graduates or better.

There are some administrative wrinkles in the Montgomery GI
Bill-Reseive which are yet to be ironed out, however. Timely and
accurate automated data input of Selected Reserve members' )
eligibility by the Services to the Defense Manpower Data Center
(DMDC) has shown steady improvement: but it continues to be a
problem in managing benefit payments. Through the use of off-
line procedures and careful coordination with the Veterans
Administration, DoD has been able to minimize individual
inequities while encouraging the services to upgrade and expand
their ir-house automation and staffing to a level sufficient to
support reliance upon the automated eligibility reporting systenm.
This system provides input from each selected Reserve unit to the
appropriate reserve component data processing center, then to the
Dafense Manpower Data Center, then to the Veterans Adminis-
tration. As of september 14, 1987, the system has been enhanced
by providing direct VA Regional office on-screen access to the
DMDC data base. This will provide more timely eligibility
information than was previously available through the twice-
monthly batch transfer of termination/expedited corrections data
fron DMDC to VA.

You have asked me to comment specifically on a bill pending
before this committee, HR 2950, and to offer comments on ways to
improve the effectiveness of the Montgomery GI Bill-Reserve

‘Chapter 106, title 10, United States Code).

- ERIC :
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HR 2950 would add flight training to both Chapter 30 of
title 38 (Montgomery GI Bill-Active Duty) and Chapter 106 of
title 10. We do not favor this addition. Prior experience with
flight training in veterans' educational programs has shown it to
have limited vocational benefits. Further, DoD opposes allowing
flight training under Chapter 30. We do not believe it would be
appropriate to authorize it as a benefit under Chapter 106 if it

is not authorized under Chapter 30.

From a cost standpoint, adding flight training would
probably result in little or no increase in expenditures. This
conclusion is based upon an assumption that eligible Reserve
nembers would study something else i{f flight training were

unavailable.

We have an additional concern about the method of payment
for flight training. Rererve members' entitlement to GI Bill
benefits runs concurrently with their qualifying participation in
the Selected Reserve, unlike Chapter 30 benefits which are based
primarily upon a completed term of service. Chapter 106, in
fact, contains provisions for recovering benefit payments to
reservists who fail to participate satisfactorily. currently,
the maximum monthly benefit (for full-time study) is $140.
Thirty-six months are required to receive the maximum
allowable benefit of $5,040. For students who do not attend
summer school, this translates into four calendar years. Payment
for flight training under HR 2950, however, would cover 75

percent of tuition and fees with one month's berefit charged for

each $140 received. Since commercial flight training is
relatively expensive, a student pursuing it on an active basis
could fairly quickly consume his or her entire GI Bill
entitlement. For exampls, 20 hours‘o! flight instruction per
month at $60/hour would entitle the reservist to GI Bill benefits
of 71% X $1,200 = $900. At this rate, in less than six months a

reserviet would entirely consume the maximum amount of GI B{ll
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benefits; and yet, the remaining selected Reserve obligation for
those benefits could be as much as five years. This imbalance
between the length of selected Reserve participation and the rate
at which benefits are paid could result in aggravating the

recoupment problem for unsatisfactory participation.

With respect to increasing the incentive value of the
Montgomery GI Bill as a reserve recruiting and retention tool,
the Sixth Quadrennial Review of Military Compensation committee
is reviewing the entire subject of compensation and benefits for
the reserve components. Specific sugyestions by this office in
advance of the Sixth QRMC's findings and recommendations would
be premature. However, we do recommend one adiinistrative change
regarding the time within which a Selected Reservist nust obtain
2 high school credential to be eligible for Montgomery GI Bill
benefits. chapter 106 now requires award of a high school
diploma ¢r equivalency certificate prior to the reservist's
completion of initial active duty for training. oOtherwise,
eligibility for Montgomery GI Bill benefits is lost. This seenms
unnecessarily harsh and does not encourage completion of high
school through equivalent study. The Montgomery GI Bill provides
a major incentive for joining and remaining in the selected
Reserve. It {s targeted primarily at high school graduates in an
effort to raise the quality of our fighting forces. But, gome
individuals with great ability are slow to realize their
potential. Disruptive home “ives or adverse economic
circumstances may seriously interfere with their ability and
desire to complete secondary school. When these conditions
change, or the individual matures sufficiently to cope better
with tnem, the potentizl to be an outstanding soldier, sailor or
airman remains. The Selected Reserve needs to retain these
individuals and they ghould be allowed a reasonable time to
complete their sec ndary school studies and cualify for
educational benefits. sSuch a program would also pernit the

Services greater latitude {n tailoring their recruiting prograns

O
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during the coming decade, when projected demographic shifts are
expected to reduce the number of high school graduates. A two-
year qualifying period would align the reserve period with tle
minimum two-year active duty term required for Montgomery GI Bill

eligibility under Chapter 30.

Alternatively, it may be preferable from a retention
standpoint to require only that the high school credential be
obtained prior to any six-year reenlistment period. This would
make the Moni.jomery GI Bill-Reserve a continuing incentive for
reserve retention among the class of enlisted personnel who are
desirable military assets but who, for one reason or another,
failed to obtain a high school credential at the starxt of their

reserve careers.

I would like to close by stating unequivocally that the
Montgomery GI Bill for the Selected Reserve (Chapter 106) is a
success story. It has, along with other incentives, been
instrumental in recruiting and retaining quality members for our

regserve couponents.

Mr, Chairman, this completes my testimony. I thank you once
again for the opportunity you have given me to appear before the

Committee. I am prepared to answer any quentions you may have.

-
[
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STATEMENT OF G. MICHAE}. SCHLEE, DIRECTOR
NATIONAL SECURITY-FOREIGN RELATIONS DIVISION
THE AMERICAN LEGION
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION, TRAINING, AND EMPLOYMENT
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS AFFAIRS
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
OCTOBER 15, 1987

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subconmittee:

The American Legion appreciates the opportunity to appear
betore this Subcormittee to present its views on proposed
legislation which seeks to amend portions of the enacted
Montgomer~ Gl Bill, established under Title VI of Public Law 98-
525. The American Legion applauds the Committee for its work in
the development and passage of the Montgomery Gl Bill which makes
permanent educational assistance programs for the All-Volunteer
Force under Chapter 30, Title 38, United States Code, and the
program c¢f educational assistance for members of the Selected
Reserve, under Chapter 106, Title 10, United States Code. Under
previous law, the new Gl Bill programs were to terminate for new
participants on June 30, (988,

The stated program purposes of the Montgomery Gl Bill are to
assist members of the Armed Forces to readjust to civilian life
after their separation from military service; to assist the All-
Volunteer Force program and the Total Force éoncept of t%“e Armed
Forces by eslablishin%a program of educational assistgnce based
on service on Active Duty or a combination of service uvan Active
Duty and in the Selected Reserve (including the National Guard);
to aid in the recruitment and retention of highly qualified
personnel for both the Astive and Reserve components of the Armed
Forces; and to give 3pecial emphasis to providing eduvcational
assistance benefits to aid in the retention of personnel in the
Armed Forces.

The educational assistance programs of the Montgomery Gl
Bill are funded and administered by the Veterans Administration
for the Active Duty components except for "kickers"™ and
supplemental programs which are fundez by the Uepartment of
Defense. The educational assistance prcjrams for the Sclected

‘Reserve are also funded by the Department of Defense.

It comes as no surprise that the new Gl Eill and now, the
Montgomery Gl Bill, are continuving to serve as a strong, cost

effective recruiting tool for our Armed Forces. Without a

permanent G! Bill, the services would be forced to compete with
an expanding job market and educational iInstitutions in order to
attract a larger percentage of high quality youth from a
shrinking pool of eligible recruits. As the male cohort shrinks,
studies indicate that by the end of this decade services will
need to recruit one oyt of every two available and eligible non-
college males to maintain their current strength levels. The
incorporation of the Reserves and National! Guard in the program
is also reaping benefits for those essential components of the
Total Force. This, in our view, is praiseworthy and reflects a
true conmitment to that policy.

The Montgomery Gl Bill is a contributery system in which the
service member is investing in his or her own future. In
exchange for three years of honeruble service on active duiv or a
combination of two years on active duty and a four year Reserve
Component, an individual is entitled to $300 a month for a
maximun of 36 months of fuli-time school attendance. In exchange
for a two-year tour of duty, an individyal is entitied to 5250 a
month for 36 months. These benefits are funded by the Veterans
Administration. As with the new Gi Biil, Montgomery GI Bill
participants agree to a non-refundable, irrevocable, $100 per
month reduction in their basic pay for 12 months. Service
members can begin using their educational assistance benefits
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after completion of two years of active duty service. DOD will
fund supplemental programs for career-minded service members as
vell as "kickers" for designated occupational specialties.

With regard to service members' contributory r.ductions,
H.R. 3180 and H.R. 3208 propose an option to contribute a lesser
anount over an extended period oi time than the prescribed $100
per month for 12 months. The current $1G0 per month for 12
months deduction (which is acceptable to many servicemen and
women, an the one hand) is a formidable amount to young Americans
entering the military. The $50 per month deduction over 24
months is an attractive option under H.R. 3180 as is the 560 per
month deduction for 20 months under H.R. 3208. On the surface,
the latter option extending. contributions over a 20 month period
would assure full contributions are made before individuals are
authorized to begin wsing their educational benefits.

The provision to extend the period of consideration for
deciding to opt for the program, from within the first 14 days of
active duty to 60 days under H.R. 3208 or by the close of basic
training (H.R. 3180), has considerable merit. The first several
weeks of basic training are the most Intense and stressful for
trainees. Their endeavors focus on the stressful adjustment to
their new environment and the satisfactory completion of basic
training. This adjustment is more difficult for some than
others.  The decision to opt for the Montgomery Gl Bill, or not,
is irrevocable. By deferring this decision on the program, and
the options therein, to the end of basic training, recruits will
have more time and opportunity to discuss the program with their
families, superiors and peers. By the end of the basic training
period, trainees will know if they have satisfactoril completed
basic training and whether they will maintain continved
eligibility for the educational assistance program. This
feature--extending the period of consideration to  the
satisfactory completion of basic training--could encourage an
even greater level of participation in the program and enhance
its administration.

With regard to the transfer of educational assistance
entitlements to dependents, The American Legion, in previous
testimony, has voiced concern over the provision of authority for
the transierability of educational assistance benefits provided
under any peacetime Gl Bill. Such a provision would affect a
primary purposs of the Public Low by providing benefits to
individuals, specifically dependents of service personnel who
could otherwise qualify in their own right, for benefits in the
years ahead. A provision of this nature could reduce the already
dwindling pool of eligible individuals available for military
service based on the incentive of educational benefits.
Additionally, a serious look must be given to the long term cost
of transferability and the possibility of withdrawing funding
from other essential programs funded by the Veterans
Administration and Department of Defense. The gquestion of equity
to previous veterans is also a serious consideration.

The potential impact of this provision on the retention of
service members needs to be analyzed. There is the possibility
that too many servicemen could be encouraged to remain in the
military solely to finance the college educations of their
children. The built-in provision for supplemental increases in
educational assistance benefits for careerists is a known
factor. With regard to retention, it is clear that other factors
such as pay comparability, career progression, dependent
satisfaction with the Service, and other sound force management
factors also come into play.

H.R. 3208 would allow educational benefits to be trensferred
to dependents only in instances where the service member dies on
active duty before using any benefits. Under the provisions of
Chapter 35 of Title 38, the Veterans Administration already has a
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progran to provide educational assistance for survivors of
service members who die while on active duty or are 100 percent
service-connected disabled.

The American Legion wishes to address a re!ated aspect which
deals with the refundability, or death benefit, aspect of the
Montgomery Gl Bill. Our National Convention in August approved a
resolution to support an amendment to the VA Educational
Assistance Act (of 1984), the predecessor of the current Gl Bill,
which would restore the "Death of Particioant"™ orovision to
proviae for the refunding of GlI Bill contributions to the
survivor(s) in the event of a service member's death.
Recognizably, H.R. 300l seeks to amend Chapter 30 of Title 38 by
paying a "deoth benefit in the amount of such reductions" to
surviving denendents when a service member dies on active duty
and who has not been paid any educational assistance under this
Chapter. This resolution provides the basis for The American
Legion's support for H.R. 3001 introduced by the Chairman.

H.R. 2950 exclusively addresses the provision of adding
flight training for individuals entitled to basic educational
assistance. Under current law, the Veterans Administration will
pay for college education, on-the-job training, and
apprenticeships, but not for flight training as such. While this
provision would undoubtedly serve as an attractive recruviting
tool, the VA will currently fund flight training when recognized
as part of a collegiate degree-producing program. The high costs
associated with flight er~lusive training programs could negate
the availability of <collegiate, on-the-job training or
apprenticeship programs. Additionally, the military services
offer excellent flight training programs for interested and
qualified service members.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes our testimony.
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Honorable Wayne Dowdy, Chairman

Subcommittee on Education, Training and Employment
A Committee on Veterans' Affairs

U.S. House of Representatives

335 Cannon House Office Building

washington, D.C. 20515

For the Record: October 15, 1987 Hearing on
< the Montgomery GI Bill

Dear Mr. Dowdy:

The National Air Transportation Association (NATA) rep-
resents the business interests of over 1,000 Member companies
that provide both aviation ground services ’Zixed base opera-
tors or FBOs) and on-demand air transportation (air taxis).
Since many of our Member companies not only employ pilots for
air taxi service but also provide flight training, NATA is
extremely i{nterested in H.R. 2950, legislation providing

flight training educational assistance for qualified veter-
ans.

We strongly believe that flight training assistance
should be included in the options available-to those seeking
expanded education after leaving the armed services. Flight
training can provide important technical training that will
ensure the future employment of veterans directly as pilots
in ancillary employment, using pilot skills, as well as as-

sist in meeting the growing market demand’ for qualified pi-
lots3.

AS you are probably aware, there {s currently a shortage
of qualified pilots. While Lhe total number of available pi-
lots is decreasing, demand is growing. The Future Aviation
Professionals of America (FAPA) projects that almost 32,000
pilots will be hired over the next ten years by large turbo-
jet operators alone. Dereguldtion of the airlines, resulting
in increases in the number of flights and overall gize of
commercial carriers, along with the expansion of regional
airlines has compounded the problem. The retirement of many
older pilots combined with the unprecedented expansion by the
nation's airlines, would enable those veterans receiving

4 flight training to pursue a career in a high-demand
profession.

Flight training can also enLance veterans' success in
other fields. The ability to pilot an aircraft and using
that skill in one's job can increase the efficiency and suc-

( cess of businesses, even though the individual is not em-
ployed as a "pilot". For instance, salespeople, insurance
adjusters and area managers are just a few of the many occu-
pPation: that require frequent travel, and that can enjoy in-
creased efficiency from utilizing a charter aircraft flown by

a2 pilot with a license obtained by veterans' training assis- 3
tance.
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The armed forces would also benefit from the establish-
ment of flight training assistance. Offering flight training
educational assistance would be an additional recruiting tool
and, perhaps even more importantly, it could help the armed
services retain more active-duty pilots. By meeting the
civilian demand for pilots with veterans utilizing flight
training benefits, the incentive for active duty military
personnel to leave the armed forces for the civilian market
would be greatly reduced.

NATA is concerned about the perceived abuses of previous
vh flight training programs. In 1979, the General Accounting
Office (GAO) reported a small number of veterans in flight
training programs had full-time jobs as a result of their
training. we feel the GAO used unrealistic criteria for h 4
judging the value of flight training. Primarily, GAO assumed
a veteran had to be employed as a pilot to utilize flight
training. As was previously pointed out in our statement,
many business opportunities are enhanced when an employee can
use an aircraft, even though thk2 individual is not actually
employed as a pilot.

The language of H.R. 2950 will require a veteran to make
a substantial monetary investment before being eligible for
assistance. Having to first obtain a private license (an ap-
proximate $3,500 investment) before receiving flight training
assistance, along with the required payment of 25 percent of
all subsequent training, ensures that veterans will use their
training for vocational purposes.

In summary, there is a current and growing demand for
pilots which provides excellent employment opportunities for
those with proper training. The ability of qualified veter-
ars to receive educational assistance for flight training is
extremely important in meeting both the civilian and armed
forces need for pilots. wWithin the framework established un-
der H.R. 2950, vétérans would have to make the initial in-
vestments necessary to recelve flight training aid, protect-
ing the program from abuses. NATA, on behalf of our Member
companies, strongly urges the establishment of veteran's
training assistance for flight education. The Astociation is
ready to work with you and Members of your Subcommittee to
establish such a program.

Sincerely,

(Do P2

wWilliam H. Power
Vize President,
. Go.ernment Affairs

El{fC‘ 2472
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WRITTEN COMMITTEE QUESTIONS AND THEIR RESPONSE

CHAIRMAN DowbpY T0 VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION

Question: If H. R. 3208 were enacted, would thne transferability
provisions pe implemented in tne same manner as the 901 program?
Are the provisions similar?

Answer: The language providing transferability in H, R. 3208
and the provisions contained in the Section 901 program contain
Nifferences. The eligipbility provisions in the bill are differ-
ent from those contained in the Section 901 education program.
For example, H. R. 3208 permits payment of assistance to the
transferee while the individual transferring entitlement would
remain on active duty. Tne Section 901 program does not permit
transfer of penefits until the individual transferring penefits
reenlists after a qualifying enlistment. We note other differ-
ences which would impair implementation under the Section 901
program. H. R. 3208 would permit the individual transferring
the penefit to modify or revoke the transfer at any time.
Section 901 only permits th2 person to revoke his or ner pre=-
vious transferability action. Tne definition of a cnild is
different petween the two provisions, A cnild under Section

901 is governed by the definition in title 10, USC, which pro-
vides that a determination of an adult cnhild's eligibility would
depend upon the amount of support furnished by the person trans-
ferring entitlement. An illegitimate child is not eligible.
However, under the provisions of H. R. 3208 the language is less
restrictive. A child would be eligible if he or she is/would pe
eligipble under the definition of "cnild" contained in chapter 35
of title 38.

Tne Section 901 program was estanlished as a test program. It
was made availapble te less than 7,000 enlistees and reenlistees.
The number of transfer cases has peen very small. This nas per-
mitted the Veterans Administration to nandle these claims at one
field station. The proposed transferability feature for the
Montgomery G. I. Bill would be made available to potentially
thousands of individuals. This would greatly increase tne
administrative problems and the possipbility of a nigh error
rate. For example, Section 901 provides that the veteran or
serviceperson transferring entitlement may do so for one person
at a time. The language contained in the pill would permit mul-
tiple transfers to dependents. Since we have not had experience
in this area it would add to the complexity of the program.
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CHAIRMAN Dowpy 10 OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF
DEFENSE

Questions

Answver:

1 am pieased to see that your legi . lative
recommendation supports relief for certain
specific groups of GI Bill participants in
the form of education benefits rather than

a return of money. The issue of benefits
versus cash refunds was debated at the hear-
ings. For the record, would you explain why
you favor pro-rated educational assistance
rather than a return of the basic pay re-
duction? ’

One of the principal ressons for the estab-

lishment Of(Eﬁ§”¥9§$ké'ﬁry GI Bill1(MGIB) is
to provide training and readjustment to
civilian life for those who have served in
the Armed Forces. ZEnrollees in the MGIB
program have full intentions of pursuing
higher education and training upon comple-
tion of their service. A $1200 Service
member pay reduction, ‘combined with no re-
fund provision, clearly demonstrates this
intention. Providing pro-rated educational
benefits, normally in the amount of one
month of benefits for each month of active

duty served, as opposed to providing a cash

FEEURD RE R shnchTons, Ton (Lhage, vhose

dis of length of service does
not qualify them for full MGIB educational
benefits would meet the objectives of the
MGIB program and the expections of the
participants.,
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NOV 25 1987

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGYON, p.C. 2030t

JOYE 1997

RESERVE AFFAIRS

Honorable wWayne Dowdy
L4 Chairman, Subcommittee on Education,
Training and Employment
Conmittee on Veterane' Affairs
House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I am pleased to respond to your questions regarding my
personal viewe of certain amendments to the Montgomery GI Bill-
Reserve (Chapter 106, title 10, United States Code). I must
stress, however, that these are my personal views only and do not
necessarily reflect those of the Department of Defensee. Ae I
indicated in my testimony before the Subcommittee on October 15,
1987, the Department of Defense is awaiting the report of the
sixth Quadrennial Review of Military Compensation before adopting
specific recommendations to enhance the reserve component
recruiting and retention program.

1. Q: It wae euggested during recent hearinge that the
current requirement that reeervists complete 180 daye of service
before ueing their entitlement be eliminated. What do you
personally think of thie recommendation?

At Elimination of the 180-day Selected Reserve
memberehip requirement as a precondition to eligibility for
Chapter 106 benefite would improve the efficlency and
effectivenese of the Montgomery GI Bill. In the great majority
of nong:ior service acceseions, the 180-day requirement ie
satisfied during the member'e initial active duty for training
(IADT), Coneequently, it is eseentially redundant to the
requirement to complete IADT before eligibility for educational
benefite may begin. Yet, it requiree separate data entries and
monitoring=-~an unneceesary additional complication in an
adninistrative eystem which ie already unusually complex. I also
note that during the Octcber 15 hearing, the nilitary reserve
chiefe were unanimous in eupporting elimination of the 180=-day
requirenent. .

2. Q: There seens to be nenr universal support for
amending the Chapter 106 program in two ways - those being: 1)
allowing chapter 106 participante to pursue the same types of
courses ae those allowed under Chapter 30, and 2) allowing
Chapter 106 participante to go to school less than half-time. In

i your personal opinion, would these provisione strengthen the
Chapter 106 prog:am?
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A.(l): Same t!f!‘ of educational coureee. I
pereonally eupport expanding the Chapter 106 prograx to permit
the same educational opportunitiee that are available under ths
Chapter 30, title 38 program. Not only would thie increase the
incentive value of this important recruiting and retention tool,
it would aleo better reflect the Tota. Yorce policy which
underliee our national military etrategy. Acceee to vocational-~
technical training would afford opportunitiee for eelf-
improvement to reeerviete who are not intereeted in the more
academic pureuit of a college degrse. Many of the new ekille
thereby obtained, euch ae electronic, automotive, building b
trades, and clerical, would be of direct benefit to the military
capabilitiee of our reeerve unite.

Further, changee in the American and world economies produce
sconomic dieruptione that often require job retraining for
individuals dieplaced by technological advancee or ehifting labor
markete. It would benafit theee persone and provide another 3
important Selected Reeerve incentive {f the Montgomery GI Bill
were available to help fund euch retraining. Not incidentally,
this would aleo contribute to our national productivity.

On the upper end, extending Chapter 106 benefite to
postgraduate etudiee would recognize tae growing need for
military officere to obtain levels of experties bayond the
baccalaureate level to function «ffectively in a world of
increaeing technical and political complexity. Tha advanced
civilian etudy programs of the active componunts, plue the
availability of financing under the military departments' tuition
assistance programs and Chapter 30 and its predeceeacre, have
long recognized the benefits of graduate level education among
military pereonnel, particularly officere. If the Total Force le
to retain ite credibility as a reslietic national defense
atrategy, the reeerve portion of that forca muet be no lees
capabls than the active eide. Further, the current baccalaureate
reatriction of Chaptar 106 eeverely limite ite retention value
for an increaeingly-educated officar corpe.

(2): leaa than half-time etudy. Many dedicated
reserviete have time only for i1imited etudy outside their work
and home reeponeibilitiee. A Montgomery GI Bill entitlement for
leas than half-tims etudy would help them to pureus their
educational coals. However, I believs its value ae a recruiting
incentive would be eomewhat limited for two rsaeons. One, a
prorated level of payment for leea than half~time etudy would be
only about $35-50 per month, baeed upon the currsnt benefits
echedule. Two, approximately 85% of Selected Reeerviete
receiving chapter 106 benefite are in a full-time or three-
quarter time program, which reflecte its appeal for young high
echool graduates eeeking to obtain a college education. 'Thus, I
would :iot expect expaneion of the program to less than half-time
study to be a eignificant recruiting tool but I would expect it
to enhance retention, encourage individual development and
growth, and eupport DoD'e efforta to improve the capability of
the Total Force. k

I appreciate thie orportunity to offer my pereonal views on
waye to etrengthen the Mchtgomery GI Bill-Reserve. If you have
further queetione or require additional information, I will be
pleaaca to respond.

Sincerely, y

oo £

Sloan R. Gill
Acting Deputy Aseietant Secretary
{(Guard/Reeerve Manpower and Personnel)
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INSERT FOR THE RECORD

HOUSE o A L ——
SENATE ARKRD SLRAVICES COMMITTES
[GWE wo. C

Montgamery GI Bill

1 4
1
3
X
Q
ERIC

Response to the Subcommittee on Education, Training and Erployment

Question. It was sugpested duri.g cent hearings that the current
requirement that reservists complete 80 days of service before
using their entitlement be eliminats . that do you personally think
of this recommerdation?

Angwer. We believe that the requ:rement that a reservist must
serve 180 days in order to be eligible to use this entitlement
should be eliminated. A reservist should be eligible for the
Montgomery GI Bill once he has completed his IADT (Basic and
Mvanced Individual Training) and has been awarded an MOS that makes
him a mobilization asset. To require additional service
beyond this is, in our opinfon, unnecessary, burdensome, and
oounterproductive.
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CHAIRMAN Dowby TO AIR FORCE RESERVE

INSERT FOR THE RECORD

HOUSE WOUSE  JOTHER
SENATE | TMED SERVICES COMMITTEE Committee on Veteran

ARTTIITS 5

9 on Educ. and Tralning
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Congressman Dowdy: It was suggested during recent hearings that
the current requirement that reservists ccmplete 180 days of service
before using their entitiement be eliminated. What do you personally
think of this recommendation?

General Scheer: We favor ellmination of the 180-day Sclected
Peserve membership qualifying period. This would remove a restric-
tion that complicates administration of the program. In most cases,
the 180-day requirement Is met by the time the noaprior service
enlistee completes inftial active duty for training. The requirement
causes confusion in some cases and necessitates separate monltoring.
Its elinination would sizmplit adminlstration of the program.
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CHAIRMAN Dowpy 10 U.S. CoAST GUARD

CONGRESSMAN DOWDY'S QUESTION
WITH CCAST GUARD ANSWER
VONTGOMERY GI BILL HEARING, 15 OCTOBER 1987

QUESTION: IT WAS SUGGESTED DURING RECENT HEARINGS THAT THE
CURRENT REQUIREMENT THAT RESERVISTS COMPLETE 180 DAYS OF SERVICE
BEFORE USING THEIR ENTITLEMENT BE ELIMINATED. WHAT DO YOU
PERSONALLY THINK OF THIS RECOMMENDATION?

ANSWER: I endorse this recommendation. Many of our
reservists are inconvenienced by the 180 day restriction and more
of them would be willing to participate if it were eliminated.

It is my opinion that the program can be managed just as
effectively with a much shorter initial service requirement. I
suggest that sn initial period of 60 days satisfactory service
would be appropriate. I should note that the Administration
opposes any changes to the Reserve Program until after the 6th
QRMCf?as completed its Review of reserve compensation and
benefits.
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CHAIRMAN Dowby TO NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU j

QUESTION: General Temple, it waa suggested during recent hearings )
that the current requirement that reservists complete 180 days of
w service before using their entitlement b= eliminated. What do you |
personally think of this recommendation?

LTG Temple: I support elimination of the 180 day requirement.

Presently, eligibility requires completion of Initial Active bDuty for

Training (IADT) and 180 days in the Selected Reserve. Most Guard and

Reserve soldiers complete 180 Zays prior to completion of IADT,

therefore, the 180 day requirement is redundant. If the requirement *
is removed, new Guard members will be eligible for immediate benefits

upon completion of IADT and entitled prior service enlistees will also

receive immediate benefits, Removal would also lessen the error

potential and make the program easier t¢ administer.

®)
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