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[No. 61

SUBCOMMITTEE NO. 1 CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 3006, TO AMEND
TITLE 87, UNITED STATES CODE, TO INCREASE THE RATES or
BASIC PAY. FOR MEMBERS OF THE UNIFORMED SERVICES, AND
FOR OTHER PURPOSES :

ITousE oF REPRESENTATIVES, _
COMMTITTES ON ARMED SERVICES,
SupcomMITTEE NoO. 1,
Washington, D.C., Tuesday, F'ebruary 26,1963,

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:07 a.m., in room
313-A, Cannon Building, Hon. L. Mendel Rivers (chairman of the
subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. Rivers. Let the committee come to order.

Members of the subcommittee, ladies and gentlemen, we are begin-
ning here today on ILR. 3006, the most important legislative item this
subeommittee will consider this year insofar as the personnel of our
armed services are concerned.

T would like to say at the outset, that while we normally think of
the armed services as conisting of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and
Marine Corps, and Coast Guard when serving with the Navy, never-
theless the pay scales that we write into law also cover the commis-
sioned officers of the Public Health Service and the Coast and Geo-
detic Survey. Thus, there are seven services involved when we refer
to the uniformed services.

Refore we hear our first witness today, I would like to make some
observations about this proposed legislation.

I have had an opportunity to study the bill and I have arrived at
cortain conclusions as a result of that study which lead me to the con-
clusion that the bill should be modified in several major respects.

The bill covers 19 separate items.

The first and most important part of the bill is section 2 which con-
tains the new proposed basic pay scales. The increases recommended
range from $1.80 per month. for an I%-1 recruit to $120 a month for
an [5-9 sergeant major so far as enlisted personnel are concerned.

The increases range from $27.70 a month for second lientenants to
$95 a month for the highest officer grade.

"ﬁhe increases in basic pay alone, on an annual basis, will exceed $985
million.

In general, T believe the recommended basic pay increases are rea-
sonable. For the first time in 13 years the cntering pay of second
licutenants and privates will be increased.

The major increases will be found in certain career enlisted points
and at certain critical points in the officer pay scales.

(1397)
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General and flag oflicers, for practical purposes, receive oniy a cost-
of-living increase. )

I believe some minor adjustments should be considered by the sub-
committee, particularly in the -1 grade, where an increment in pay
lias been eut back from the “over 8 years of serviee” point to the “over
6 years of service” poiut, and in the W- 1 grade where the maximum
pay, just as in existing law, does not become eflective until the W-4
has completed 30 years of service. Since the law requires a W1 to
retire 60 days after the completion of 30 vears of service, it would
malke better sense to mie if that maximum inerease took effect al the
“over 26 year” point—because 10 me it seems senseloss when it gets
to 30 vears, you kick Lim out and le doesn't get the benefit of it, so
let_him get the benefit of it when he gets the promotion.

With these exceptions, however, 1 find myself in general aceord
with the proposed pay scales. Certainly they are modest, and in no
imstance could they be called excessive, " In many areas military per-
sounel will still draw far less pay than their eivil service counzerparts,
but nevertheless any pay increase i~ welcome to the reci ient, and I
recognize the fact that there are financial limitations that must be
acknowledged.

But there ave I8 other items in this bill which must be discussed.

L am not i agreement with sectior: 2(hy of the proposed legrislation
which will be found on page 3 of LR, 5006, This section, 1n eflect,
provides that & member of the Reserves who is performing inactive
cuty training for whieh he is entitled to pay will be paid under exist-
g pay scales and will not benefit by the proposed new rates.

L cannot agree to a proposal that discriminates bet ween an obligated
reservist. and an 1111(){)1'1_«_::1((*(1 reservist,  These voung men have all
served on active duty in one service or another while some of their
civilian friends have never performed any military service whatsoever,

To diseriminate between a reservist who has not falfilled his reserve
obligation and the reservist who continues his inactive duty teaining
ona voluntary basis is unwise. and as far as I am concerned. I hope that
seetion of the Bl will be eliminated.

On page 4 of ILR. 3006 ix section 1, entitled “Coustructive Service
Credit for Purposes of Appointment, Promotion, and Basic Pay.”
This section =ecks to extend the awarding of constructive credit to
those who hold postgraduate degrees in professions that are 1ot now

recognized Tor that purpose in existing lavw.
As vou know, we award constructive credit today to physicians,
dentists, veterinarians, lawyers, chaplains, and certain individuals

who hold PPh. I)s in sciences allied with medicine.

But under existing law, there is no method by which other indi-
viduals can be awarded constructive eredit for appointment. promo-
tion, and pay purposes.

As you will note in the analysis of this section, only phyvsieinns and
dentists may now count their construetive eredit for longevity pay
purposes. This seetion wounld grant all who ave awarded construetive
credit the right to count that credit for longevity purposes. T do not
quarrel with the concept. But the section, in my opinion, does not
belong in a pay bill.
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This is basically a promotion and appointment problem, and T would
rather see this scobion considered in the so-called Bolte proposal rather
than take the time to discuss its feasibility in this pay proposal.

1 would also call your attention to the fact that this section as writ-
ten would vest in the Secretary concerned the authority to determine
what postgraduate degrees would be recognized. I do not believe we
should delegate this authority ; I believe Congress and Congress alone
should make the determination as to which postgraduate degrees will
be so recognized. But beyond that, I would also call your attention to
the fact that this section is not retroactive except for those who entered
on active duty or were commissioned, or enlisted, less than 3 years
ago. In other words, while this section would provide constructive
credit to a newly commissioned lawyer, which he could count for pay
purposes, it would only be applicable to a lawyer hereafter appointed,
or a lawyer who has only served 1 or 2 years on active duty.

This means that lawyers and others entering on active duty would
receive longevity credit for their constructive service, but lawyers and
those with postgraduate degrees already on active duty will not receive
longevity credit, presumably on the theory that they have already
served 3 or more years and therefore are drawing longevity credit
for that period of time.

In my opinion, this scction requires far more consideration, and
therefore T will recommend that this section be deleted from the bill
so that the matter may be considered more fully at a Jater date.

Now, if you will turn to page 11 you will find the section entitled
“Retired Pay and Retainer Pay.”

This, of course, is a highly controversial section in the minds of
many people. I would remind the subcommittee that in 1958 the Con-
oress departed from the traditional concept of applying existing pay
scales to the retired pay of those who had retired prior to the enact-
ment of new pay scales.

1t is probably not correct to say that we fully departed from tradi-
tion in 1958 because in 1949 we completely rewrote the disability
retirement laws and, as a result, many thousands of personnel retired
for disability, who did not have a suflicient degree of disability or
sufficient length of service to qualify under the 1949 pay scales, have
continued to draw their retirement pay under the 1942 Pay Readjust-
ment Act. However, they received cost-of-living increases in 1952,
1955, and 1958.

The section before you provides that individuals retired prior to
June 1, 1958, who are paid under the Career Compensation Act, may
recompute their retirement pay under the present pay scales that went
into effect on June 1, 1958, and, in addition, receive a 5-percent cost-of-
living increase in their retirement pay. Therefore, all those in receipt
of retirement pay will be placed on an automatic cost-of-living ad-
justment basis. . o

Tn other words, the section provides that each year a determination
will be made as to the cost of livi?%, and wher{ev{gr the cxé].m_ulatlve

1 inerease in the cost o iving equals 3 percent or more,
ﬁg;eitc'gn?gn%hgay will be adjusted to the nearest one-tenth of 1 percent

to reflect that 1ncrease.
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Now this makes the issue clear cut. The Congress is azked to de-
cide once and for all which policy shall apply in conapuling military
vetirement pay.

There will be many persons who will argue that we should 1.0t de-
part from the old tradition of computing retirement pay on the basis
of new pay scales.  There are others who recognize the fact tha there
are nearly 350,000 military personnel on the military retired lists and
that this number is growing by 50,000 or more each year. Retitement
costs Tfor military personnel alone exeeed 31 billion annually, and will
exceed 33 billion annually in the years ahead.

The proposal <ubmitted by the Department of Defense pernits a
large group ot ollicers and enlisted personnel to recompute their
retired pay under existing pay scales,

Now 1 think 1 should remind the subcommiltee that in 1958 we
provided some rather substantial pay inereases, particularly for the
senior oflicers and noncommissioned officers. A= a result, there has
been widespread dissatisfaction amonyg the more senior retired per-
sonnel who, because they retived prior to June 1, 1933, were nct able
to compute their retirement pay under the higher pay scales that
went into effect on that date.

These individuals, under the propozsal before us, will be allowed to
recompute under the higher pay scales provided in the 1938 law, but
they will not be permitted to recompute their retirement pay on the
proposed new pay scales in this legislation.

Ilowever, the pay increases recommended for the general and tlag
officers in the proposed legislation arve approximately 5 percent, and
all retired personnel will receive a 3-percent inerease in their retived
pay under the proposed legislation. ) _ ‘

Dollarwise, therefore, there will be relatively little differenze for
these more senior oflicers.

On the other hand, those now retived are concerned about future
pay increases. As 1 have said, the time for decision has now been
reached, and the Congress must make up its mind whether it will
adopt the automatic cost-of-living adjustment concept, starting now,
or whether it will go back to the old concept of applying retirament
pay to existing pay scales no matter when they go info effect.

This matter has given me much concern. DBut I have concluded thut
we must recognize that retirement costs, although they are a part of
our national defense costs, are reaching such staggering sums that
unless we apply a reasonable principle to the retirement system we
may well jeopardize the entire retirement procedure. One of the s
great privileges that exist today among military personnel is the
privilege of applying for retivement regardless of age upon the
completion of 20 or more years of scrvice. No other Government
employee, and probably no employee of private industry, has this
privilege, except FBI agents, to the best of my knowledge. .

However, there are many arguments in support of this privilege,
and I personally feel it is something that must be retained. O the
other hand, unless we take pasitive steps now to protect this retire-
ment system, we may eventually be forced to change the entire system.

Tror that reason, I will state now that 1 will support the retirement
proposal submitfed by the Departient of Defense because 1 halieve
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it does eliminate the gross discrimination that existed between those
retired prior to June 1, 1958, and those who retired after that date, and
at the same time provides a guarantee to all future retirees that they
will automatically receive a cost-of-living increase whenever the
cumulative cost of living goes over 3 percent. Under the provisions
of this bill, no further legislative action will be necessary. Thus the
rotired serviceman’s dollar purchasing power will be preserved and
guaranteed. .

Stated another way, I have come to the conclusion that a bird in
the hand is worth two in the bush.

Now let me turn to another item in the proposal before us. You
will find this on page 16, under the title “ ubmarine Pay for Mem-
bers Training for Duty on Nuclear-Powered Submarines.”

T recognize the fact that the Navy is having difficulty in obtaining
volunteers for the POLARIS and other nuclear submarine programs.
I do not believe we should pay submarine pay to a recruit who enters
into this program, but I certainly believe that we should continue
submarine pay for those who are already qualified submariners who
are accepted for advanced training for nuclear submarine duty. This
section is probably too broad, as written, but the concept is sound
and I intend to support it.

Likewise, I find myself in accord with section 7 of the bill which
would provide incenfive pay of either $55 a month for an enlisted
man, or $110 for an officer, who is on duty “inside a high- or low-pres-
sure chamber.” Present law already provides incentive pay for those
who are on duty as a “low-pressure-chamber inside observer,” and the
law would be amended to include duty in a low- and high-pressure
chamber, regardless of whether or not the individual is an observer,

_Also, 1 find myself in accord with section 8 of the proposed legisla-
tion which permits an individual to draw two incentive pays. Today
the law restricts an individual to one incentive pay.

Right there, Mr. Blandford, give them an example of two incentive
pays about the paratrooper or one of our dangerous missions.

Mr. Braxprorp. That 1s in the next paragraph.

Mr. Rivers. While there will not be many cases of this nature,
nevertheless I believe that it an individual is qualified and is perform-
ing duties in two incentive pay areas, then there is no reason he should
not draw the two incentive pays. Ihave not seen a cost estimate on
this section, but it will be very small.

Mr. Br.anororp. 1 have a figure of $1,900,000.

Mr. Rivers. For example, we provide paratroopers incentive pay
and we also provide incentive pay for those who handle demolitions.
There are also paratroopers who must be demolition experts—and
when you combine the two together, it is obvious that it becomes an
extremely hazardous occupation. There is no reason why individuals

erforming duties of this nature should not draw two incentive pays.

Noxt we come to section 9 on page 17 of the bill, which repeals the
authority for special pay for sea and foreign duty.

This special pay is applicable only to enlisted personnel and under
this provision of law enlisted personne]l draw amounts ranging from
$8 for an K1 to $99.50 per month for the E-s, 8’s, and 9’s. This
type of pay is intended to provide a small amount of compensation
o the enlisted man who serves at sea, or is stationed overseas. In
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fiscal 1964 it is estimated that this provision of existing law will cost
approximately $1.33 million.

Tho proposed legislation secks to repeal this provision of law and
substitate m its place special pay for duty involving unusual hardship
which will be found on page 18 of the proposed legislation.

I am advised that the liscul estimare for 1964 for duty involving
unusual hardship, if it is implemented, would only involve about $30
million. It is intended to be applicable to officers as well as enlisted
personnel, and it will be in amounts equal to 15 percent or 23 percent
of the basic pay of the member concerned. TUnder the proposal, we are
asked to delegate to the Secretary of Defense the authority to deter-
mine who would he entitled to thisextra pay.

Today any enlisted man who goes to sea, or any enlisted man who
woes overseas, is entitled to sea or foreign duty pay. The substitute
proposed would obviously be applicable to far fewer persons than now
draw sea and foreign dut v pay.

Frankly, T do not believe we should repeal the present law which
provides sea and foreign duty pay for all enlisted personnel.

In the first place, if it is repealed, it will immediately result in many
imdividuals receiving a very small pay inerease after they hava been
led (o behieve they will veceive a fairly substantial pay increase. In
fact. in the case of F-1's, they would have to be protected against a
reduction on a saved-pay basis, and continue to draw sea pay because
fhe increase in their basic pay would not be equivalent to their sea pay.

I rather suspeet that if we were to adopt (he section dealing with
unusual hardship that very few people now at sea would qualify. [
believe that any enlisted man who goes to sea for extended periods of
time is entitled to some extra compensation.

I am very much afraid that if we eliminate sea pay we will seriously
affect the morale of our enlisted personnel in the Navy and Coast
Guard. T think the same reasoning is true in thie case of our enlisted
personnel who are serving overseas.

I would be the first to admit that there are nundoubtedly many in-
dividuals drawing sea and foreign duty pay who are not entitled to
extra compensation. For example. I dont believe that an individual
assigned fo a ship who is living ashore and who spends every evening
home with his family should draw sea pay.

And T find it diflicult to believe that duty in Wieshaden, or Tokyo,
or Paris, or Honolulu, or Naples is difficult duty. Ax a matter of fact,
there are many enlisted personnel who wonld like to Lave more of this
type of duty. But the fact that there are some who are drawing sea
and foreign duty pay where it is probably not justified does net con-
vince me that the entire concept of sea and foreign duty pay should
be eliminated. Therefore, as far as T am concerned, T will not support
the proposed repeal of sea and foreigr duty pay. even though it will
add 133 million (o the cost of the bill.

On page 18, you will find section 10 which repeals the authority for
responsibility pay. This pay has never been implemented by the
Department of Defense. Tt was inserted in the 1938 Pay Act by the
Senate, and the ITouse Committee on Armed Services never con-
sidered the proposal as a commitice. Members of the committee will
remember we accepted it in Congress. It is my understanding that
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the Army and Marine Corps are opposed to the implementation of
this provision of law. As far as I am concerned, if the Department
of Defense wants to repeal the authority since they do not intend to
implement it, then I would have no objection. Ilowever, we should
discuss the pros and cons involved. _

The question of whether or not we should approve section 11, on
page 18, which provides special pay for duty involving unusual hard-
ship will depend upon what we decide to do with sea and foreign duty
pay. I can visualize situations that would fully justify the hardship
special pay recommended in this provision. There are many remote
areas of the world where our officers and enlisted personnel are serv-
ing. Certainly nothing could be more remote than sitting in front
of a radar screen on a mountaintop many miles from civilization.
Certainly no one could quarrel with the unusual hardship of serving
on a destroyer between New Zealand and McMurdo Sound near the
Antaretic. ~Certainly no one can argue that living in the jungles of
South Vietnam is not an unusual hardship. But there are also other
problems involved which are not covered by this proposal—such as
the unusual amount of temporary duty that certain personnel of our
services must perform.

All of you have undoubtedly received correspondence from Air
Foree personnel, in particular, who have had their per diem allowance
eliminated while on temporary duty. I will discuss this matter fur-
‘ther when we come to the family separation allowance provision.

If we retain sea and foreign duty pay, and I believe we should, then
undoubtedly the provision dealing with unusual hardship should be
eliminated. X don’t believe we can justify both. We save $30 million
ahnually by deleting this section.

This leads me then to page 19 and section 12, entitled “Career
TIncentive Payment.”

The concept of this provision is that the services should be allowed
to pay a bonus to certain individuals with critical skills ranging from
$500 to $2,400 when they come up for their first reenlistment.

Today, existing law provides reenlistment bonuses up to a maximum
of $2,000 in the following amounts: On the first reenlistment, an
enlisted man receives a bonus consisting of his monthly pay multiplied
by the number of years for which he reenlists. On his second reen-
listment, he receives two-thirds of his monthly basic pay times the
years for which he reenlists. On his third reenlistment, he receives
one-third of his monthly basic pay times the number of years for
which he reenlists; and in the fourth and subsequent reenlistments,
one-sixth of his monthly basic pay times the number of years for
which he reenlists. But he may not be paid more than the maximum
of $2,000.

You will be interested to learn that in fiscal 1962 the military serv-
ices paid bonuses to 246,000 servicemen involving more than $133
million, or an average of about $500 per man.

The present system of paying reenlistment bonuses would be phased
out under the proposed legislation and in its place we are asked to
substitute a career incentive payment which would amount to one

ayment at the first reenlistment.  Those with the highly cmtlcal skills
Eould receive as much as $2,400, and those with lesser skills as little

as $500.
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The theory behind this concept is that the first reenlistment is the
critical point in determining whether an individual will make 2 career
of the armed services.  A\nd in suppart of this, the Departinent con-
tends that those who have reenlisted onee or more have a reenlistment
rate of approximately 3% percent.

My concern, however, is that by phasing out the present reenlistment
bonus systemn, the career reenlistment rate of 88 percent may hegin to
decline.  Unfortunately, there is no way of knowing whether the
second and subsequent reenlistment rates are affected by the present
reenlistment bonus systeni.

Ifrankly, I do not think we should adopt the earcer incentive system
proposed in the bill before us because I think it might have a very
serious alfeet upon future reenlistments. '

But in addition, I would like to call the subeonauittee’s attention
to the fact that the Depurtment of Defense has never fully imple-
mented the proficiency pay system that was authorized in the 1958
pay act. That year, we authorized three types of proficienzy pay-
ments for enlisted personnel with special skills.  We authorized a P21
rating in the amount of $50 o month; o I’-2 rating in the amount of
$100 o month: and a P-3 rating m the amount of 150 a month. You
will be interested to learn that the maximum amounts paid today are
$30 for P-1's, %60 for P—2's, and the -3} program has never Leen im-
plemented. At present, there are 2,225,000 enlisted personnel on
active duty in our Armed Forees. Of this number, 205,000 enlisted
personnel receive -1 pay, and only 41,000 receive 1>-2 pay.

Before we delegate additional authority to the Seeretary of Defense
or authorize another svstem to encourage the reenlistment of those
with eritical skills, I think it might be wise if the Department im-
plemented the law we gave themn in 1958, For the reasons 1 have
stated, I am opposed to the enactment of the career incentive payment
as suggested in the proposed legislation.

That brings me to page 24, and special pay for those who are subject
to hostile fire.

As you know, the Congress enacted a Combat Duty Pay Act in
1952, but under the terms of that law it is restricied to the geographical
location of Keorea. I might mention, for the benefit of the subcom-
mittee, that the Combat Duty Pay Act of 1952 was never considered
by the Committee on Armmed Services: it wus added as a Senate amend-
ment to a Veterans” Affairs bill and became law,

I recognize that there are many arguments in support of a special
pay Tor individuals who are exposed to enemy fire, but the more T read
this section, the more 1 foresee serious problems of implemenatation. -
Bevond that is the question of whether or not such o provision should
be made retroactive for those who have already been subjected to
hostile fire in such places as South Vietnam, the Congo, and in air-
craft that have been shot down by Communist aircraft or Contmunist
missiles. '

This seetion, if enacted, may also involve us in some very interesting
international complications. 1f we have troops i certain parts of
the world who are supposed to Le there for training purposes, conld
we announce in an appropriation act that they are being paid the
equivalent of combat duty pay?
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Beyond that is the question of the philosophy involved as to whether
or not an individual should be paid extra pay for performing the
duties for which he is basically employed. For these reasons, I am
of the opinion that the section should be deleted from the bill. ~ Since
there is no money in the budget for this provision, I am unable to
proiect a cost savings if we delete this section. ) )

This takes us to section 15 dealing with an increase in basic allow-
ances for subsistence for officers. )

At present, all officers are entitled to a monthly subsistence allow-
ance of $47.88; the proposed bill would increase this amount to $77
per month. The estimated cost of this increase amounts to $120 mil-
lion per year. The $77 figure was arrived at by multiplying the daily
present ration allowance which is granted to enlisted men serving in
an area where Government messing facilities are not available.

I think there is little doubt that without increasing the subsistence
allowance for officers, and particularly the officers in the junior grades,
the overall increases proposed in this bill would not be adequate to
bring about the results that are sought. .

On the other hand, I cannot justify in my own mind an increase in
subsistence allowances for officers without taking some action to in-
crease the $1.03 per day commuted ration now being paid to the
800,000 enlisted personnel who are allowed to draw this allowance,
as well as those few enlisted personnel who draw the $2.57 per day
allowance that is authorized when messing facilities are not avail-
able. I believe, therefore, it would be desirable for us to consider
establishing a statutory commuted ration of $1.25 per day for en-
listed personnel who are permitted to mess separately. This would
add $54 million a year to the cost of the bill. The figure of $1.25
will provide for the increase in the cost of food to the consumer,
and will also represent the savings to the Government reflected in re-
duced logistic support, messing facilities, and food handlers.

I'believe we should also increase the $2.57 per day now authorized for
certain enlisted personnel by 26 percent, or 68 cents a day, which is
approximately the increase 1n the cost of food away from home since
the allowance was last increased in 1952. This would add about $15
million a year to the cost of the bill.

Insofar as oflicers are concerned, I suggest we increase their present
subsistence allowance of $47.88 per month by approximately 6.6 per-
cent—the increase in the actual cost of food since 1952. T suggest
$51 a month, since this figure is divisible by 30 and is easier to
administer. Such an increase will cost $13 million a year.

However, since junior officers and junior warrant officers, in par-
ticular, will be affected by this proposed reduction in the subsistence
allowance, I further suggest that we increase the basic pay scales
of all first and second lieutenants, and all W-1’s and W—2’s by $15
a month; and that we increase all other officer and warrant officer
pay scales by $10 a month.

This will increase the cost of the 'bill approximately $47 million
a_year, but approximately 20 percent of this will be returned to the
Government in income taxes.

To recapitulate my suggestion on subsistence, let me say this:

1. The estimated increase cost of the subsistence allowance for
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officers 1s $120 million annually. This was based on an increase of
%29 a month.

2. No increase in subsistence was recommended for enlisted
personnel.

My proposal would result in the following cost estimates:

I. Lstablish a statutory commuted ration for enlisted personnel
of 51.25 a day over the present rate. This will cost $a4 million a year.

2, Increase the $2.57 now anthorized for enlisted personnel where
messing facilities are not available by about 26 percent, or 6& cents
aday.  This will cost about $15 million a year.

3. Inerease the subsistence allowance for officers about 6.6 pereent
from $47.58 to $51 a month. This Is the increase in the cost of food
since 1932, This will cost about $13 million a year.

. Increase the basic pay scales of all first and second lieutenans,
and all W 1's, and W—2%, by $15 a month, This will cost about
$20,160,000 a year.

5. Inerease the basic pay of all other officers by S0 a month.,  This
will cost 27 million a year.

6. Total cost ol my proposal is $129.160000, as opposed to the
estimated $120 million for the increase in subsistence proposed in
the bill for officers.

7. Part of this cost will be returned to the Government in income
LAXCs.

8. To olfset this, however, future retirement costs will be inereased
as u result of increasing the basic pay scales.

I Tully realize that my suggestion does not give oflicers as much
take-home pay as the amounts reconinended in the Department of
Defense proposal.

Oun the other hand, we cannot justify a substantial increase in sub-
sistence allowances for oflicers, without providing an: inerease for en-
listed personnel in those areas where they are entitled o draw either
a connnuted ration or a ration where messing facilities ace not
available.

In my tentative proposal, 1 have tried to stay within the 8120
million figure that was recommended for the mercase in subsistence
allowances for oflicers.

My suggestion means that officers will veceive from 11 to $16 a
month less in take-home pay than the amount suggested in the De-
partment proposal.  H we restore the entire amount and put it in
the pay scales, we will of course go well beyond the $120-million
increase recommended in the bill for this provision. 1f the sub-
committee decides to provide further mcereases in the basic pay seales
<o that oflicers will receive the increases proposed by the Depastment P
of Delense, then I will support such a change.  This will be up to
the subcommitter.  In taking this action we must remember that
subsistence allowances have the advantage of being nontaxab.e, and
the disadvantage of not being considered a part of pay for vetire-
ment purposes,  On the other hand, increases in basic pay are taxable,
but have the advantage of inereasing retirement pay.

Section 16 of the bill deals with the quarters allowances that are
payable when a husband and wife are both members of the uniformed
services. This is a technical provision which is not applicable to a
substantial number of people. However, it is a correction that ix
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necessary in the law. It will benefit some, and without a savings pro-
vision, would also bring about a reduction in allowances for others.

Briefly, what the section will do is to provide that where a husband
and wife are both members of the uniformed services and they are in
the same area, then the husband may draw a quarters allowance pay-
able to an individual with dependents unless either one voluntarily
occupies Government quarters. Under existing law, each can draw a
single quarters allowance but neither can draw any allowance if there
are single quarters available to each of them on the base. )

Section 17 will be found on page 31, under the heading “Family
separation allowance.”

This section is intended to permit an individual with dependents
who is assigned to an area where his dependents are not permitted to
be with him and there are no Government quarters available to him,
to draw a station allowance which will include an amount equal to the
basic allowance for quarters for a member without dependents. I
can best illustrate the purpose of this section by giving an example.

If a major is assigned to an area outside the United States, where
there are no Government quarters available and his family is pro-
hibited from joining him, he draws the quarters allowances payable
to an officer with dependents. This allowance, however, merely covers
the cost of his houschold in the United States. In determining his
oversea allowance, however, he is only allowed the difference between
the allowances paid to a member without dependents and the allow-
ances paid to a member with dependents. The difference obviously is
insuflicient in many areas to cover the cost of commercial housing
which he must obtain for himself.

On the other hand, the title of the section is somewhat misleading
for I believe that members of the armed services were anticipating
an actual family separation allowance which would provide a sum of
money to the head of the household when his family was separated
from him because they were prohibited from joining the bread-
winner,

Certainly there are many costs that are incurred when a wife is
maintaining a houschold without the assistance of her husband, not
the least of which is fixing a leaky faucet, cutting the grass, shoveling
snow, repairing the roof, fixing broken windows, and the multitude
of other chores that undoubtedly add to household expenses when the
husband is not present to dothe work.

In addition, it will be noted that this section is only applicable to
an individual who is assigned to a permanent duty station. As I
mentioned earlier, there is no provision in the bill which compensates
the individual separated from his home for long periods of time on
temporary duty. In addition, the Department of Defense recently
eliminated the per diem allowances for individuals who are on tem-
porary duty even for long periods of time if they are in an area where
housing and messing facilities are available.

I'have been impressed with the number of reasonable and sensible
complaints that I have received from well-meaning citizens who take
exception to this elimination of per diem allowances. I think there
are times when we are penny wise and pound foolish, and T think
thisis an excellent example. '

Personally, T believe the family separation allowance section in this
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bill, as written, should be modified, aid that we should provide an
? I, 1 . 3 . -

adequate benefit. Certainly we should not limit ourselves to a very

minor part of a very large problem. 1 suggest we amend this section

by adding the following language 1o section 17:

When 2 member of the uniformed services with dependents is assigned to a
temporary duly station for a period in excess of 30 days, his per diem allodance
shall not be less than $1 per day.

Bxcept in time of war or national emergencey hereafier declared by the Con-
gress, when a member of the uniformed services is entiiled o a basic allvyance
for quariers as a member with dependents, under section 403, title 37, United
States Code, as amended, and is assigned to a permanent duty starion where his
dependenets are precluded by competent authority from residing at or near his
permanent duty station, including duty abeard a ship, or when a member with
dependents entitled to a basic allowance for auarters as a member with depend-
cnts, under section 403, title 57, United States Cuode, as amnended, is assigned to
a temporary duly station for a period in excess of 30 days, Le is centitled Lo i
special family separation allowance of one-third of the quarters allowancs pay-
able to 1 member without dependents for his grade, or £30, per month, wlich-
ever i9 greater, in addition to any per diem allowanee to which the member may
otherwise be entitled.

This language will coxt about 230 million a year. and will at least
recognize the rosts involved in long fan:ily separations, 1 realize that
language may have {o be revised, but it will give you the general idea
of my suggestion.

Section 18 deals with the advance movement of dependents, bag-
gage, and household effects,

Today there is authority for sucl action, but only under unusual
and emergency conditions. The propored seetion would broaden this
to take care of other situations in which it is necessavy for individ-
uals to return to the United States before a permanent change of
station set of orders have been issued to the service member,

T'hat brings us to section 19 on page 34, dealing with travel and
transportation allowances which are authorized for travel perfermed
under orders that are cancelled, vevoked, or modified.

I am in full svmpathy with the objectives of his section Zor 1t
would permit an individual to be paid for travel and transportation
costs incurred after he has left his last duty station and has proceeded
toward his new duty station, and then new orders are issued can-
celling the original orders.

TTowever, [ would call the attention of the subeommittee to the fact
that this provision is retroactive. It is the only provision in the
bill which is retroactive and T do not helieve it would be wise for
us to consider in this bill any provision which is retroactive. 1
believe this section should stand or fall on its own merits and that
it should be considered as a separate legislative item.  For that reason,
1 am of the opinion that it shonld be deleted from the bill.

Section 20 of the bill deals with uniform allowances for oflicers
of the regular components.  As yvou know, Reserve oflivers now re-
cieve a uniform allowanee of %200 upon entering on active duty.

Under this suggested provision, all oflicers, Reserves and Regrulars
alike, who hereafter enter on active duty will be authorized a uni-
form allowance of $250. o o .

Frankly, T do not believe we can justify giving a uniform allow-
ance to Regular oflicers,  This is their -areer and they have tenure of
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office. This is not true of reservists. While T recognize that regular
officers of the Public Iealth Service reccive this benefit, I do not
believe we can properly extend this benefit to all Regular oflicers.

This brings us to page 87 and readjustment pay for enlisted mem-
bers who are involuntarily released from active duty.

This, of course, involves the question of quality control. We have
readjustment pay today for reservists and for Regular officers, and
this section seeks to extend readjustment pay to regular enlisted
personnel who are released from active duty involuntarily or not
accepted for an additional tour of duty after serving 5 or more years.
of continuous active duty. o

This, in effect, is an extension of an existing benefit to enlisted
personnel of the regular services. Tt would entitle a regular en-
listed man to as much as 2 years of basic pay if he is not reenlisted.
This section must be carefully analyzed by the subcommittee, be-
cause there are arguments both for and against the proposal.

Parenthetically, I handled the Reserve incentive—I mean separa-~
tion bill now on the statute books, and we wanted to pay them when
they got out. This reverses the whole philosophy. We simply want
to keep the enlisted men, yet we give them a bonus to get rid of
them. So I wuant the subcommittee to look at this thing pretty
closely.

Finally, we come to page 39 and the effective date proposed, Oc-
tober 1, 1963.

Last year I was impressed with the need for an increase in quarters
allowances because allowances had not been increased for 10 years.
They finally went into effect, however, on January 1 of this year.

I believe we are all convinced that a pay increase is fully justified
for members of the uniformed services. But T know of no provision
in this bill which has created more dissatisfaction among service
personnel than the proposed effective date of October 1, 1963.  Al-
ready individuals have delayed requests for retirement; others who
are to be retired involuntarily in the months ahead are complaining,
with considerable justifieation, that they are being denied a pay
increase which will not be reflected in their retirement pay because
of the proposed effective date. And finally, there are those who argue
that if a pay increase is justifiable, it is Justified now.

I find myself in complete accord with these arguments. For that
reason I am of the opinion that the effective date should be the
first day of the first month following the month in which it is en-
acted ; and in addition to that, I believe we should insert a provision
in this proposed legislation to the effect that any individual who
retires during calendar year 1963 will be able to compute his or
her retirement pay under the new pay scales when they go into
effect. This will stop some Reserve officers who will soon be invol-
untarily retired, from enlisting in the Army or Air Force and then
applying for retirement. after the cffective date of the act. It will
also stop many individuals from turning in to hospitals to wait
out the effective date of the act. IF inally, it will eliminate pressures
on the services to retain individuals on active duty until the new
law goes into effect.
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Frankly, it will eliminate many things I can’t now conceive of.
So lets put them all under the sanie tent and get it over with,

Now. members of the subcommittee, T have given vou my candid
observations and recomnendations on the proposed legislation and 1
hope they will be helpful o you. Yau also have hefore you a com-
mittee print which analyzes present lave, proposed Taw and provides
connnents concerning the various changes.

Before 1 conclude I would like to say this: perhaps we may have
io defer (o the executive branch of the Government when 1t cones to
a question of missile thrust. weapons production. or awartding or can-
coling contracts, but in the area of pay and benefits for the armed serv-
ices, I am confident that we need not defer to anyone. The Conztitu-
tion savs we shall raise and support armies and provide fora navy,
and we alone have this responsibility.

We appreciate all of the recomumendations that are before ns, but
we also have some highly qualified expertz of var own right here n
this committee. 1 believe that collectively we have more knowledge in
the area of pay and benelits than any comparable group in the execu-
tive braneh of Government, and T believe we should now proceed to
demonstrate that competence.

That is my short, concise stutement,

| Langhter.]

Ale. ITaroy. M Chaivan, may T be permitted to compliment you
on the comprehensive nature o yonr statement and on your vomelu-
slons,

Mre. Tuvers, Thank vou.sir.

Mr. Iarov. I hope you will permit one other question. T trust
the chairman. who has expressed himself rather positively on some
provisions of the proposed bill. reserves the right to change his mind
after he hears (he testimony ?

Mr, Rivers, Well, I have already said that.

"Those of vou who don’t know the subeommittee have a lot to learn,
and a surprise ahead. 'This subcommittee Tinx o mind of its owr,

We are complimented this morning having our dist ingnizhed ehair-
man here, That denonstrates his intense interest in this area.

TWe have had nmmerous and many meetings with the chairman, M.
Blandford and I, and he has gone over this bill many times, and s
presence here this morning demonstrates to all of vou his determina-
{ion that a fair and equitable bill be fortheoming from thix session ol .
the Congress.

Mr. Chairman., would vou like to say something?

Chairman Vixsox. Mro Chairnan, Towant 1o joia Mr Hardy
complimenting you on this very fine analvtical statement. [ 1ok -
it lavs before the committee the facts nosuch a manner that vou can
get right down to the controversy. o

I compliment you on your splendid analvsisof i,

Afr. Rivers, Thank von very murh, Mr. Chairman We e very
appreciative and grateful for your appearanve.
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Now, we will hear from the Honorable Norman 8. Paul, Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Manpower. o
Mzr. Paul, we will be very pleased to hear from you at this time.

STATEMENT OF HON. NORMAN S. PAUL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
O0F DEFENSE FOR MANPOWER

Mr. Paorn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to emphasize, if I may, that the statement I am about to
read is a statement of the Secretary of Defense, and to express his
regrets that he could not be with the subcommittee this morning. e
is tied down with the German Defense Minister at the moment, and,
as you all know, or many of you know, has just completed some 60
hours of testimony before committees of the Congress.

So, if T may, Mr. Chairman, I would like to read this statement,
then submit myself to questions.

Mz, Rivers. Goright ahead, sir.

Mr. Pavur. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee :

I welcome the opportunity to submit this statement in support of the proposed
Uniformed Services Pay Act of 1963, which was submitted to the Congress by
the Department of Defense on behalf of all the uniformed services. We are
prepared to explain the bill in whatever detail the committee may desire. In
this statement, however, I will limit my remarks to a discussion of the background
and major objectives of ILR. 3006, which I hope will receive your favorable
consideration.

BACKGROUND AND MAJgor OBIECTIVES

The proposed adjustments in compensation for members of the uniformed
services are based upon a comprehensive staff study of military compensation
undertaken during the past year by the Department of Defense at the direction
of the President.

I might add, Mr. Chairman, this study took 10 months of very
concentrated work by a number of individuals.

The bill now before you for consideration implements the President’s recom-
mendations concerning needed adjustinents in compensation for service mem-
bers contained in his budget message to the Congress for the fiscal year 1964.
In his message, the President stuted :

In this era of increasingly complex weapons and military systems, a large part
of the effectiveness of our defense establishment depends on the retention of
well-trained and devoted personnel in the armed services. General military
pay was last increased 4% years ago. Since then, higher wages and salaries in
private industry have provided strong inducement for highly trained military
personnel to leave the scrvice for better paying jobs in civilian life. To help
meet this serious problem, and in fairness to the dedicated personnel in our
Armed Forees I will shortly submit to the Congress specific recommendations for
increases in military compensation rates effective October 1, 1963.”

Since the primary function of the military pay system is to attract and retain
sufficient qualified personnel to sustain our military forces at required levels
of effectiveness, the first phase of the Defense study of military compensation
involved an exhaustive analysis of the current and prospective manning situ-
ation in the Armed Torces. IFollowing the manning analysis, the compensation
system itself was examined to determine if changes were necessary to improve
the system, and the compensation adjustments which should be made for mem-
bers in the different pay grades. Accordingly, in evaluating the merits of LR,
3006, it may be helpful to consider the manpower situation in the Armed Forces
today, and the retention problems which prineipally determined the pattern of
the pay increases which we are proposing in this bill.
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e MANPOWER SITUATION IN THE ARMED FPORCES
EXLISTED FERSOXNEL
Procurcment

The Armed Forees, with an enlisted strength of approximutely 2.4 millicen, are
required to replace almost one-half million enlistesl members annually, or ap-
proximutely one-fifth of the total enlisted force. All the armed services, except
the Army,. are meeting their enlisted manpower needs through voluntiary enlist-
ments. The Army continnes to obluin a part of its requircmett for new recruits
Trom induetions.

Voluntary enlistoients middoubtedly retlect @1 sincere motivation on the part of
onr young people to serve their country. There is litlle doubt, however, that
the existence of the draft has been a most important fartor in this picture,
Beciause the acl exists, the majority of young men assume that they will be
required to serve in the Armed Forees at some time afler reaching the age of
I8 vears.,

Retention

While the Armed Forees have been quite successful in obtaining the required
number of men for enlisted serviee, they have had far less suecess in retaining -
them hevond the first eplistient or induction perlod. The reenlistmens rates
for Jirst-term {first termers are these who have served an initial active duiy
tour as & Reguluri Regulars are shownin chart 1.

There are @ umnber of reasons for this, but two reasous stand oul above all
others.  IMirst and probably roremost, is that a large number of men corae into
the military service with no intention of muking it a career. The secoud reason
is (hat the pay and other tangible incentives which the Armed Forees can
offer linve not kept pace with those of private industry and civilian government
cmployment, and in fucl are insufficient to induee Inrge numbers Lo continue in the
nilitary service as i career.

(Chart 1is as Tollows )

Criant 1—Reenlistment rates for firat-lerm regulars, ty major vecupational
groups, fiscal year 1937 tu fiscal year 1962

Aujor occupational group ; jit.n 195% 183y 1060 1861 3 1062

Al OCCUPBLIODS . cacnmimnamem i eem e | pS Brie 5.6 )

Giround combat. 9.9, 2.3

Flectronies .. - 0.6 1 2485,

Other weehnieal. . . .- HE, W2

Adininistrative clerical - KR4 ; 5.0

Afechanics and repatrinen . - 50 2 2

Crafts .. e 6.3 | 27

RervieeS oo - 4140 3h

AMiscellancous_ . w8 244

Sinee 1937 the overall reenlistment rate of first-term regnlars has Huctoated -

aronnd 25 per cent. However, (he rates vary ronsiderahly by career field anid
military specialty. The lowest rates are in cleetronics and ather teehnieal career
fioldls which are in greatest demund by industry.

Mr. Chairman, 1 would like to say at this point, that the chart on .
pago + shows a fairly consistent reenlistment rate for first-term reg-
wars. Although these are actualy figures, T would like to call the
committees atlention to the fact that there is quite a -ariation within
each of these categories that I have indicated,

Also, 1 would like to emphusize to the committee, as T believe T do
in my statcinent, that the retention rates we desire in certain of these
-ategories are quite different than they are in others. I will point
that out later ou inmy statemant
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Overall retention rates are uscful as indieators of trends, but in the final
analysis it is the number of men retained by skill groups which is important.

The military services have determined the desired percentage of careerists
(regular enlisted men serving on a second or subsequent enlistment) for each
skill grouping which is identified as the “desired career ratio.” A desired
carecr ratio of 65 percent in a particular skill would mean that 65 percent of
all men in that career field should be carecrists : 35 percent first-termers.

As a general rule the higher the training costs, and the more complicated the
skill, the more desirable it is for the carecr ratio to be stabilized at a high level.
Rapid turnover of highly trained personnel boosts training costs and lowers the
operational cffectivencss of the force. In fields where the training period is
short and training costs low there are certain advantages in replacing a large
proportion of enlisted members very carly in their careers. This minimizes
future compensation and retirement costs without reducing combat effectiveness.

Ifor example, in the services category, a desired reenlistment rate
there or career rate would be 25 percent. In other skills, such as
electronics, it is much closer to 50 percent, or higher.

The critical importance of our training and rctention problem can be illustrated
by the following figures: First, the total cost of technical training in the Depart-
ment of Defense is nearly $1 billion per year. Nearly onec-half of this cost is
associated with the training of electronic technicians, because of the longer train-
ing periods and the high cost of the training equipment. Our studies indicate
that the average cost of initial training for the clectronics specialist is approxi-
mately $4,500, as compared to only $2,000 per man in administrative and clerical
skills.

IFor this reason the military services all recognize that there is a need for a
relatively high proportion of careerists in the most technical enlisted skills,
with desired ratios averaging about 60 percent. Actual career manning in these
skills, however, at present averages only about 40 percent for the Department
of Defense as a whole.

The situation I have described is, of course, an average picture which varies
considerably by scrvice and by individual specialty. The cause of the low tech-
nician carcer ratios lies, of course, in the low first-term rcenlistment rates in
these skillg,

The reenlistment rate of individuals completing their sccond or subsequent
enlistments is quite satisfactory, averaging almost 90 percent. Undoubtedly
the military retirement system is of paramount importance in the reenlistment
decision of most individuals who have completed their second enlistment. 'This
generally occurs at about the 8- to 10-year point. Relatively few men feel they
can give up 8 or more years of service toward future retirement even if offered
substantially more salary in a civilian occupation. Under the military retire-
ment system, a member receives nothing in retirement benefits if he leaves the
service before completing at least 20 years of active service except, of course,
in the case of a member retired for physical disability.

In summary, there is abundant evidence that the critical retention problem
in all the services is associated with retaining individuals in most of the tech-
nical occupations upon completion of their initial term of service.

OFFICER PERSONNEL

General
The experience composition of the officer corps ig characterized by two peaks
and an intervening valley. The largest numbers are in the 2 through 3
years of service group and the 19- through 21-year group. 'The valley is the
result of inadequate retention during the past 15 years and small annual input
of new officers following World War II. The 1- through 3-year peak highlights
the turnover of personnel upon completion of their obligated service; the 19-
to 21-year peak is the World War II officer “hunp” as shown on chart 2, following.
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CHART 2—DOD officer distribution by years of service.
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The implications of this “expericnce” distribution are of vilul importance to
the Armed Forces. The Armed Forees have been able Lo live with the shortages
in the 5 to 17 years of service group by assigning afficers frome World War 11
to positions which normally would be filled by officers with less service and
experience, and by assigning junior otficers from the 1- to 4-year group to po-
~itions normally requiring more service and cxperience. This, of course, has
not been entirely satisfactory. Whatever other att ributes a junior officer may
Lring to his tasks, he cannot bring experience.

Although the services have benefited [rom the extraordinary experience level
created by the World War 1L hump, it has created certain undesirable situa-
fions. For example. it has limited the number of new officers that could be
brought into the services. It has affected the normal rate of promotion by slow-
ing promotions for those officers immediately L.ehind the hump and by accelera-
ting promotions for ihose officers immediately ahead of the hump. In cther
words, it has generally disrupted normal career progression patterns.

The shortages in the middle management group depict a situation unique to
the military services. Unlike private eaterprise which, when faced with a
similar situation, can hire men of the necessary experlence to fill the volds, it
ix necessary for the military services to bring aboard young inexperienced oflicers
and hope to retain them.

f’rocurcment

From a variety of sources, the services have obtained cach year as many junior
officors as force limitations would allow. While the desire to serve their couniry
undoubtedly plays u part in attracting new oficers into the service, in a large
part it must be assumed that the existence of the draft has been responsible in
<ubstantial part for this success, | %
Retention

Officer retention rates have varied among the services and among the procure-
ment sources. As a group, service academy graduates are the most likely to

remngin in service: approximately 85 percent have remained beyond their obli-
wited service perisd.  Army and Air Foree officers commissioned from officer

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0



L

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : ClAsRDP66B00403R000400280006-0

candidate school (OCS) have a retention factor of about 75 percent. Retention
of Air Force aviation cadet graduates since 1957 has ranged between 65 and 90
percent,

: The reasons for the high retention rates among officers commissioned from
these three sources are understandable. Graduates of the service academies are
among the most highly motivated and career intentioned of all officers; their
environment, associations, and experiences at the academies have brought them
to this desirable state by well-planned steps. For the OCS graduate, the change
from enlisted to officer status is a powerful career motivation. The aviation
cadet program, by obligating its graduates to § years of service, tends to attract
career-oriented volunters. Also their flight status entitles thein to extra pay
which undoubtedly enhances their career interest. ITowever, these three sources
together have been contributing annually only about 10 percent of the new
officers required. The remainder enter through sources with much poorer
retention experience.

The retention rate of ROTC graduates, which is a major source of officer
personnel, is a disappointing 33 percent. The Navy oflicer candidate school,
which provides about one-third of the officers annually commissioned by the
Navy, has had a consistenily low retention rate of ahout 12 percent. Officers
commissioned from the latter program serve an obligated tour of 8 years—then
most of them return to civilian life. The major procurcment sources for naval
flying officers arc the aviation cadet and aviation officer candidate programs:
these sources have had, with the exception of Naval Academy graduates, the
highest Navy retention rates, 45 percent and 30 percent, respectively.

The services’ inability to induce more officers to remain beyond their obligated
period of service dircctly affects the quality of the middle-management group,
and increases training costs. In order for the services to put into the career
force annually at the 4-, 5-, and 6-year points, the 11,000 to 13,000 officers they
require, they have had to accept from 95 percent to 98 percent of the oflicers
who apply for indefinite carcer status. Obviously, from a quality standpoint
alone, the military services would welcome an opportunity to be more selective.
In addition, beter retention and selection is desired from a cost standpoint.
Each officer represents an appreciable investment in precommission and train-
ing costs. When officers leave after serving the minimum tour of duty these
costs must be repeated with the procurement and training of replacements.

ADJUSTMENT OF MAJOR MLEMENTS OF MILITARY COMPENSATION

The military compensation system consists of several items that are received
by all members, and other items that arve available only under special circum-
stances. Examples of the first are basic pay, guarters, and subsistence:
examples of the second are flying pay and oversea pay. Itisa radically different
system from that which generally applies to civilians, where a single amount,
called a wage or salary, is paid. Some of the items received by military per-
sonnel are in cash, others are furnished directly to the member or his depen-
dents, in kind. .

To facilitate discussion, I will use the term “regular compensation” of mili-
tary personnel to include basic pay, quarters, subsistence, and the value of the
FFederal income tax exemption on quarters and stubsistence, whether in cash
or in kind.

Thisis what they all get.

While this is not wholly equivalent to the wage or salary of a civilian it is
very largely so. Accordingly, I will discuss the existing system and the pro-
posed changes in suceh terms.
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Chart 3 shows the relative proporiion of each of these clements for two oJicer
and two enlisted pay grades.  In general, as you will wee, the higher the grade,
the larger basic pay bulks as a proportion of regular compensation.

(Chart 3 follows 1)
(‘1taRt 3

COMPONENTS OF REGULAR COMPENSATION - BALED ON PROPOSED RATES
(SELECTED GRADES)

Tan Advantoge 8.1 %

&
24
Botlc Pay 73.6% ) Quorten
/2
f /!
COLOMEL IND LIEUTENANT
Tax Advaniage 6.1%

Subsistence 6.1%
Basic Pay 62.8% -
»
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The proposed adjustments to each of the clements of compensation were
developed in the context of their effect on regular compensation.

The proposed alterations in regular compensation which would be effected
by ILR. 8006 were developed separately for officers and enlisted personnel.

I will discuss the basis for the adjustments, the resultant change in regular
compensation, and the estimated dollar impact of the proposed changes on the
DOD budget.

(A) OFFICER PERSONNEL

For officers, the largest percentage increases in regular compensation which
would be provided by IL.R. 3006 are in the first lieutenant and captain grades.
The percentage increase becomes progressively lower with each higher grade.
I believe that this pattern of increase will be most effective in meeting the
Junior officer retention problem which I discussed earlier.

Between 1952 and 1955 the median earnings of full-time employed professional,
technical, and kindred workers, a group genecrally comparable to officer per-
sonnel, increaged about 9 percent. The Career Incentive Act of 1955 increased
the regular compensation of officer personnel by about 7.6 percent on the aver-
age, with the largest increases given to the higher grades.

Between 1955 and 1958 thie median earnings of professional, technical, and
kindred workers increased by 20 percent. The Military Pay Act of 1958 in-
creased the total pay of officers to an average of 8.6 percent, and again most
of the larger increases went to the higher grades; second lieutenants received
very little increase, first lieutenants received a 4.7-percent increase, and the
higher grades received increasingly higher percentage increases up to 21.9
percent for two-star officers. The 1958 pay adjustment was designed to reliava
salary “compression” and to increase junior officer retention by improving the
long-term attractiveness of a military career. The percentage increase in regu-
lar compensation in 1955 and 1958 is shown on table 1.

Table 1
Grade 1955 1958 ‘ { Grado ’ 1955 ) 1958
General .____...___ 215 128.0 || Licutenant colonel 7.5 14.9
Liecutenant geners, 14.1 22.2 j 8.2 9.5
Major general. . 5.8 21.9 8.8 7.4
Brigadier general . __ 6.3 21.2 8.9 4.7
Colonel.. ... .22 8.1 16.2 || 2d lleutenant. _ 2.4 .7

I Includes C/8.

While it is impossible to say what might have happened to junior officer reten-
tion in the absence of the 1958 pay adjustment, there has been little change in
the numbers of officers retained since that time. About 12,000 officers a year
have remained beyond a first tour of duty, and that is a number insufficient to
allow the services appreciable selectivity.

Between 1958 and 1962, the median earnings of professional technical and
kindred workers increased by 15 percent.

In order to determine the probable effect of pay increases on the career moti-
vation of junior officers, an extensive series of surveys was conducted. While
these surveys are not reliable predictors of future retention they do provide
a guide to the level of increase which is likely to have a significant impact. The
surveys indicate that an increase of between $100 and $200 a month would sub-
stantially raise junior officer carcer intentions. ITigher increascs indicate only
marginal improvements.

Development of recommended changes in the individual elements of regular
compensation proceeded from a prior determination on the appropriate overall
level of compensation for each pay grade. The proposed basic pay scales were
developed after taking into account each of the other elements of compensation :
the increase in the BAQ, which the Congress granted last year and became effec-
tive on January 1, and the proposed increase (from $47.88 to $77 a month) in
the subsistence allowance provided by section 15 of the bill.

Illustrative examples of the present regular compensation for commissioned
officers and the compensation which would be provided by H.R. 3006 are shown
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in attachment 1, at the end of this statement. Foroa general with 30 years
serviee, the proposed inereases amount taa total inerease of 6.6 pereent in regular
compen=ation. For a captain (0 5 with 8 years of service in the exemple
<own, a total increase in regular comprensation of 1744 percent would b pro-
vided by tlis bill.

Iniring the past yealr Congress provided an increase in the basie allovance
Tfor quarters for members of the uniformed services. This inerease foak »fTect
on Jaunary 1. 1965, Ax this inerease js now i effeet, it hax been included in the
spresent compensation” in the examples we have shown.

NLISTED PLESOMNNEL

Almost 5 vears have clapsed =inee the last military pay adiustment. 1o the
interim some erosion has taken plice in the real value of the compensiation of’
these members and substantial loss relative to the wage and silary gains of
workers in the civilian cconomy, 3

As in the case of thie officer compensation review, changes in the
wages ol comparable groups sinee 1502 were examined i the process
of determining an appropriate inerease i colpensation for enhsted -
personnel.  Between 1932 and 1955 the wage merease: for Army-A\ir
Foree blue collar workers amounted to 11 pereent s the Career Tneen
tive Act of 1955 provided an average mrrease i regular compensation
of about 11 percent to those in grades E- Fand above. The pay nieas
ure, although applied selectively as among pay erudes, was aimed
at increasingly extremely low retention aeross the board.

Between 1055 and 1938 blue-collar wages roxe 175 pereent: the Military Pay
Act of 1938 increased enlisted regular compensation in K1 and above by T per-
cent. By 1935 overnll retention had become aenerally adequate. The problem
had become selective: that is to say, the serviees were unable to retain adogite
mumibers of enlisted personnel in many technieal ocenpations. By June of 1962,

Armyv-Air Foree wage boarsd bluc-collar wage ritles had incereased by 18 pereent
over the level prevailing at the time of te 1958 pay adjustment,

Tllustrative examples of the present regular compensation for enlisted members
and the compensation which would be provided by 11.IL 2006 are <shown in attach-
ment 2. also at the end of the statement. By referenee to the examples <hown
it can he seen that Tor an F-6 with 14 years of service, the proposed 12.5-pereent
inerease in basie puy amounts Lo T.X-percent inerease in rogular compensation,

For an I5—4 with 7 years of service the 17.6-peseent inerease i aasie Ay anounts
to 8.9-percent increase in regular compensation,

The largest increases hive beon provided Tor endisted members in pay rdes
BT, T=%, and E-9 at the 26-years-of-service point.  Uder ihe present pay scile,
enlisted members in pay grades -5 amd B9 reeeive onty one longevily increase
of £10 a month hetween 20 and 30 years of serviee.  No loug vily increases are
provided in the present seile Tor an 1 T hetween 20- aid B0-year service points,

1118, 3006 would correct these deticiencies by providiug suhstantial inereases for

all three senior enlisted grades at the 22- and 26-vear service poings, At the 26- -
vear point, the amount of the inerease provided ix 8120 for pay erades 10 S and
120, and §100 for pay grade E 7. These increases are desigued to provide an
incentive for longer careers of hizghly qualied, expericiiced members to neet
service requirements.

Somewhat (he same philosophy that applied in 1958 when the eon:-
pression was relieved in the ollicer pay rates.

The proposed changes in compensation for the lower enlisted grades are based
upon different considerations thin (hose applicable to the higher grades. Ty
judgment, the level of pay is not 1 signifiennt factor in the reernitment of the en-
listed personnel needed for military duly. A sizable inerease in pay seales at ile
point of entry into service w-mld have little effect in attracting more petsoniel
or in improving the quality of initial input.

Under the proposed puy scales the rate of pay for members in pay grade E-1
with less than 2 years of service is $85 a month. In order o provide an ade-
quate pay diferential between the three lowest pay grades, the rates praposcd
for members in grades E-2 and F-3 iwith less than 2 yvears of service) sre |05
and 8115, vespectively.
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INACTIVE DUTY DRILL PAY

Under existing law (section 206, title 87, United States Code), a member of
the National Guard or a member of a Reserve component of a uniformed service
performing inactive duty training is entitled to compensation for each regular
period of instruction of at least 2 hours’ duration at the rate of 1 day’s pay (i.e.,
one-thirtieth of the monthly basic pay) for a member of corresponding grade on
full time active duty.

ILR. 3006 provides for an increase in the present rates of drill pay for non-
obligated members of the Reserve components. This is considered necessary
to cnhance the ability of the Reserve Forces to retain members beyond the
obligated service period.

The proposed legislation provides that & member of the National Guard or of
a Rescrve component of a uniformed service who has not completed the obli-
gated period of Reserve component service imposed by law would confinue to
receive drill pay based on the present rates of basic pay. At the same time, this
change provides for appropriate recognition due those members who voluntarily
have assumed an additional period of service after having completed that obli-
gated period of service imposed by law.

No change would be made by ILR. 3006 in existing provisions of law governing
rates of pay for a member of the National Guard or a member of a Reserve
component of a uniformed service when on active duty. All such members when
on active duty for any purpose, including active duty for training, irrespective
of whether they are serving an obligated period of service or not, would receive
the same rates of basic pay as members of the Active Forces.

The estimated DOD cost of providing higher rates of inactive duty drill pay
for members who have completed the obligated period of service imposed by law
is $27 million for fiscal year 1964 with an effective date of October 1, 1963.

Mr. Braxprown. May I interrupt at that point, Mr. Secretary. It
also contemplates a savings of $38 million by not paying that much to
the obligated reservist on inactive duty training; is that not correct ?

Mr. Paor. Ibelicve that is an annual savings, yes.

Mr. Braxororn, Thank you.

Mr. Paur. Mr. Chairman, if T could go to two major changes in our
special pays:

TWO MAJOR CILANGES IN SPECIAL PAYS

II.R. 3006 would also effect two other major changes in the present coimpen-
sation system for members of the uniformed services. 'The first of these changes
would provide for a new system of career incentive payments to replace over -a
period of time the present reenlistment bonus system. The sccond change would
repeal existing provisions for sea and foreign duty pay and provide instead a
new special pay for duties involving unusual bardship.

Career incentive payments

The current reenlistment bonus is not well designed for the retention problem
described earlier in my statement. It is paid to all individuals who reenlist,
regardless of skill, and the $2,000 ceiling is received over several reenlistment
periods. Consequently, its value as an inducement for initial reenlistment is
minimized. At subscquent reenlistment points, other aspects of the compensa-
tion system become more important, such as basic pay advances realized with
promotions, and the acecumulated cquity in retirement.

To replace the present reenlistment bonus entitlement ILR. 3006 would provide
for a system of variable payments keyed to eritical skills and applicable to all
future first reenlistments. Designated “Carecr Incentive P’ayments,” the new
entitlement would provide variable payments up to a maximum amount of $2,400
to individual’s recnlisting for the first time in the most critical areas. A mini-
mum sum of $500 would be paid to all members reenlisting for the first time,
irrespective of their skill criticality, provided the period of prior service and the
period of reenlistment totaled at least 6 years. '

Men reenlisting for the first time in a noncritical skill and who later retrain
into a eritical skill would be entitled to receive the higher payment, less the
amount of the payment received at the time of first reenlistment. This feature
will provide a nceded incentive for voluntary retraining into more critical and
arduous occupations in short supply.
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Members on active duty on the effeetive date of H.H. 3006 who are serving on
i first or subsequent reentistnient would have che option of ren.aining undder the
present reenlistment honus systent.

No ineremental expenditure wounkd e required for implementation of the
caveer incentive payment systenr, It would he phased in with the fumds now
allocated to the reenlistinent bonus,

Npeeial pay for daty involving un pusual hardahij
Under 11.R. 3006, additional eompengation in the form of sypxecial pay at rates
of 15 pereent and 25 pereent of basic pay wonld be authorized for members of
{he uniformed services while on duty at specifed lociations or stations, incl 1ding
seit duty.  Councurrently, the bill would repes] existing provisions for sea and
foreign duty pay for enlisted members,
Under existing law, extra pay is not authorized for commissioned or warrant
officers assigned (o oversen stations or sea duty, irrespective of Joention or degree
of “hardship” involved. Fnlisted members are aunthorized extra pay for “sea [ S
and foreign duty™ ranging from 35 to %2250 per month, as the chairman stated
in his earlier <tatement.
The legisiative hisfory of this provision, however, hutkes lear that ic was
neither intended nor designed as a selective extra pay for duly at locations of 2
anusual hardship.  Consequently, the seale i the same irresypective of lovation
outside 1he vontinental United States,
We bielieve that from the standpoint of achieving maximum henefit from per-
somnel dollar expemclitures, extra pay for duty at specified remote and isolated
lorations {inclwling some sea duty) would be more effeetive than the present
sy<tem of sen amd foreign duty pay.
The following conditions woeuld govern the entitlement to extra pay for duty
involving unusual hardships.
{17 Enlisted members and officers would be eligible on the same basis.
(2) Only two rates of special pay would be authorized. This would reduce as
much as possible (he problems inherent in altempting to effect subtle gradations
in hardship.
¢t The amount of extra pay authorized for all grades would be 15 or 23
pereent of basie pay, depending upon fhe “hapdship” classification given to the
particular station or locality.
Provision of such extra pay as a percentage of basic pay rather than a flat
<um would be in accordance with prevailing law and practice elsewhere in the
Kederal Government.
The proposed rates of 15 amd 254 pereent are based on judgmental factors
in part, and in part npon consideration of the range (10 25 percent: now
authorized for Koreign Service and civil service employees, Consequently, 15
pereent of basic pay is considered tlie minimum amount necessary to achiceve the
intended purpese.  The rate of 25 percent of hasic pay would be authorized only
for those stations or lecations, including speeified sea duty. which invaolve a
high degree of hardship. For planning purposes, it has been assumed that un-
n=ual hardship pay would be paid to about 60000 members at an average nnual
individual cost of £300, or a total DOD cost of approximately ¥ 2277 million in
fiscal year 1964
In summary. the basis for the recommendation that a system of remoze and -
isolated duly pay be authorized, and the authority for sea and foreign duty pay
be ropealed, is that the purpose of both pays is the same; that is, morale. It
would recognize, however, that from an cquitable standpoint this extra pay
should be provided on a selective basis with due regard given to ithe widely
varving conditions under which our personnel serve outside the continental
litnits of {the United States.

ARJUSTMENT OF HETIREMENT PAY

Kew issues in military compensation are as complex or as difficult as those
affecting retired members of the military services and their ret rement or retainer
pay. The cuomplexity stems in major parl from the host of retirement laws en-
acted over past decades and the differing formulas preseribed in law for 2ompu-
tation of retirement pay for different categories of personnel.

ILIL. 3000 contains two major provisions affecting present and future retire-
ment pay for members of the uniformed services. The first provision weould, in

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0



Approved For Release 2005/04/21 :ﬁlﬁ-RDPGGBOO403R000400280006-0

general, repeal existing provisions of law which authorig‘e recomputation of re-
tirement pay or retainer pay whenever the rates of basic pay for Ipembers on.
active duty are changed. A new gystem would be provided for adJu'stment of
retirement pay in the future, based on increases in the Consumer Price Index.
The second provision deals with the problem of what adjustments should be ma:de
in the retirement pay or retainer pay of members already retired, so as to proylde
a fair and equitable basc for transition to the proposed new system of retired
pay adjustment for all members in the future.

I will discuss each of these provisions in turn.

Until the Military Pay Act of 1958, adjustinent of retired pay was linked to
changes in rates of basic pay for the Active I'orce. The system of adjustment,
referred to as “recomputation,” involved adjusting the pay of retired military
persennel on the basis of the active duty basic pay rafes. ‘Whencver the latter
were changed retired nembers had their retirement pay recomputed.

Apart from historical precedent, recomputation has certain advantages. Since
retivement pay is based on active duty, disparitics in rates of retirement pay
between members of the same grade and length of service were avoided. More-
over, a member retired either involuntarily or voluntarily, whether for age,
physical disability, or length of service had no reason to seek a delay in his
retirement. Ile knew that his retirement or his retainer pay would be the
same whether he retired before or after a pending pay increase. Under recompu-
tation the retirement date as such was not crucial since the level of retirement
pay always bore the same relationship to active duty basic pay.

On the other hand, some inequities are entailed in the recomputation system.
The major one of these revolves around the issue of preserving the real value
of the retirement annuity. Under recomputation, changes in retirement pay grew
out of changes in the management needs of the active duty force, and these are
not always consistent with preserving the value of retirement pay. For example,
some grades have received a very limited increase since 1952 while other grades
have received a relatively substantial increase. Such selective increases are
likely to be the basis for future changes in rates of basic pay; they are likely
to be designed exclusively to meet the needs of the active duty force. And we
believe strongly they should be designed to meet those needs. It would be inevita-
ble for some groups on the retired lists to suffer recal income erosion if strict
adherence to recomputation were practiced.

But the most important drawback of recomputation, Mr. Chairman, involves
the inevitable constraint which it places on the management of the compensation
of the active duty force, which must remain of paramount concern.

‘When the number of retirees was modest relative to the number of men in
the active duty establishment, the retirement cost impact of increasing active
duty pay was minimal. In 1954 there were 5.8 men on the retired rolls for each
100 men on active duty.

Ilowever, as the retired rolls increased with the pending retirement of large
numbers of men who entered military service during World War II, the impact
of recomputation would grow proportionately. Currently, there are 12 men on
the retired rolls for each 100 in the active duty foree; by 1970, assuming our
active duty force remains at the current level, 25 will remain in retirement for
each 100 men on active duty.

By then, if a recomputation system were in force, the cost impact of changes
in the active duty rates on retirement cost could have a profound and negative
impact on efficient management of the compensation of active duty personnel.

The most promising alternative we have found to recomputation is adjust-
ment of retirement pay on the basis of increases in the Congumer Price Index.
Placing future incrcases in retired pay on a cost-of-living concept would allow
the Department of Defense maximum flexibility in managing the active duty
forces, offer some prospect of holding the cost of the retired rolls within reason-
able limits, and achieve the primary objective of stabilizing and maintaining
the purchasing power of the retiree’s annuity.

A_cceptance of this principle, however, does not reconcile the Government’s
ophg.ation with respect to those members now on the retired lists who were de-
nied recomputation in 1958. The question is whether they should be allowed to
recompute on the 1958 pay rates with the explicit understanding that henceforth,
all personnel retired, or to be retired, will have periodic adjustments to retired
pay made on recognized changes in the cost of living. The alternative would be
to apply the straight cost-of-living adjustment to all persons now retired, ir-
respective of the base upon which their present retirement pay was computed.
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For two reasons the Departmeunt of Defense bas conchuded that the first
course of action should be taken and we recotamend it to this commitiee: First.
those who were in fhe active duty force prior to 1938 and were retired prior to
June 1, 1955, had every reason to expect that their retirement pay would be
based on active duty pay scales at the time of relirement and thereafter. Re-
computation was provided for by law and had been practiced for 100 years. In
other words no notice had bheen given that the system would changej. Sccond,
the objective of the 1938 pay adjustments was to correct '‘compression’ which
had oceurred since 1942, by raising most sharply the pay of those in the bigher
ravks. The ‘compression’ did not take place hecause the pay of the low grades
was too high, but, rather, because that of the high grades was too low. Thus.
those senjor retired oilicers who were denied recomputution were in effect being
told that while they were on active duty they had been underpiid, but that they
waould not be able to enjoy recognition of this fuct (as cmbodied in the 1953 'ay
Act) through recomputed retirement pay. '3

‘The cost of recomputation for this group will wmount to $32 million for the
first 12 months following the effective date of the bill, The lifetime cost iv esti-
mated at $600 million, but of course this is a cost projcted over some 40 vears
in the future.

Afler recomputation based on the 1958 pay scales for those members whose
retired pay is computed under the Carecr Compensation Act of 1919 (the 1058
scales are already applicable to the great majority of personnel herctofore re-
tired), all those on the retired list would have their retirement pay increased by
S percent, the inerease in the Consumer Price Index between June 1938 and
December 1962,

All members whose retired pay is currently more than they woulid roceive
under the 1958 scales (e.g., persons for whom the G-percent increase in 1953 was
more than they would have received under recomputation on the 1938 scales)
would retain their present rate of retired pay, increased by 5 percent,

The overall cost of the d-percent increase to all members on the retired list
ix approximately $56 million for the first 12 months following the effective date
of T1.R. 3006,

Fnaciment of TLR. 3006 would require. Mr. Chairman, additional anmial ap-
propriations to the Department of Defense of $1.2 billion, not ineluding an esti-
mated increase in accruing retirement cosis of $230 millivn. Apart froma the
increase in quarters allowance which was voted by the Congress last year, this
proposed bill represents the first inerease In compensation which the merabers
of our Armed Forees will have received in almost § years—a period of time dur-
ing which the wages and the cost of living of both the publie and private scctors
of our economy have increased substantially. Although the coust of the increases
we are now proposing are substantial, we feel they are fully justilied and jin the
national interest.

In addition to the speclfic proposals before you, I wish to state that it is my
hope that, in fairness to the dedicated men and women of our Armed Forees,
furure adjustments in their compensation can be kept abreast of changes in the
mitional econotny on a timely and regularizaesd basis,. Toward this end, the De-
pirtment of Defense plans to review military compensation annually. Changes
in proaductivity and price levels as reflected in pay rates for the civilian sector
will be uxed as a guide to determine appropriate adjustments in military pay
senles, This procedure will result in more frequent and consequently more mod-
ext inerenses in military pay.

in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, while 1 have been discussing badly needed
tdjustinents in military pay, [ shonld like to say that puy alone cannot insure =
the degree of dedleation and sacrific which we demand, and receive, from the
members of our armed services. Whether or not we will continue to have
the most effective Armed Forees in the world will depend ultimately on the
maotivation of the people involved in it. This involves a2 combination of national
and personal pride. of confidence in leadership and of a feelingg that the efforts
and =acrifices that the individuoal muxt make in serving hix country, particularly
in time of peace, are respected and reeognized by the country as a while. An
important element of this recognition, however. is proper compensation for
the unique services he is rendering, It is to thix element that T address oy
statement today, and T wish to express my appreciation to the Iouse Armed
Nervices Commitiee and (o this sulcommittee for your prompt consideration
of tLe measures we have proposed.

Thank vou. Mr. Chairman.
(The tables referred to are as follows:)
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Mr. Rivers, Thank vou very much, My, Secretary.

Members of the commi(tee, I am going to ask the subcommittee to
meet this afternoon, and then, ask Mr. Blandford, to ask the Secretary
some questions,

11 you don’t mind, we will come back here at 2 o'clock and mees: this
afternoon.

So the committes will recess until 2 o'clock thisafternoon.

(Whereupon, at 11:55 a.nn, a vecess was taken until 2 p.u. the same
day.)

AFFERNCGON SESSION

Mr. Rivers, ‘The commuitiee will come to order.

Mr. Sceretary, in order that we get started here, down in the south- ¢
ern area of agreement, or disagreement, have you had a chance to
look at the statement I made?

Afr. Pacr. Yes, sir: b have had a chance to Jook at it, Mr. Clair- «

man. 1 have not had an opportunity to, of course, discuss it with
the Seeretary or with the services, as yet.

AMr. ITarpy. You are up here representing the Sceretary. You are
supposed to be able (o express your opinion. As far as the services
aro concerned, they are going to do what you tell them, anyhow.,

Mr. Pacn. They may have an opinion on some of these issues. We
have not had a chanee to discuss it withi them.

M. Tlarpy. I they express an opinion contrary to yours I would
ba surprised.

Mr. Rivers. Lot us start on page 2 where we suggest a change in
[i—t. I will ask Mr. Blandford to take on right there.

Mr. Braxrorn, All right, siv, Under present law, the K-t hes the
basic pay inerement at the over-%-year pomt. Your proposal puts that
back to the over-6-year point. A rapid caleulation indicates there are
about 90,000 K—s who have over 6 vears of serviee who would be
frozen at the over-G-year point at £210. Now, we are reducing by one
merement Lhe inerease there, and therefore there are 90,000 individuals
now serving on active duty who while they will get a pay increase in
(his proposal, nevertheless they will be frozen at the over-6-year point
rather than at the over-8-year point.

If we should make any upward adjustments, a figure, say, of $10 a
month. to take that to %220, I think the subcommitiee should under-
stand that any time you make these adjustments in pay. for example, -
even a simple adjustment of $10 a month at that point, i.e. at the over-
S, inereasing the pay %10 more than at the over-6, would involve about
$12 million.

Mr. Rivirs. You start off with the first, it would be roughly -£0,000 .
the first /

A, Braxororn. The lneakdown in your hooks -

My, Rivers. There ave about 40,000 affected.

AMr. Braxprorp. At the over-s-year point there are now about 10,000.
1 vou will turn to your tal 5, in your hook——

Mr. Rivens, Fiveor four?

Mr. Braxnororn, Tab 4. You will sce at the over-G-year point the
1545 by number. The proposal is to tuke them up %10 21 montl which
is quite a handsome increase, percentagewise, 16.7 percent. Towever,
under present law they have a %10 4 month increase in their bas ¢ pay
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at the over-8-year point, and you propose to freeze them at the over
six point. )

Now, what we are doing there, as you can see from the column, there
are 40,743 F—4’s who have over 8 years of service, 24,000 with over 10,
14,000 with over 12, 7,000 with over 14, and then 1t stretches out, you
have even 8 with over 30 years of service.

The only reason this point was raised is that, of course, out of a
total of 16-4’s in this grade, and there are a total of 451,000, 1t is per-
fectly obvious from a carcer viewpoint that the bulk of these people
are making E—4 prior to 6 years of service, and those who continue
beyond the 6-year point I think we can say, without being derogatory,
have certainly not made the same progress 1 proportion to the vast
majority of their counterparts in that grade. .

Ts this the reasoning behind the reduction in the increment?

Mr. PavL. Yes, that is the reasoning behind it, that the majority
of them achieve that higher rate prior to that time.

Mr. Branororp. Yes; in other words, to make it clear to the com-
mittee, of the 451,000 I-4's there are about 90,000 who have 8 years
of service, or more. _

Now, to bring in an increment at that point would cost about $12 mil-
lion a year, and the question is, what do you obtain for that additional
$192 million considering the fact that they also will get a pay increase,
because the basic pay will stop at 210, and their basic pay today in that
category is 190, So they will get a $30 a month increase notwithstand-
ing the fact their increment stops at the over-6-year point.

You do not recommend going beyond that point, Mr. Secretary ?

Mr. Pavur. Wehad not; no, sir.

Mr. Braxprorp. You do not now recommend we go beyond that

oint ?
P Mr, Paur. I don’t recommend it, although there is some validity in
your position on it.

Mr. Rivers, It stays at 210.

Mr. Branprorp. Ile does get a $30 a month increase. It is just a
question of whether he should get a $30 or $40 a month increase. That
isreally what it boils down to.

. Mr. ?IIARDY. Do you know why we put that over-8-year cutofl point
efore?

Mr. Braxororp, This was the promotion flow at that time, basically.
This was the promotion flow.

There is another chart in your book here which shows yon the normal
promotion points, and I think that you will find that the E-4—you
will find on chart 6—that the average E-4 who was promoted to E-5
has 5.6 years of service, or 5.9 as a DOD average.

Now, if this is the increment concept throughout the pay scale, it
would appear to make sense, Mr. ITardy, that the pay scales must be
geared to a normal flow of promotion, so that if your average man is
getting promoted at average points in this career, then following the
original concept of the Hlook Commission and the changes made in the
Cordiner report which we modified in 1958, when we cut back some
of the increments, then it would make sense to stop this increment at
the Fi—4 point at the over 6 years of service. -

Mr. Tarny. Well, that would seem to indicate that this period of

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0



Approved For Release 2005/04/24 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0

promotion has moved. has been shorter--the period served as E--1 hus
been moved down to a shorter time than it was in 1935,

My, Braxororn., I would think perhaps there has been some maodi-
ficution, perhaps by a few months, perhaps a vear, that they are mal-
ing -3 somewhat sooner that what we were led to believe was taking
place in 1938,

My, Hakpy, If that 1s the case, this would seem to be a reasonabie
cutoll point.

Mre Braxproen, Yes, @ think the only veason Me, Rivers wanted 1o
bring it out in his statement was to indicate these factors hiave all been
considered,  In other words, there will be people who will say “why
did you stop at the over 6, when existivg law sayvz over 8/ Now, we
have the explanation as to why the Department did this,

Now. | would like to ask, Mre. Chairnan, if the Departiment his any
abjection to moeving the W1 at the over-30-yvears point at 653, back
to the over-26-vears on the reasoning Mr, Rivers used this morning
that we require our warrant officers W to retire 60 dayvs after they 1
complete 30 vears of service.

Mr. Rivers. They should. heeause of the big number.

Mr. Pacre. Nogsir: ©think that makes a lot of sense,

Mr Rwvers, This will give him the benefit of the promotion.

M Taroy. What does that do in ters of cost?

Mre. Braxprorp, S7=5,000, am 1 correct in that ?

Colonel Bexape. About ®242.000,

Mre Rivers. A vear?

Mr. Braxororn. X year, ves

Mre. Rivers. Where does that take us!?

Mr. Braxororp, 9720 W--1s who have over 26, and they will be
drawing 655 a month. rather than $66) 1 month, + years sooner than
thev would otherwise draw under the proposal.

Mr. Haroy. The inerease as 1t is set up here in the bill is meaningless
as far asthese people are concerned.

Mr. Braxvrorn., That is right, because they only draw it for 60 days
and rhen retire.

Now., Mr. Chairman, if we are going to go through yvour statement
I suggest we Lwrn to something reasonably controversial, wh ch s
section 2(b), and I would like to refresh the subromriitiee’s mind on
this,

There is about %38 million involved here.  What the Deparrment
proposes to do- - and this only applies te inactive duty training, iv does
not apply to active duty training or active duty, What the Depart-
ment proposes 1s that those persons who still have an obligated service:
in other words. people who must coutinne to serve in the Heady
Reserve, by going {o drill one night a week, or weekends, if that is
necessary, will only be able to compute their basie pay, and they arve
entitled fo a 30th of a month's pay. or I-day’s payv fer 2-howr's didll,
and this has been traditional on the 1958 pay seales,

In other words what the Department sroposes is that we freeze these
individuals under existing pay seales, and not apply the new pay seales
to then. The chairman’s position is that this is an unjustified dis-
crimination between the obligated and unobligaied reservists particu-
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larly at a time when only about 50 percent of the eligible males in this
country are actually serving on active duty in one form or another.

Mr. Harpy. Find out how you got the number?

Mr. Branprorp. The statement indicated it was merely the fact they
have an obligated service, but certainly we ought to understand their
position.

Mr. Pavr. That is substantially it. The fact that this particular
oroup is serving through regular obligation, which usually runs be-
tween the ages of 18 and 26, either through being assigned to Ready
Reserve units following having been inducted for 2 years, or as volun-
tary enlistees, or part of the 6 months’ training program. It was
intended principally on our part to provide an additional incentive by
raising the pay of the unobligate reservists, an incentive to have
more of them to seck to continue in the Reserves. It does not reflect or
was not intended to reflect, Mr. Chairman, the idea that we want to put
our foot on the obligated people in the Reserve forces. Qur interest
is to have a maximum Ready Reserve force. There was no reflection
intended by our proposal on the people who happened to be in the
Reserves because they are obligated.

Mr. Braxororp. The net result is that you do so, is it not?

Mr. Pavr. Well, there is a distinction between the treatment between
the two; that is right. :

Mr. Rivirs. He walks into it with his eyes open, he knew what he
was getting, the obligated ¢

Mr. Pavr. Yes,sir.

Mr. Benxerr. The principal desire is to cut down the expense of
the bill.

Mr. Branprorp. $38 million is involved in this. .

Mr. Paur. T think the whole subject of drills is one on which there
has been considerable discussion, IProbably a lot more study ought to
be given to it. The man is paid 1 day’s pay for 2 hours of drill, or 2
days’ pay for a multiple-drill period. I think the only reason I can
give, Mr. Chairman, is the one I had in my statement.

Mr. Branororp. You would not take great exception if the commit-
tee deleted that part of the bill %

Mr. Pavr. Mr. Blandford, I really can’t assume final responsibility
in these matters. As you know, I am working for the Department of
Defense. I have not exposed these to the Secretary.

Mr. Haroy. That puts us in a right awkward sort of position,
though, to try to work out anything here, with the expectation we
have any understanding from the Department as to whether or not
we are going to have strong opposition. I thought Mr. McNamara—
you made his speech for him this morning. He didn’t think enough
of this to come down }}unself. T thought you would be able to speak
{or him. We wouldn’t have to ask anybody else. He couldn’t come

d_OWﬂhBYe' KDFORD He is with the German Defense Minister today.
M. P 1 “nderstand that. Tl find this is the reason Mr. Rivers

ARDY- jeve you Wikl fense woul
r,'ﬁ  Thoehe Yo‘ne Assistant Secretary of gt);tementa that

D RO v s
n &
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the responsibility for writing a pay bill is the responsibility of the
Congress.

Mr. Rivens. e told us what he thought.  Let's go to the nexs thing,

M. Bates. Is there any other distinction?

Myr. Branprorn. I was asking if the Secretary will agree with that
statement ¥

Mr. Pavr. Yes, sir,

Mr. Braxororp. Therefore what we decide to do is merely meeting
our responsibilities.

Mr. Pavr. Yes, sir.

Mr. Osyers. Mr. Blandford a morent ago mentioned how many
people would be affected by this particular section, T believe.

HHow many people would be affected by this $38 million ? i

Mr. Braxororn. £00,000-odd—--

Mr. Patr. Thave some figures on that if that will help.

Approxzimately 960,000 people are in the Ready Reserves now, Mr.
Osmers.  Of that number close to 69 percent are in the obligated
category.  Under the chairman’s proposal, they would be entitled to
et the inereased pay.

Mr. Osyers. And the inereased pay that has been proposed ainounts
to about $38 million ?

Mr. Pavn. That would be the annual cost of the increase,

Mr. Osarers. The annual cost of the increased pay for all of the
obligated reservists,

Mr. Braxprorn. No,ysir,  There is a $38 million savings if you don’t
apply the new pay scales to the obligated reservists.

There is, of course, also an annual increase in the pay of reservists,
because vou will have many reservists drawing inactive duty pay for
obligated and unobligated service. The question here is whether you
want to enact a law whieh will diseriminate bet ween the obligated and
unobligated reservists, it is as simple as that.

Mr. Osyers. Iam very glad (o have the matter clarided.

Mr. Bares. Is there any such distinetion anywhere else in the law,
with people of the same rank at different pay?

Mr. Pavn, Not that Tknow of, Mr. Dates.

Mr. Bares, In retived cases, of course, but outside of the retired
cases?

My, Pavn. Not that T know of,

My, Bexxprr. I was intrigued with something vou said, M1, See-
retary, although you said it was not directly pertinent to this. This
is the first. time T had this thought brought to my attention. You
bronght out. that these people actually are being favored at the present
time, because they put i 2 hours a day when others put in a full day’s
work. In other words they are being diseriminated for.

If that is your thinking, is there any law—or I ask is there ary law
that requires you to pay them on a 2-hour basix or is that u regulation
within the Department ?

AMr. Pavn. That is the law,

Mr. Bexxerr., Have you made any recommendations for (.'h.'mm'ﬂff
that law? onl : » &

Mr. Parrn. Onlv (o the extent of the present proypss] ; \
rie obligated reservists, their pay Wou}lr[ not ;!0 ”{]';)'S“;], 111 the cace Of

active duty . v, ; a1
ve daty force.  That would ha an amendme ¢ to the ]e Pay of [110
A€ [y
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Mr. Bennurr, Personally it seems to me there is some merit in what
you said along this line, but it seems to me like you said also, the thing
ought to be handled in a different way. I don’t like the idea myself
of discriminating between people just because they are obligated or
unobligated. This doesn’t appeal to me as being very logical. If you
ure going to bring about equality, maybe they ought to have equality.
Maybe you ought to pay them more equally. Presently you say the
benefits run the other way. So maybe you onght to bring it into the
law to correct that.

Mr. Paur. It is a matter we are studying. We have no recommen-
dations to make on it at this time.

Mr. Haroy. I have this comment, if the Chairman will permit. We
are talking now in terms of incentive and in terms of people perform-
ing in the service, either reserve or otherwise. If they’ve got obli-
gated service, you don’t have to pay them an increase in order to keep
them, is that right ?

Mr. Rivers. If you have them obligated you have them obligated.

Mr. Harpy. Of course that is right. The unobligated is a volun-
tary proposition.

Mr. Paurn. Generally, in our proposed active duty pay scales, the
greater increases are at the points where a man makes the decision
whether he is going to clect to make a carcer of the armed services.
Lesser increases were made in grades where members are in an
obligated category.

r. Haroy, You don’t have to give them a financial incentive in
that situation ?

Mr. Paur. No, sir,

Mr, Branororp. May I ask this question, Mr, Secretary. I am un-
der the impression that the appropriation for paying these reservists
comes out of the appropriation for reserves.

Mr. Pavr. Yes, that is right.

Mr. Branororp. Now, then, this $38 million that you would save
would merely accrue to the reserve appropriation, and if this section
13 deleted from the bill, this will not result in any net savings to the
Federal Government as such, it will merely result in a net increase
of $38 million to be available for reserve participation.

Mr. Paur. Ibelieve that is correct. Isthat correct ?

Colonel Benape. That is correct.

Mr. Branprorp. Yes., In other words, we don’t cut down anything.
Striking out this section merely means the reserve appropriation will
have to pick up the $38 million some place. :

Mr. Paun. Yes, they would have to seck an additional
appropriation. . .

Mr. Braxproro. Not necessarily an additional appropriation, be-
cause obviously they haven’t anticipated this as yet.

Mr. Paur. No.

. B/[IZ‘. Ravers. Will you admit that we have a pretty fair observation.
rere?

Mr. Paon. Yes, sir.

Mr. Brawprorp. Let’s get to something that is really extremely
complicated, and as the chairman has indicated for several reasons
does' Lnot belong in this bill, and that is the question of constructive
credit,
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In the first place, under the =ection as you write ‘t, each Secretury
would deeide which holders of post-grraduate degrees would receive
constructive credit.  To refresh the commitice's menory on this, T
mention the fact we do have constructive credit today in many aveas:
doctors, dentists, veterinarians, chaplains, Ph, D.’s allied witl, medi-
cime and Iawyers.  IMowever, only physicians and dentists mav count
their construetive credit for longevity pay purposes. This is some-
thing this committee did deliberazely in 1957, in order to provide an
inducement 1o keep some of these doetors from leaving the service.

It has worked ont fairly suceessfully, even thongh they ae way
behind their connterpart in the Veterany' Administruion, Neverthe-
less, it stopped the exadns. We made special provisions for dentis!s
and doctors, insofar as consfructive longevity pay is concerned.

Let me tell you what constructive credit means, so we will under-
stand what this is about: It is the coneept that when you cuter on
active duty you are presumed for pronolion purposes to have atready
served on active duty for up to 2, 1, or 5 years. Now, if this helps
you for promotion purposes only, this means that you could cone on
active duty as a lirst lientenant or captain, depending on the amount
of constructive credit awarded to you, and then that makes you eli-
gible for promotion at an earlier date. The theory behind con-
structive credit is that if you went to college with John Smith, who,
when he graduated, immediately wens on active dury in the Armed
Irorces, he would now be a captain if he had, say, 6 vears of active duty.
On the other hand, if you had gone to law schiol at your own expense
for 3 years, you would be 3 vears behind him if you entered on active
duty. Yet the services are using you as a lawyer, and they are raking
your training and making use of it. So we give constructive credit to
certain groups of people. But we only give constructive credit for
longevity pay purposes by special law to physicians and denti sts.

Now, what the Departiuent sceks here, and unfortunately this
whole question is tied up with the so-ealled Bolte legislation, which
we do not have as yet, but is under active consideration in the De.
partment of Defense, What we have here isa coneept (hat we chould
allow each Secretary to provide constructive credit for those with
postgraduate degrees. Unfortunately, those degrees are not named.
This would be up to the Secretary to decide which postgraduate
degree holders would receive this constructive credit, and beyond
that s the fact that this provision, as written, is not for practical
purposes retroactive. This means a lot in dollars and cents. Tat me
give you an example of what I am talking about. Two brothers
go to law school. One brother graduated from law school and was
admitted to the bar 4 years ago, and came on active duty in the armed -
services. The other brother graduates this year, and enters on 1etive
duty under the proposal before us. I asked the departinents to run
a_cost analysis of what this would mean under {his proposal over a
20-year period. Under this ({)‘roposal the oflicer who 1s commissioned
and given constructive credit for longevity pay purposes, which
would not be applicable to his older brother who hax already served
on active duty for + vears, would reccive $14,9530 more pay thuan his
older brother over a period of 20 vears of service.

Mr. Gavix. What is constructive credit §
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Mr. Braxprorp. Constructive credit is a credit that is given to an
individual who has obtained advanced training at his own expense
and, therefore, it is recognized when he comes on active duty that
they should give him a grade commensurate with the amount of
his training. Its purpose is to put him on the list so he will come
up for promotion and be in the same grade his counterpart would
be in who graduated from college at the time he did, but who did not
acquire a professional degree.

Mr. GaviN. In other words, professional background entitles him
to more consideration ?

Mr. Branprorp. That isit; yes, sir.

Now, under these circumstances, Mr. Secretary, would you agree
that in order to expedite a pay bill, and this 1s, after all, a pay
bill, that this is more of a promotion and appointment problem than
it is a pay problem, even though the constructive credit feature is
involved here, and that it would be——

Mr. Rrvers. Don’t you think it would be better to have it put in
the report ?

Mr. Paur. Certainly, it does have elements of promotion, perhaps
predominantly over pay. It could have been in either piece of
legislation. We do &e‘v{ quite strongly that this is a worthwhile
provision, and as long as Congress is willing to consider it, just
which bill they wish to consider it in is something we would defer
to your judgment.

r. Braxororp. Well, in the meantime, Mr. Chairman, may I sug-
gest the Department further consider the very serious problem, when
you have a retention problem of officers, and when you say to an officer
who served on active duty for 4 years, and this is the man you are
trying to appeal to, when you say to that man, we don’t care about
you, we are only worried about the man who comes in next, you are not
going to help your retention problem, because the retention problem
involves the man who already has served 4 years. There is a retro-
active problem here that must be considered.

Mr. Bares. As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, the services select
people according to their professional ability, and there might be
two or three individuals competing for a certain school.

The first year they might select the best man. The next year the
second best man, the third year the next best man. You set this bill
up so that the worst of the three would get entitled to more pay under
this bill, according to the timetable.

Do you understand what I am saying#?

Mr. Pavr. Yes,
Mr. Bares. I think we ought to put this on the side and take it up
separately.

Mr, Branpronp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Harpy. I think we ought to put it to the side, I don’t know
whether we ought to take it up or not.

I have another problem. I don’t know whether you want to do it
here or not, but T know eventually if we do take it up I would like to
have a clearer explanation made of why there is any merit in permit-
ting constructive credit for longevity pay for a period when they
weren’t serving in the military service. That is what it amounts to.
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I can subscribe to the propriety of constructive credit, but if you are
going to give a man credit for longevity pay based on the period of
time he wasn’t even in the military services, then we buetter start a
whole new conceept.

Mr. Bares, It is just as good a case as somebody getting paid at
graduate school while they were in the service.

Mr, Bexyerr. Two wrongs don’t make a right.

Mr. Bates. No.

Mr. Hamoy. Ile may have been in military serviee, and been
studving.

Mr. Rivers. They wanted me to include all of the service academies
in this bill.

Mr. Gavin. While vou are on the particular subject take the three
academies, How long do they serve, sav, the U.S. Militury Acacemy,
how long are they required to serve after they graduate?

Mr. Braxprorn., IFour vears Tor all services now.

Mr. Gavis, For the Navy, too!

Mr. Braxprorp. All are 4 years now, We linally have them all
uniforni. 1t took quite a while to do it, but they are all uniform.

Mr. Rivers, This 18 a comprehensive billy so comprehensive the
chairman said he would appreciate it if we would get out a pay
hill.  This 1s why we want to tailor ir as close as we ean to a pay
bill.  We have had many conferences with the chairman, and he has
heen here w ot of summers with us,

Let us go to the next point.

Mr. Braxororn, I T may, nnless yon wish to get into retivec. and
refainer pay, 1 would like to leave thar for the lTast discussion.

Mr. Gavix, What pageisthat?

Mr. Braxororp, On page 5 of the chairman’s statement, pages 3,
t, and 7, page 12 of the bill, T believe.

Mr. Rivers. Do von want to leave thiz until the last?

Mr. Braxprown, I think this is going to create wmore questions
than anyvthing elze. We could go back to it today, hut 1 woulc. like
to consider eliminating some of these other prov isions we discnssed
m order that we can narrow the field of issues here as much as
possible.

Mr. Rivers. We pretty well agree with him on that. on the re-
tirement. pay.

L.et us go to the next point.

Mr. Braxproen, bLet us turn to page 3 of the chairman’s statement.

Page 16 of the bille which is submarine pay for members traming
for duty on nuclear-powered subnuarines, page 9 of the chairtaan’s
statement. und page 16 of the bill.

I think evervbodv understands basieally what the problem 13, and
that is we have got to do something to pay these “submariners,” and
I uso that word advisedly, who, if they transfer, or are ordered (o
a school fTor advanced (raining in nuclear submar.nes, lose their
submarine pay while they are in scheol.  Of course, this meuns a
considerable loss in their income, because they are now on submarines,
therefore, they do not volunteer for this dufy because they prefer to
stay on snorkel-type submarines, or the conventional submarines,
and (hus retain their submarine pay.
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The Navy has a very serious problem. The chairman’s objection
was that the bill as written was a little bit too broad. 1 might say
that the subcommittee print that was prepared is a little bit too re-
strictive. So somewhere in between is the answer to this whole prob-
lem of submarine pay, I think we are all familiar with submarine pay,
and also familiar with the fact that, with the exception of the double
crews for the Polaris submarine, if you are gone from a submarine
I think it is for more than 15 days, therc is one exception, I think
you can be hospitalized for 30, perhaps, or maybe you can go on
leave for 30, and be hospitalized for 15, one or the other, but sub-
marine pay 1s something you lose very quickly if not assigned to and
serving on a submarine. In that respect, it is different from flight
pay. You can’t make up submarine pay by going out and making
four dives at a later date. This has been traditional and the Navy
has no problem with it.

There is a severe problem as far as the Navy is concerned today
in obtaining volunteers for the nuclear force.

Mr. Bares. Do we have a statement to that effect?

Mr. Branororp. I am really quoting from the panel study on this,
Mr. Bates. I am sure Admiral Smedberg will certainly comment
on it in his testimony.

Mr. Rivers. I might say at this point to the chiefs of personnel—
this isn’t designed in anywise to proscribe your capacity to give your
views in this hearing, whenever you are free to discuss them. I am
sure you can discuss any area you want to. We want to get the views
of the Secretary as relates to what is good and what is bad in my
;tatement so far as he is concerned. 'We have only gone nine pages so

ar.

Mr. Braxororp. Page 10 of your statement, Mr. Chairman, deals
with inside a high- or low-pressure chamber. Now, we changed the
law several years ago to provide special pay or incentive pay, not
special pay, and we have got to be careful of terminology—special
pay is one thing, and incentive hazard pay is something else.

The present pay already takes care of the man who 1s a low-pres-
sure chamber inside observer. IIowever, that is not always the man
who is in danger, as I understand the situation. There is as much
danger in a high-pressure chamber, and it doesn’t make much dif-
ference whether you are there on duty or as an observer, you can
get blown apart one way or the other, either inwardly or outwardly,
depending on whether it is a high- or low-pressure chamber.

I don’t know what the backup evidence is in support of this, whether
there has been any fatalities. I think if anybody who has taken the
chamber test out at Andrews Air Force Ilospital—I have not, but I
have been told about it to the point where I am not sure I want to
take it now—when you are exposed to these various changes in pres-
sure, that there are some very definite physical changes that take
place in your body, and T am told sometimes for several days there-
after you have trouble hearing, among other things.

Mr. Paur. That is right.

) Mr. Br.anprorp. What is your justification, Mr. Secretary, for add-
ing t}}’e? high-pressure chamber, and also eliminating the word “ob-
server”
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Mr. Pacre. I think pretty much for the reasons you stated, Mr.

Blandford. There is an increasing need for human volunteers in
these fields of experimentation, particularly in the acronautical field.
As our air and undersea weapons get more sophisticated, these ex-
periments are going to be more and more frequent, and more danger-
ous. I don’t know of any deaths that have occurred, hut as you point
out it doesn't make any difference whether you are there as an ob-
server or subjeet, you are in the same chamber and subjected -o the
same dangers.

There have been permanent physical injuries, that 1 do know. This
is also a volunteer program.

Mr. ITanoy. In the incentive pay areas, how long do these incen- .
tive pay rates continue?

Mr. Braxprorp. Only while they are assigned to training.

Mr. ITaroy. Then it is of short duration?

Mr. Braxororp. Well, the only type of incentive pay that attaches
to a man that can go through his caveer regardless of whether he is
serving in the Pentagon or at an airfield, is flight pay. This is done
for a very good reason, because of the fact that the man must remain
proficient in flight, and he must fly so many hours a year, and do so
much instrument flying, beeause if he didn’t do it, our accident rate
would go up and we would lose more in loss of aircraft and men than
the cost of {light pay.

But this is the only one, to my knowledge, where the man can draw
this incentive pay when he is actually rot assigned to a duty involving
flying. In other words, where the primary duty is {lying. All other
incentive pays are tied in with the primary duty involved, such as
handling demolitions, or as a paratrcoper. A paratrooper, for ex-
ample, under the regulations, I believe, if he is gone for 30 days he
doesn’t draw his paratrooper pay for that month.

Mr, ILaroy. If heis what for 30 days?

Mr. Braxprorp. The paratrooper who has gone away from his out-
fit for more than 30 days——I am not sure of these regulations, they
aro different for the different incentive payvs—but most all of them,
other than the flight payv, attach only while tlie man is assigned to
and serving on that particular type of duty.

Mr. Ruvers, That isright.

Mr. Bates. Ilow is that language going to read now{

Mr. Buaxprorp, It will read—I will need title 37 to read the whole
thing.

Mr. Rivers. You have it right here, haven't you?

Mr. Braxprorp, The law starts ofl.

IvcexTivE PAY Ilazarpots DCTY

(n) Bubjcct to regulations prescribed by the President, a member of a uni-
formed service who is entitled to basie pay Is also entitled zo incentive pay, in
the wmount set forth in subsection (b) or (c¢) of this scction, for the perform-
ance of hazardous duily required by orders. For the purposes of this subsection,
“hazardous duty’ means dufy—

(1) As # cerewmember, as determined by the Reererary concerned, in-
volving freguent and regulur participation in aerial light :

(2) On board a submarine, including, in the case of wiclear-powered sub-
marines, periads of training and rehabilitation after assignment thereto
ns determined by the RKecretary concerved, and including submarines vuder
construetion from the timne builders™ trials beging
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{3) As an operator or crewmernber of an operational, self-propelled sub-
mersible, including undersea exploration and research vehicles;

(4) Involving frequent and regular participation in aerial flight, not as
a crewmember under clause (1) of this subsection;

(5) Involving frequent and regular participation in glider flights;

(6) Involving parachute jumping as an essential part of military duty;

(7) Involving intimate contact with persons afflicted with leprosy:

(8) Involving the demolition of explosives as a primary duty, including
training for that duty;

(9) Asalow-pressure chamber inside observer—

1is the one we would amend to read—as a low or

Mr. Bares. Just as inside a high- or low-pressure chamber. That
is the only language ?

Mr. Branprorp. Yes, but you see you have got to go back to the
previous page—“for the purposes of this section. hazardous duty
means duty inside a high- or low-pressure chamber.” So if his duty
requires him to be in that low- or high-pressure chamber, then he will
qualify.

General Accounting Office would require a set of orders directing
him to perform that duty.

Mr. Bares. There was some reason why they used the word “ob-
server.”

Mr. Braxprorp. I think in the original justification the point was
they were putting people through these tests. The idea of the observ-
er was to have somebody with them there all the time. You don’t pay
the man taking the test.

1t I go to Andrews and they put me through the pressure-chamber
test, even if T am on active duty I won’t draw the pay. The chap
whose duty it is to be there day in and day out, while other people are
taking the test, the word “observer” means he will pull me out if he
decided I was decelerating too rapidly or something. Now, we have
to prepare these people not only for the high pressure but the low
pressure type of duty.

Mr. PauL. It is not only observers, either. It is the people who are
actually the subjects of this test.

Mr. Bates. That is what I wanted to find out.

Mr. PauvL. It is not just the fellow, as Mr. Blanford said, who
simply goes through to get his flight ticket, but the fellow assigned to
that duty to test out a certain new type of chamber, or to withstand
conditions that might be encountered in flight. e has to appear in
that chamber a frequent number of times. He is assigned to duty in
that particular field.

Mr. Bares. He is a high- or low-pressure person. That is one set
of circumstances. And the other is he must be assigned.

Mr. Pavur. Assigned too, yes, sir.

Mr. Harpy. e will be assigned to that for the purpose of taking the
test. Under this he would be entitled to incentive pay.

Mr. Branprorn. Not unless it is his duty.

Mr. Bennerr. Why does he take the test ?

Mr. Braxprorp. I am saying it would be his duty to take one test,
but not as a part of his continuing duty.

Mr. Bennerr, It doesn’t say anything about continuing duty in
the statute, as far as I can see.

Mr. Bares. That is the reason I brought the question up, to try to
determine exactly how you are going to work,
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Mr. Braxprorn, 1 think this colloguy right here will be enough for
(GAO to put in prety stringent restrictions, '

As nonatier of fact, what we are talking about here is $145,000 a
Jear,

My, ITarpy. Well, that may be £143,000 a vear, hut you have got also
questions of eligibility, if that arises. 1 don’t know 1f we intended to
eliminate any incentive pay to the fellow going down there just to be
tested. Lo fake the test, himself. 1 we did, T don’t believe that we
hive got it in this language.  Maybe we have in the colloquy, but I
think we ought to be sure what we arve tulking about.

We also hive anot her seetion here thar comes right on behind it, and
that is this question of double incentive pay.

Mr. Rivers, That is right.

Alr. ITarpy. 1f an individual is assigned to duty inside a low-
pressure chamber for a couple days a wonth, and he is assigned to
duty in connection with handling demolitions for a couple days, or
somet hing, is that going to constitute a basis for double incentive pay ?

Mr. Braxprorn, Mr. ITardy, let me suggest since General Bowman
is working on regulations, if they are completed—ara they cow plete
by any chance, General ?

General Bowsax, T didn’t hear the guestion.

Mr. Braxpronn. Ilave you completed the regulations applicable to
low- and high-pressure duty ?

General Bowarax. No.  Weare working on that.

AMr. Braxvrorn, I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, we attempt to
put in the hearings at this point the proposed regulations that will
control the payment of this pay.

Mr. ITaror. 1 can see an awful lot of opportunity for abuses cf this
thing through regulations unless we do have an understanding of
what is involved.

AMr. Braxprorp. We can cerlainly put it in the report so there won’t
be any question.

At Tivens. 1think we ought to know exactly what they are,

Afr. Braxprorp. We can put it in the report before Lhey complefe
the regulations. There will be no problem.

Mr. Paun. We can set the basie condirions for it.

Mr. Braxrorn. I think we understand basteally what we arc talk-
ing about.

Mr. TTarny. If the duty of the individual invelves two or more of
{hese responsibilities that would entitle him to incentive pay, and they
are concurrent, and have any considerable duration, why. certainly, he
ought to be entitled to two incentive pays. That ixthe thing w2 were
talking about a minute ago.

11. however. there is a limited period in the sume calendar period
of time. in which he is involved in one and then in another, T have a
little trouble understanding how m the world he conld be entizled to
two pays.

AMr. Braxororn. T think, Mr. Chairman, Mr. ITardy's point is well
taken. 1 think we ought to be pretty clear here so there ist't any
possible abuse, because if there is they will lose the whole thing.
Ac{unally. there is $1,041.000 contenplated in fiseal 1964, for the double
neentive payvments. That isn't very many people. This is the next
subject,
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1t goes right into what Mr. Hardy is talking about. Now, for
example, it would be a little bit silly to pay a man flight pay and then
have him come in once a month to go through a low-pressure chamber
and have him draw two incentive pays. )

Mr. Haroy. That is exactly what I am talking about. )

Mr. Branororn. We ought to know before we approve this exactly
what they have in mind. That goes to the double incentive. We
already discussed it, The example is the paratrooper who is also a
demolition expert. I think they jump separately, but notwithstand-
ing, I wouldn’t want to involve myself in cither one. )

That brings us to sea and foreign duty pay, and the question

Mr. Rivers. What page? ]

Mr. Branprorp. Page 11 of your statement, section 9, page 17, of
the bill.

Now, this is a $133 million item. The chairman thjs morning ex-
pressed himself clearly without any reservation as being opposed to
the section which would repeal sea and foreign duty pay. ]

Mr. Rivers. Ihbelieve I can be backed up pretty strongly by Admiral
Smedberg.

Mr. Haroy, As a matter of fact, I showed the Secretary yesterday
a Jetter, that convinced him we ought not to eliminate sea and foreign
duty.

Mr. Paur. That was a very impressive letter, Mr. Hardy. )

Mr. Branororp. In that case, let us go to the next subject, Mr.
Chairman. o

Mr. Baris. You ought to take at least 5 minutes for $133 million.

Mr. Braxororp. Mr. Bates, to be perfectly honest, I have yet to
meet the first individual who recommends the enactment of this section.

Mr. Bares. Well, behold the——

Mr. Pavr. Well

Mr. Branororp. With present company excepted, of course, I have
to except the Secretary, who is giving the Secretary of Defense’s
position in this matter.  But this is a serious problem. It is a serious
problem because you are in effect saying to many people now serving
at sea that after this long-vaunted pay increase you are about to get
we are going to give you the grand total of a $2.50 a month increase.
The letters we are getting indicate that this and the effective date
are the sorest points in this pay bill, without any doubt.

I am sure if the author oir') the Reader’s Digest article, the Drake
article, had gone from the District of Columbia directly to a naval
base, where a ship had just put in and told the crew they were going to
take away sea pay, there would have been a couple of paragraphs added
to that article about elimination of sea pay. Thisis an important part
of an enlisted man’s income when he goés to sea. It is an important
part of an enlisted man’s income when he is overseas. It has been tra.-
ditional since 1942 to pay people extra pay when they are overseas, or
when they are at sea. It may not purchase the sort of thing that the
Department of Defense would like to see purchased insofar as quality
control is concerned. But you can’t run the armed services with just
technicians. Somebody has got to do some fighting now and then.
These are the people that arc involved here. This is the common,
ordinary seaman variety type of man. Ie may not know exactly what
happens when he pushesa button, but he knows when to push the
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button. This is the man who keeps the Navy and Coast Guard geing,
who mans the outfils overseas, this is the man who is serving n %ouﬁ\
Vietnam, this is the man scrving in Berlin, this is the man serving in
Okinawa. If you start taking this kind of money away from him,
then all the morale elfect you are trying to creale is going right out
the window, because it is perfectly obvious thoe $133 million taken
away here is only to be replaced by a $30 million item, a great portion
of which could go to oflicers.

Mr. Paor. May I speak to this, Mr. Clinirman?

Mr. Rivers. Yes,

Mr. Paur. It is true that the unusual hardship pay that we are pro-
posing would apply to a considerably lesser number that presently are
entitled to sen and foreign duty pay. It may well be that the restrie-
tion wo placed on the number that would be cligible for that pay cuts
it down @ little too fine, considering the needs of the services. Liut 1
would like to say we have felt and do feel that sea pay and foreign .
duty pay, and 1 would say particularly foreign duty pay, permits
certain people to draw a speciel pay for reasons wo are not aware of
any justification for. This pay was, as I understand it, originally
set up as a morale pay, something to give men a little bit more who
were operating under special con itions. There are certain areas of
the world, Mr. Chairman, as you pointed out in your own stateraent,
that can hardly be described as placing any undue hardship on tho
individual concerned. In fact, these assignments ere very much
sought after.

do T do think that whatever the desires of the committee are, we
ought to be permitted to review this whole subject of whether or not
across-the-board blanket application of this type of a pay is really in
our best interest. Are we buying anything by it? And, by the same
token, if wo take it away from certain o these individuals, arc we
losing anything?

I believe that probably something between the position we have
taken and the completo restoration of all these pays makes more sense.

Mr. Chairman. just one other thing I would like tosay on this. Ido
think we ought to give some recognition to the difference in the type
of oversea or sea duty certain individuals have Lo perform.

Now, again, as you pointed out in your statement, duty down in
McMurdo Sound is not all the same as duty in certnin arcas of the
Caribbean. There are certain places where the hardships are con-
siderably greater than others. I have seen some of them, I am sure
you gentlemen have, too.

1 would urge we don’t throw ont the window the concept cf the
differential between degrees of hardship, because there are degrees of
hardship. My only plea to this committee would be, le us take a good,
long look at this one before we completely restore one and completely
do away with the other.

Mr. Bates. Mr. Sccretary, did you ever give any thought to the
averaging out of the different set of circumstances that people mect
during a career? In other words, if we are trying to equate cvery-
thing simultancously, we just can’t accomplish that. But over a pe-
riod of o carcer, some duty you get is good, other duty is not so good,
some is a little bit in between. Dut it averages out, generally. The
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old chief petty oflicers used to say it all adds up on 30, something like
that. o

I think we run into quite a problem here trying to equate every duty,
as there are all kinds involved. ] )

Mr, Branprorn. Mr. Chairman, I think the Secretary’s point coin-
cides pretty much with your own statement to that effect, that there
are certainly areas of sea pay, very limited areas of sea pay, for ex-
ample, duty on a harbor craft, we will say a man who goes home every
night for dinner, and who may be piloting the tug around in the har-
bor at Norfolk, you can hardly say he is entitled to sea pay to the same:
extent a man wﬂo goes aboard a carrier or destroyers and maybe puts-
into his home base maybe twice in 14 months, or something of that-
nature, There isa considerable difference.

I think the chairman pointed that out in his statement that there
are areas of sea pay and oversea pay where probably it is not justified.

Mr. Rivers. You gave an analysis of a tug in a harbor. I don’t
know anything rougher than a service on a seagoing tug.

My, Branororp. 1f they areat sea, yes. .

Mr. Rivers. If they have to be called out to go offshore in a storm
or something, they don’t have it easy all the time, It is hard as Mr.
Bates says, it 1s difficult to average it out.

Mr. Paurn. Yes, sir; that is a very pertinent remark,

Mr, Gavin. Who reaches the decision now as to what the status is?

Mr. Branprorp. Sea and oversea pay is not subject to regulation.

Mr. Barms. The ship must be a commissioned ship, isn’t that still
the criterion ?

Mr. Branproro., Admiral Smedberg can answer that.

Admiral Smrepsere. We do not give sea pay to yard and district
craft today. A fleet tug, however, Mr. Chairman, as you say, which
does go out long distances, and tow in ships, does get sea pay, but the
yard and district ecraft do not.

Mr. Batus, Even though they are commissioned ¢

Admiral Smensrre. No, sir; they do not. Yard and district craft
are not commissioned craft.

Mr. Bares. My point is, years ago wheen this was put into effect,
the criterion was whether or not a ship was commissioned, is that still
in effect?

Admiral Smeperre. I would say people in any commissioned ship
would draw sea pay, sir, I can’t think of an exception.

Mr. Bares. I know in 1942 they specifically mentioned a commis-
sioned ship.

Mr. Braxprorp. Mr. Chairman, may we go on into bage 18, section
10, dealing with responsibility pay ¢

Now, just to quickly summarize this law, this law was put in as a
Senate amendment and is applicable, if it is ever implemented——

Mr. Rivers. What page are you on, Russ?

Mr, Branprorp. Page 18.

This section would repeal the authority for responsibility pay.

This has never been implemented. L}f’nder the law the Secreta
may designate positions of unusual res onsibility which are of a criti-
cal nature to an armed force under ﬁis jurisdiction, and may pay
special pay in addition toother pay prescribed by law.
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. If they are so designated, they would receive monthly pay rates of
5150 for the O-6, $100 for the O-3, $50 for the 04, a.nd1 $50 for the
-3, and parenthetically, that is probably the wuy wo should have
wrilten proficiency pay, and we wouldn't have these reduced payments
going on today.

The Sccretary concerned shall subscribe the criteria as to who is
eligible for this special puy, and not more than 5 porcent of the num-
ber of officers on active duty in an armed foree in pay grade O-3, or
hot more than 10 percent of the O--t’s, O-3's, and O-6's may be paid
special pay. This has never been implemented by the Department.
The Department now wants to repeal it. Stated, I think, more sim-
ply, the Navy and Air IForce would implement it if the Secietary
of Defense approved their request, and tli)e Army and Marine Corps
would prefer not to implement it. It is as simple as that. The posi-
tion of each of the Deputy Chiefs of Stafl’ on responsibility pay will
undoubtedly bo stated 1f they are asked to do so. -

I think this basically is something that the Senate put in, bat on
the other hand we concurred in it when it became law, and perhaps
you might want to direct your questions at the various Deputy Chicfs
of Stall when they testify.

Mr. Rivers. Of course wo are oqually responsible, we accepted it
in conference, but it is not our baby.

Mr. Brawororo. Mr. Chairman, that takes us to hardship pay,
which of course in your statement you indicate that if we do not re-
peal sea and foreign duty pay we would probably not be able to
justify having botl.

The Department, of coursoe, proposes unusual hardship provision in
lieu of sea and foreign duty pay, the dollars indicating obviously the
number of people who would get this would be considerably less than
those who are now getting sea and foreign duty pay. It may be that
the subcommitice may wish to have both, with the understanding that
an individual could not draw both.

Mr. ILarpy. Sinco wo are going to pass over the other one for fur-
ther study, I thing the things are so related

Mr. Branproro. That is the point, wo ought to go on to the next
one.

Mr. Rivens. Yes.

Mr. Braxproro. That takes us to pags 19, section 12, career incen-
tive payment,

Now this proposal submitted

Mr. Gavin. Will you tell us what page you are on, please?

Mr. Braxprorn. Iam on the bottom of page 14.

Mr. Gavin. Where is it in the bill. -

Mr. Braxororp. Page 19, section 12,

"This is the proposal that would eliminate or phase out and even-
tually eliminate the present reenlistment bonus system,

You have heard Mr. Paul’s statement, and this is one of the quelity
control concepts that the pay panel recommended to the Secretary of
Defense.

Under this proposal an individual would receive one payment only,
other than the individual requalifving—-would receive one paynient
only of up 1o $2,400 if he was n a highly rritical skill, or $300 in a less
eritieal skill, and T presume that anyone being reenlisted would draw

000,
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Mr. PauL. Yes. ) )

Mr. Branororp. There are arguments on both sides of this ques-
tion, there is no doubt about that. The theory is that 88 percent of
our people today, reenlist if they have once reenlisted. Thus there 18
gome question as to whether there is any necessity to pay a man a re-
enlistment bonus at, say, in his 8th or 10th or 12th year.

The rest of the idea 1s that this would give the Secretary a tool to
use when he needed certain skills. For example, if they were short
of electronics experts, you could attach a $2,400 price tag to a man
who would reenlist one time, in that critical skill, and he could get up
to $2,400 so long as his combined service, prior service, and reenlist-
ment, were 6 years or more, if I remember correctly.

Is that right? ) )

Colonel Bexape. The draft bill does not so specify. Actually 1t
was intended in the administrative regulations which would imple-
ment this that the period involved would be 10 years, to reach the
maximum of $2,400.

Mr. Braxprorp. The Department’s point on this current incentive
payment is that this would be a method of paying people for a skill
that is needed at the time.

Now, it might be that a year after that they have all the electronics
gpecialists they want. I was amazed to find the other day, when I
made a trip for the subcommittee, that we are in very short supply
in the Air Force of mechanics on propeller-driven aireraft. The me-
chanics in that area are in short supply, because most people have
been concentrating on jet aircraft. And they have a reenlistment
problem, and they also have a shortage in this particular skill.

Now, certainly, I know Mr. Paul will have other arguments n
support of this.

On the other hand, there are other arguments against this, one of
them as the chairman has pointed out is that the Department has
never utilized the law we gave them in the first place.

We set up a proficiency pay system in 1958, and thig subcommittee
worked long and hard to come up with proficiency pay system. We
bragged to the world it would be possible for an enlisted man to
make $10,000 a year under this pay proposal. :

The law was written so a man could get up to $150 a month profi-
ciency pay if he had a real critical skill.

Mr. Rivers. I remember that vividly.

Mr. Braxprorp, We used a figure of more than $10,000 for the I2-9,
drawing $150 a month, and the pay of the Ii-9, and everything else
that went with it.

Now, the Department has only implemented proficiency pay to the
tune of $30 a month, or a buck a day for the P-1, $60 a month for
the P-2, and we have never implemented the P-3, but now they want
authority to buy critical skills by giving them a lump sum payment
of up to $2,400. We don’t know what we are going to do to our
present reenlistment rate which is presently high, it might start to go
down if we take out the present reenlistment bonus system. Thero is
another factor here and that is that human nature being what it is,
once you have handed an individual $2,400 in one lump sum, which
seems like a lot. of money at the time, after he has bought that second-
hand Ford, or whatever he buys with it, that same inducement no
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longer exists, There isn’t any inducement thereafter {o stav in the
serviee, it is a one-lump-sum payment. Parenthetically, I might add
all of it is taxable in one year for income tax purposes. Anybedy who
figures this out today, is going to figure that as a factor to be taken into
consideration. ‘The man won’t get %2,400. You jast tell him he is
going to get $2,400. Then the Government will take at least 20 per-
cent of it back, because it is subject to taxes. So there ara miny
arguments on both sides of this point. but probably the best areument
against the section is the fact that the Department hasn't even imple-
mented the law we have already given them.

Myr. Patn. Well, the idea of the carcer incentive payment, and as
a matter of fact the idea of the current reenlistment bonus, is that it is
an mcentive pay. 1 think this was reflected in the action of the Con-
gress in 1949 when this whole system was changed to provide more
money after the first obligated tour. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, what
we are proposing here is not an entively new system. It is a proposed
change in the current system.

As of now, 57 pereent of the money that is in the reenlistment bonus
system goes to reenlistments beyond the first one. T think we have
reliable figures that indicate the retention rates beyond that first re-
enlistment are pretty good.

Mr. ITaroy. Why don’t we cut it off right there, then, and save
}s;omo money, instead of going into this other deal that you stated in

ere.

Mr. Braxcmarn, The answer, Mr. ITardy, is the possibilif v that
the 57 percent reenlistments now taking place, may be due in part to
this reenlistment bonus. We don’t know ﬁow much cflect this present
reenlistment bonus system has on the present high reenlistment rate.
If we change it we may find to our sorrow that this had a very mmpor-
tant part in the high reenlistment rate. But this is the problem we
face. We don’t know the answer to that.

Mr. Bexxerr. May I ask a question again?

Mr. Pavn. Yes, sir.

Mr. Bexxerr. Couldn't you use the legislation we have to accom-
plish about what you want to do in this? TIs there anything that
says under that proficiency pay it has to stay with the man ferever;
can’t it come or go as the man is needed or not needed?

Mr. Patr. Yes,sir; it can, and should.

Mr, Bexxerr. Why don’t you make that work?

Mr, Parr. Well, we feel that both Froﬁciency pay and carcer in-
centive payment are needed to get at the problem of the retention of
eritical skills.  They are different things. The advantage of the
career incentive payment is that it has 1ts maximum impact at the
time a man is about to make that big decision. It is flatly stated
to be a bonus,

Ou the other hand, the proficiency puy provides a continuing incen-
tive to the man in the service to acquire a specialty, to acquire a skill
that is needed by that service. and then to maintain thae skill.

Mr. TTarpy. You already have a cerianin reenlistinent bonus nov.
You also have a proficiency pay svstem,

And I think you would be in lot better shape if vou would come in
here having tried to utilize what you have got, hut you haven't done it.
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Tt may be that you've got a good point in suggesting that they be
cut off at 10 years, I don’t know, maybe the reenlistments would go
down after that if you did, but 1f your reasoning is correct, then it
would seem to me the sensible thing to do would be to continue on the
present reenlistment bonus schedule, cut it off at 10 years, and see
what happens to it. ‘ _

Mr. Bexnerr. I am looking to the other side of this coin. What
I think you ought to do is take the proficiency pay bill you have now
and get it as close to this sort of thing you are asking for as you can
get it. Tt looks to me like it could be identical, and the same motives
could be stimulated in either case, it seems to me.

Mr. Pavr. Itis directed to the same problem. )

Mr. Bexxerr. You already told me, maybe I didn’t get my question
across to you, but I thought I got the answer from you that if a man
was very proficiency in something you no longer needed, like threading
needles, making a sail or something, you could get rid of the proficiency
pay paid to him, because he is no longer needed. If that be the case,
1t Tooks to me like you could use this proficiency pay to get the quality
of man you needed.

Mr. Pavr. That is right, there is no difference in that sense. It is
related to critical skills, and the degree of criticality can change.

Mr. Bexxerr, They can utilize the proficiency pay more nearly to
what you wish.

Mr. Gusser. Mr. Chairman, is the theory behind dropping the re-
enlistment bonus after the first reenlistment that the man has enough
l5)7c:‘>a,rs of his life invested already and it can be presumed he would

e more than likely to continue at his career?

Mr. Paur. THat is a big part of it, Mr. G-ubser.

Mr. Gueser. Now, you are talking here about the seventh year in
most cases, aren’t you? Three-year enlistment and four-year re-
enlistment ¢

Mr. Paur. That would be the average, yes, sir.

Mr. Gusser. Do you have the figures about the difference in the
reenlistment rate of a man in the 7th year of his career, or entering the
8th year of his career, and one entering the 12th year of his career?

Mr. Pavr. I don’t have those.

Mr. Gueser. I would suspect it would be very significant, because
a man can turn his back on 7 years rather much more easily than he
could turn his back on 11 years, it seems like.

Mr. Gormam. We have done extensive surveys on career intentions
and have looked at the actual rates of reenlistment by year of service.
In general the rates go up, as you said, from the Tth to 12th year.

At about the 10-year point rates approach 90 percent, in some
cases go above 90 percent. At the 7-year point the rate is approxi-
mately 70 percent or 80 percent.

Mr. Gusser. You would say that there is & marked difference
between the first and the second reenlistment ?

Mr. Gortiam. That is the sharpest difference.

Mr. Gusser. Still a considerable difference between the second and
third, but from then on it is the same ¢

Mr. Gormam. I would say between the second and third reenlist-
ment there is a marked difference.
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Mr. Gusser. Didn't you say about 20 percent a little while ago?

Mr. Gormrayr. In the neighborhood of 10 to 20 percent. I would
have to checl the figure.

At this point in a man’s career he has much invested toward a 20-
year retirement. At 10 years if he leaves the military department he
gets nothing out of the retirement system.

Mr. Gavix. That particular individual you were trying to select
knew that after he served maybe two terms, two reenlistments, and got
a bonus for it. he was going (o get cut off.  ITe may say, “Well, what
1s the use of getting in now/7 Aftel 10 years the‘, are ;:omor to sto
the bonus. Why do with the Navy or any other branch ?* They wi
find out quick enough what you are going to do, and it will determine
their futnre and their decision.

What would you do? Would you take a job if you knew you vere
going to get no bonuses, and then after the two bonuses they were
(romfrto lal\e it away from you? .

Mr. Patt. Under our proposal, Mr, Gavin, anyone who is presently
beyond the first reenlistinent would continue to get his reenlistnent
bonus until he has reached the maximum of $2,000 he is now entitled to.

Mr. Gavis. Youare talking about 10 years, now?

Mr. Braxproro. It is prospeetive in application, Mr. Gavin, beeause
there is a savings provision to retuin the present law for those who
have already reenlisted once.

But the point that you make is a point that Mr. Rivers made, and
that is, we are dealing here with an unknown quantity.  We just don't
know whether the present fuvorable reenlistment rate of those who
have already reenlisted one or more times would be seriously aflected
by this phase-out of this present reenlistient honns concept.

Mr. Gaviy. Tle would be. T presume, if he couldn’t do better on the
outside, but if he could do better on the outside he certainly is not going
to stay in the Navy. TIle is going where he gets more money.

Mr. Gunser. Mr.Chairman, if T may continue.

I presume the I)G])'ll'tmont has come to the conclusion that the
reenlistment rate would not be adversely affected if cur off after the
first reenlistment. If you come to that conclusion, maybe you m.ust
have had some hard, concrete scientific evidence to back up vour con-
clusion.  What was it?

Mr. Parrn. As T say, we can get more detailed figures and submit
them for the record, but the retention rates after the fivst reenlistment .
are really very good.

The amount of a reenlistment bonus that a man @ers on his first
reenlistment and later ones gets progressively smaller “under the pres-
ent system. I don’t believe that to give o man a few hundred dollurs -
for that later reenlistment, when he already has the investment of a
number of vears in the service, is going to swing him one way or the
other.  And the retention fignres appear (o back usup.

Mr. (iavin. You are talking ahout $2,100—that ixn’t @ few dollars.
1t would't go down to a few hundred dollars on the second or third
one. would it?

Mr. Braxprorp. [t is o one-shot proposition under the proposal sub-
mitied by the ])('palt'men[', unless they rerualify under a eritical skill.

But, again, Mr. Chairman, we are dealing here with the same prob-

Tem 1hat confronts industry. and everybody else, Imt the armed =erv-
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joes are in a little different situation. We seem to always concentrate
on tho critical skill man, and yet the armed services must depend on
the man who is doing the fighfing, basically. I think we have got to
be careful that we don’t get carried away with this idea that a man who
simply is a good barman doesn’t have a critical skill. We have lots of
thesepeople. We may not have as many people who understand black
boxes, but that black box is only going to be as good as the man out in
front with the rifles. And yet you are going to give that man as little
as $500 and the man with the critical skill $2,400. This is what
worries me, . )

Now, we have got a built-in system to take care of the critical skill
man, with the P-1, P-2, and P-3 proficiency system; I still contend
the chairman is absolutely right. Let us implement the law we have
ot first before we apply the evils we know not whereof.,

Mr. Rivers. I think it might be well to ask the Secretary what is
wrong with P-3, that you don’t want to implement ?

Mr. Pavr. Well, Mr. Chairman, we started off very slowly on the
old proficiency pay system, As of now, 245,000 enlisted men are receiv-
ing “pro” pay of one kind or another. I was not a participant in the
initial decision not to go ahead with the P-3 payment, but I believe one
of the essential reasons why the service request for pilot programs was
turned down was that it was felt that the whole {Jroﬁcienc pay system
needed a thorough going over, and that we ought to explore different
directions.

I would agree with this committee that we have not administered
this program to the degree intended. I think one of the problems has
been that the system itself, has been a mixture of an award proficiency
for critical skills and for outstanding performance. Asyou know, the
legislation has both elements in it.

The services have administered this program quite differently. I
think we have got to find a means, and, in fact, the Secretary has
instructed me to come up by the middle of March with some proposals,
that will make more sense out of this system.

When we are able to do that, Mr. Chairman, and I think we will
be able to do it, we will be able to give the system a better test.
Whether or not $100-plus in a P-3 payment would fit in properly
into that system, I can’t say right now, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Harpy. Could we get back a little bit to the origin of this

proficiency-pay thing? All the services were enthusiastic about this
thing, as I recall it, when we considered it in the committee. My re-
collection, we could be wrong, but I think it is correct, was that all
of the services were highly desirous of this particular program. That
was going to enable them to keep these key people. Then, after you
get it, you decide you don’t want to use it. It isnot the kind of thing
that ought to be rehashed.
_ Then, I would go right back to the questioning. If my memory
is correct, the testimony that was given to us by the military people
that testified misled us. That was their own thinking, reflecting the
attitude of the folks at home. .

Mr. Haroy. Maybe it isn’t the military, maybe it is the OSD that
is responsible.

Mr. Gavin. The colonel was here in 1958, weren’t you? You were
familiar with what we were going to do, and how the plan was per-

8
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fected with such accuracy we were going to really save money. Do
you remember that?

1 vemember the Joint Chiefs of Stafl, they—the brilliant statements
they made. Cuan you tell us why this law that we passed at that
time was not implemented and carried out?

Colonel BeExape. Mr. Gavin, I don't think I have anything o add
to what Mr. Paul has snid. The record speaks for itself. It lias been
a great deal short of the authority that this committee wrote into law.

Mr. Gavin. Talk alittle louder, will you, please?

Colonel Bexape. The program to date admitiedly is a great deal
less than the authority which was granted by this committec in the
1958 pay bill. The ligures don’t as yet show we have experienced R
any substantial increase in retention as a result of proficiency psy, but
that is probably because the level of proficiency pay has not been

enough. ) _ ]
Mr. Gavix. Ilow much did Mr. Cordiner think we were going to .
save#?

Mr. Braxprorp. $5 billion.

Mr. Gavin. I remembered the figure, I wondered if you fellows did.

Mr. Pavy. Mr. Chairman, if I left the impression with Mr. Ilardy,,
that I said that the services were agninst this proposal, or weren’t
100 percent for it, I didn't mean to. They have always been for it.

Mr. ITarpy. Letusget thisthing straight.

Mr. livers. One at a time.

Mr. Iamoy. I would like to find out exactly what the picture is. I
take it from what you just said, Mr, Paul, that the serviees do want
to use it, and OSD has not, notwithstanding the fact Congress put
it into law. They say we have a little betier Eill for you here.

Isthat the purpose of it ?

Mr. Paor. Mr. Ilardy, the services would have wanted to im-
]i)lemcnt it to a.much larger degree than they have been permitced to
do, that is quite right. What you are saying is right. The number
of people in the program now has increased to 251,000 people. We
are hoping to revise the rates of,II])roﬁciency pay. We are working on
t}fla.t very actively right now. The services are 100 pereent in favor
of 1t,

Mr. ITarpy. Well, this bothers me. This kind of retention bonus for
reenlistment—to me is not the kind of thing that is likely to produce
what you scem to want, and I really would feel a whole lot hetter
about trying to consider a change in the statutory provision if there
hiad been a pretty good test of what is in the law now. There hasn't
been. And if your basic assumption is correct, that you don’t need
to pay reenlistment bonuses beyond 10 years, I would be perfectly
willing to modify the law and save a little money on reenlistment
honuses, and let you accomplish the objective in anorher way.

But T don’t see the justification for increasing the reenlistment
bonus the way you have set it up here. I think the point Mr. Bland-
ford made is correct. particularly, at this first reenlistraent point, with
(he yvounger people vou are tryving to retuin. T{ vou give them a big
hunk of cash, there is going to be quite a few of them dissipate it
pretey fast. Then after that. the morale is going to be worse than it
would have been before the payvment.
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Mr. Paur. Very few of them would get $2,400, Mr. Hardy. That
would be the absolute maximum. And that would be for a 10 year
total enlistment.

Mr. Haroy. I am not sure that you have the abilitﬁ within the serv-
ices to pinpoint your selection og your people so that you come up
with a satisfactory and result.

Mr. Chairman, that is all T want to say on that, but I do think it
might be pertinent to inquire, as Mr, Gavin suggested a minute ago,
where the $5 billion is we saved, if somebody will ever find it we will
have enough money to cover this particular bill.

Mr. Gavin. In fact, we could increase it. This bill is only $1,200
million. This was $5 billion we were going to save in 1958, It must be
somewhere. Wherever it is it might be used to improve this legislation.

Mr. Br.axprorp. Mr. Gavin, I might mention that Mr. McElroy was
Secretary of Defense at the time, and after listening to some of the
questions asked by this subcommittee, when he finally testified on the
pay bill, he said that he could not say that there was going to be a $5
billion savings, and he didn’t want fo say there was going to be a 85
billion savings. The only thing he was willing to say was that it would
improve the efficiency of the armed services. IIe would never say there
was going to be any dollar savings in this.

Mr. Cordiner could still argue, that if we adopted his proposal, as
he wrote it, that it might have saved $5 billion because of retraining
savings and things of that nature.

Mr. aroy. And he could be just as wrong as he was when he wrote
it.

Mr. Rivers. I think he wanted to abolish longevity.

Mr. Braxprorp. Yes, sir; step-in-grade increases only.

Mr. Huppreston. Mr. Paul, what would be the saving in this partic-
ular provision when we repealed the old reenlistmet bonus and in-
stitute this one-shot proposition recommended by the Department ¢

Mr. Paur. There wouldn’t be any saving, Mr. ITuddleston. Not in
the first year, or the first years of it, at least. Because you would con-
tinue on, under the old system, those who had already received the
first reenlistment bonus.

Mr. HupoLestoN. What would be the savings by the time 1968 came
around ? Could you come up here and report to us what we had saved
by making thischange?

Mr. Pavr. Tthink we can give you that figure.

Mr. Gormam. In 1964, we are planning to spend for first-termers
$57 million for reenlistment bonuses under the current reenlistment
bonus system. For career people we plan to spend $94 million for a
total reenlistment bonus allocation of $151 million.

Mr. ITuopreston. That is what you would be spending. My question
was, what would you be saving ?

Mr, Gormiam. I understand. The $94 million planned for next year
would be reduced each subsequent year, as the career personnel in the
system begin moving out. Enlisted men, who move into the career
force subsequent to the effective date of the pay bill will not receive
reenlistment bonuses. Tach year after next there would be a reduced
amount for the reenlistment bonus.
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My, ITvpprestox. Do vou have any estimate as to the amount we
would actually save

Mr. Gornay. I vou spend just what we are now spending cn first-
termers, but reallocated among skills of different degrees of criticality,
we would spend something on the order of $60 million.

Mr. PPach, Instead of 3151 million.  But that would be several years
off, and that may be a low figure, because there probably ought to be
more money than that in a reenlistinent bonus or eareer incentive
pavment system.

Mr. ITvopresron. Mr. Secretary, do vou have records with regard to
the various provisions in this bill, the figure that we would save by
this legislation, similar to what Mr. Cordiner gave us back in 1955,
of the &5 billion we would save in his recommendations?

Afr. Pave. I think it is an lmpossible fignre, Me. TTuddleston, I
don’t think we can give you a figure that would stand up any better
than that $5 billion figure did.

AMr. ITeppreston. 1 appreciate your honesty, Mr. Seeretary.

Mr. Osyers. On this question of reenlistment pay. the history looks
so good for the second and third term reenlistments that I Yor one
would not like to monkey with it. I think maybe if we removed this
reenlistimient bonus in the second and third hitches, we might very well
be having thie problem in these hitches,

Is there any way of going back into history before the reenlistment
bonus concept was started and seeing what the reenlistment percentage
was for the first, second, and third terins, and see if there had been any
major change since this reenlistment bill was put into eflect ?

Mr. Patvn. Yes,sir.

Mr. Gowrease, In 1954, the reenlistinent honus system was chianged.
A larger portion of the bonus was given to the first reenlistment, and
smaller one (o the subsequent one, Following the 1954 change there
wus a continued rise in career reenlistments.

Mr. Braxororn, Unfortunately, however, that is not guite- -

Mr. Gorrrast. You added some money to the bonus at the time

Mr. Braxvrorn. That is not quite correcl. I you took the man's
pay grade, and multiplied by the number of years at which he re-
onlisted in that pay grade, and then took two-thirds of the pay, the
next time he came up for reenlistment. that might well have exceeded
the monthly pay when he reenlisted the first time, because of his
higher grade. So the figures wouldr't prove anything.

Mr. Osarers. What is the problem? Why hasn’t it been completaly
implemented?  Tlas it been budgetarv—the Budget Burcan =uid you
ean’t have the money for it—or where is the problen 4

Mr. Pavrn. This is a problem of several years’ duration, Mr. Osmers.
T don’t think T ean give yvou all the reasons, becnuse I just don't know
what thev were.

1 do know that the problem we have right now is that in son.e caszes
if vou applied a proficiency pay of greater than $30, which is roughly
the difference in pay between different grades. you ~ould have an in-
version—that is to say, a lower grade person in a given skill might get
more than the person who was of a higher grade. This, in turn, raises
certain comimand problems, but T think the main diffienlry is that serv-
ices have administered this proficierey pay quite differently. The
Air Foree has put almost 100 percent. if not 100 percent, in critical
specialties. eritical skills.
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The Army and the Navy have treated it somewhat differently.
They have applied it, in most cases, to the critical skills, because those
are the regulations, but they have also applied it as an outstanding
achievement award. This is perfectly in accordance with the statute
and perhaps in accordance with their needs, but the fact of the matter
Is that there has been an inconsistency of administration, and what
we are now trying to do it find the right way as far as all the services.
are concerned.

One of the things we are thinking about is having a functional
specialty, or purely critical skills aspect, and apply our proficiency
pay to just that, and in addition to have outstanding effectiveness
awards handled as a separate matter.

I don’t think the system as it is now laid out in regulations—and
this is our fault, not the Congress, because we are the ones who have
to write these regulations—makes a sharp enough distinction between
the two elements that an intended to be covered.

Mr. Brawororp. I might add, that the law also permits you to ad-
vance a man to a higher pay grade, so you wouldn’t have a pay in-
version.,

Mr, Paur. Right.

Mr. Braxproro. We had that in mind when we wrote it. If this
man is that critical, or can do a job better than the average can, pro-
mote him,

Mr. Pavr. Right.

Mr. Brawprorp. Give him the pay of that grade. Then you go
back to the Appropriations Committee and say the law says we have.
to do this under regulations, and therefore we have to pay it.

Mr. Osmrers. You say the serviees like this “pro” pay. Tt doesn’t
reflect that in a lot of mail T am getting. There has been criticism of
the “pro” pay, that it sets up sort of special checks, and so forth, with-
in the services, and I wondered if you ever made a study within the
services of the man who had it and didn’t have it, as to its popularity,
and so forth. Is there a morale factor in the services today ¢

Mr. Pavr. Certain aspects of this system. are definitely aimed at
morale. I will ask Mr, Gorham to back me up on this, because he has
been charged with studyin g this particular pay. Iknow from my own
experience in talking to enlisted men, that a great many of them feel
that this annual examination that has to be taken—I am talking now
of Army enlisted men—is not fair. They feel that, given the strict
percentage limitations on the amount of people that can draw this
pay, one fellow who happens to take exams better, gets an advantage
over the other. Some people perform better, although they are not too
good at taking examinations, and this has created a certain morale
froblem. I think that there are other aspects of the system that have,

00.

Mr. Osmrrs. I would hope we have the service secretary, or chief of
stafl, or somebody come in and talk to us about it.

Mr. Braxororp. They are all here, Mr. Osmers.

Mr. Osmers. Making a complete documentation as to whether it is
working in their particular service, or not.

Mr. Buanororn. I think one of the reasons it is not working is it
has never been implemented properly. You will note the law does not .
limit the number of people who can draw proficiency pay.

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0



Approved For Release 2005/94£21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0

Mr. Osyers. Somebody is limited, T would hike to find out really
who.

Mr. Branpron. 1 think you will find it in the com ptroller’s office
of OSD if you look hard. ~Basically, that is where 1{10 question is;
it is simply a question of money.

AMr. Stratrox. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, going back to the question raised, T think by Mr.
Gubser, earlier, with respect to the bonus qquestion. You mentioned
on page 16 of your statement that you made a little study as to what
would be needed to keep the junior oflicers in, and you determined
that an increase of $100 to $200 a month would make a substantial
difference. You conducted some kind of a survey there. You don't
0 into it but I don't know whether you had a Gallup poll or what it
was.

Now, was there any similar survey with respect o reenlistinents,
or was this something based on another consideration ?

Mr. Pacn. Mr. Stratton, Mr. Gorham was the head of our pay study
group. I would like to ask him to answer that question, please.

Mr. Goritax. We did conduct surveys of both officers and enlisted
men. They were unique surveys, n which we asked different groups
of men, whether or not their career intentions would change if theiv
pay went up by a certain amount of money. For cxample, if the
members of the committee were the enlisted force, we would have
asked the three members to my left, whether $50 would have made
the difference between them staying in or leaving the service.

The next three members we would have asked whether $75 would
make the difference.

The next, $100.

We then drew up a series of

Mr. Strarron. I am asking you whether vou did the same kind of
thing with regard to the reenlistment bonus?

Mz, Gonrtrast. No, we did what 1 deseribed only in tering of monthly
pay. We did conduct another series of surveys which indicated to us
how men regarded immediate dollars, that is, bonus money, as com-
pared with increments to his monthly pay. Weo found that maen, in
general, preferred immediate dollars, (that is, discounted future dollars
at a very high rate.

I.ct me use an example.

AMr. StaTrox. A bird in the hand is worth two in the bush?

M Gorrraar. That is right. That is why we regard a reenl'stment
bonus essentially very efficient.  That is not {o say you can't pay a
nan money

Mr, Stiarrox. My question was whether the issue was raised .
whether you made any attempt (o survey the question whether a re-
enlistment bonus at the first reenlisiinent was more ellective than at
{he second or third. But you didn’t make any such study?

Mr. Goriay. Yes, lel me answer your question now, T have been
beating around the bush. apparent ly.

Woe found that the reenlistment bonus influences the first reenlist-
ment more than it does the second and subsequent reenlistments. It
doesn’t appear as a major factor for those in their second and third
reenlistinents.
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Mr. StraTTON. Well, now, this would also, I would think, be some-
thing that you could justify, and I think to some extent you were doing
that also on the basis of your statement that after the first reenlistment
then you have an investment in the service in terms of retirement which
you can’t brush aside, lightly.

Mr. Paur. No, and you can’t cash in on it until you reach retirement.
eligibility.

Mr. Strarron. T know many who got called up in the Korean con-
flict, for example, reserves, wanted to stay on, as they had acquired 2
more years in the service, they said we might as well make a career
out of it.

This idea, perhaps in contrast to the other members of the committee,
seems to appeal to me, Mr. Secretary. The only thing that I can’t
understand is why your initial increase isn’t a little bit more substan-
tial; if you are really tryingto doa job on the first enlistment it doesn’t
seem to me an increase from $2,000 to $2,400 is really very significant,
especially if you are going to knock off $2,000 on two or three succes-
sive enlistments?

Mr. Pavr. T think the difference, Mr. Stratton, is that in the case
of the $2,400 he is gettting it all at once. The $2,000 is the maximum
now that & man can get throughout his whole career. ITe doesn’t:
realize anything like $2,000 on his first reenlistment.

Mr. StrArTON. Oh, I see. In other words, what would be the maxi-
mum that he would get on his first enlistment ?

Mr. Paur. ITe gets one month’s basic pay times the number of years
of his second enlistment; $1,200, I think, is about the maximum he:
could get for that.

Mr. StrarroN. Now, one other question, also with regard to this
matter of oversea pay versus hardship pay. If T understand this
correctly, you are proposing a kind of hardship pay in place of the
oversea pay. Now, does this hardship pay also embrace the hazardous:
duty pay, and you are going to have these two grades that would deal
with both hazardous duty and hardship, or will this be over and above
what you get for flight pay and submarine pay, and so on?

Mr. Pavr. This is entirely different from hazardous duty pay.
Hazardous duty pay is related to the rigors that the man, himself, has.
to undertake, the dangers he risks as a result of that duty. TFor ex-
ample, flying an airplane, or being in a submarine.

Unusual hardship pay refers to the conditions under which he lives..

There are an increasing number of men in our services today who
are in some specialties. For example, in the radar technician field,.
a man, if he is adept at a certain type of radar technique, is likely to
end up in hardship posts a good deal of his career,

Mr. Strarron. Up on the top of Blue Mountain in the Adirondacks?
_ Mr. Paur. For that reason we think there should be some gradation
in compensation, in consideration of the degree of hardship a person:
has to undertake during his career.

Tn other words, I don’t think, in certain technician grades, Mr. Bates,
that it does necessarily even out at 30.

Mr. Bartes. That would be reflected in the rating, rather than the:
location ¢

Mr. Pavut. Yes, sir.
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Mr. StmaTroN.  Your proposal is, there would be 25 pereent for
very hard hardships, and 15 percent for not so hard; is that correct?

Mr. Pavn. Yes, those would be the two categories. You could put
it into more categories than that. 1 believe Mr. Cordiner proposed a
series of different categories of hardship, but we think that it would
complicate the system to make it more than two.

Mr.Srtrarron, What is the oversea pay now, is it 10 pereent”

Me. Pace, Tt goes from S8 1o $22.30 a month, depending on the
grade of the individual involved. It is the same evervwhere, In
other words, wherever he is, as long ax he is overseas or at seu.

Mr, Srrarrox. Thank you,

Mre. Braspronn, Mr. Chairman, may 1 suggest that we {ale two .
items, subsistence allowanee and family separation allowance, and just
briefly discuss them, and then at 4 oclock take the Deputy Chiefs of
Stadl for Personnel, because they have been here all day, and tomorrow
we have scheduled outside witnesses, and then perlups tomorrow afler-
noon we can go back to M. Pauly, and il the Deputy Chiefs could be
here tomorrow alternoon. we could continue this.

Mr. Bexserr. That will be 5 o'clock every duy.

Mre. Brasprorn, Ten to twelve in the morning,

Mre. Bexxerr. It isnone of ny businass, but I do not think this com-
wittee ought to run on the basis of adjourning at five,

Mr. Braxororn, The only point is to try to get the Deputy Chiefs’
festimony,

M Bexyerre. 1don't mind today, but it should not he permanent.

Mr. Rivers. 1 would like, though. to get the Deputy Chiefs of Stafls
this afternoon.  We will not do it every day. We are not going to try
to rush this bill, we will tuke our time and do it right.  [f we can’t finish
it this week, we will finish it later.

11 we can’t get the Secretary tomorrow, we will get him to come on
Thursday.

Mr, Pavr. Any time, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Rivers. 1 do want to get the personnel chiefs before we adjourn
this afternoon, then we won't try to do this all the time, late at night.
Of course, it would suit me, but I know my schedule is different from
anybody else’s. I will do what the comuittee wants to do, that is the
main thing.

Mr. Braxororn. Mr. Chairman, I would like to discuss briefly with .
AMr. Paul your suggestion conecerning subsistence. .\s we know, there
was 1 $29 a month increase in subsistence allowance for officers in this
bill, and nothing for enlisted personnel.  The third major part of the
mail that is coming into the committee, is the resentnent on the part .
ol enlisted personnel that the subsistence allowance has been inereased
for oflicers, and there is nothing in the bill for enlisted personnel.

[ am informed by DOD the cost of food has gone up 6.6 pereent
since 1952,

Also, T understand that the cost of food away from home, that is
the meals you buy in restanrants, has gone up 26 percent since 1952,
Presumably the subsistence for an officer is to cover his expenses when
he eating m a commissioned oflicers” mess or eating at a mess aboard
a naval vessel. There is an interesting surcharge levied against an
officer when he eatsin an enlisted mess.

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0



Approved For Release 2005/04/21 :4CIA-RDP66BOO403R000400280006-0
1455

Basically, however, the officers subsistence allowance, which has
undergone several changes over the years. It used to be that officers
in certain grades received three subsistence allowances, up to as high
as $66 a month for certain grades, but when he got to be a colonel, 1t
dropped. There isn’t any rhyme or reason in subsistence allowances.
The $47.88, which appears Lo be such an incongruous figure in the law
today, was a result of a 14-percent across-the-board increase in allow-
ances which we agreed to in conference in 1952. I don’t think that
wo can say correctly that it was based upon any set of figures or any-
thing else except that 4 percent was alloted to the basic pay and 14
percent to subsistence and quarters allowance.

But if we can assume, however, that $47.88 is a reasonable figure,
then the officer is really only entitled to an increase in the cost of food
because presumably that is what he is paying for when he eats in a
commissioned oflicers’ mess or cats at a mess aboard a ship.

Now, unfortunately, the enlisted man basically is subject to two
types of rations. There are only 841 that get the third type so that is
really meaningless. The enlisted man has traditionally been fur-
nished food in & messhall, but he also is allowed to subsist out, that is,
subsist on his own, on what is known as a commuted ration. This
means he is allowed to mess separately, and we have only allowed
him the actual cost of the food to the Government.

Now the actual cost of the food to the Government varies from year
to year, and the last adjustment was made downward, I think, from
$1.05 to $1.03.

This means that, when an enlisted man is allowed a commuted ration
ho draws $1.03 a day provided he does not eat any meals in the mess-
hall. This, then, is what his wife uses as a cost figure for buying her
food. Tlowever, if we translated the actual cost of feeding that man,
E am of the opinion that it would be considerably m excess of $1.03 a
day.

Now, for purposes of comparison, what we have done in the pro-

osal before us here, as far as the chairman is concerned, is to take
the $120 million, which was the amount that we set aside in this pro-
posed pay increase for increasing subsistence allowances for officers,
and divide that money up much more equitably than the Department
proposal, insofar as enlisted men and officers are concerned.

We increased the commuted ration and suggest it become a statutory
ration of $1.25 a day. We incrcased the $2 57 that the man now gets
if messing facilities are not available by 68 cents a day, which is 26
}rl)ercent, because that is the increase in the cost of eating away from

ome,.

The subsistence allowance that was suggested in the Department
proposal is a significant part of the junior officers’ pay increase with-
out which the increase would not approach the $100 figure Mr. Gorham
was talking about, and the amount which, the junior officers said
would be the amount of money that would make them think twice
about making a carcer of the armed services. If we take away the
entire $29, from the second lieutenant or the first lieutenant, and only
give him the basic pay increase, then we fall short of the $100 increase
per month in increased pay that the junior officer said would be impor-
tant in his consideration when it came to a question of making a career
of the service.

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0



Approved For Release 2005/04/24 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0

So the chairman has suggested, heeause the figures come out to $129
niillion as opposed to $120 million for subsistence, that we increase
the oflicers’ suLsistencc from $17.88 (0 $51.00, that we establish a statu-
tory compuled ration of $1.25, that we increase the $2.57 for messing
facilities, when they are not available, by 68 cents, and that we then
give the junior oflicers, first and second licutenants and W-1's and
W-2%, a %15 a month across-the board increase. This would cost
£20,126,000.  Then increase all other basic pay seales for officors by
$10, which comes to some 827 million.

Now, adding all of these figures up, rhe propasal that the chairman
oflers as a substitute comes to 129 million as opposed to the §120
million that the Department proposal submitted for only increasing
the subsistence allowance of officers.

This still will not bring the junior oflicer up to the point that the
Department. thought was necessary from a take home pay viewpoing Lo
mu%{c it asattractive as the Department proposal. .

So the question here is, Should we do something with the enlisted
man’s subsistence allowance? That is the first question. Would you
comment on that, Mr. Secretary?

My, Rivers. Ask him why they were left out.

Mr. Pavr. Well, with respect to the commuted ration change, Mr.
Chairman, that is proposed Rere., of $1.25 frankly, it is hard for me to
say whether I think t]hat. is a good idea, or whether that is the right
amount. This is an awfully hard figure to compute,and I don’t know
how you can arrive at a good figure.

The figure of $1.03 a day is based or: the cost of the ration, and, as
T understood it, that has been the statutory requirement.

So I am at a loss, Mr. Chairman, to comment specifically on the
commuted ration change.

Mr, Braxprorp. I am at an equal loss because all we did was multi-
ply 800,000 by 22 cents, and came out with $54 million, when we added
up all the other ficures we ecame out to $129 million. 'The $129 million
that is in the chairman’s proposal is awfully close to the $120 n.illion
that you people were going to spend on officers alone,

I think Mr. Gorham would agree that there is an added
charge —let’s put it this way, if 800,000 enlisted men suddeniy de-
scended upon the messhalls of this country, and said take your com-
mnted ration, I don't want it, T will eat every meal in the mess hall,

I think it would cost you considerably more than $1.03 a day to feed -
them.

Mr. Pavr. Of course a lot more would be eating there at that time.
The average might go up or down, I don’t know.

Mr. ITeoprestoxn, I think Mr, Paul i3 trying to answer this series
of questions with a recommendation in the cold. IIc is coming back
tomorrow afternoon. Why can’t we ask him to give us his reaction
at that time. It would be a little more meaningful.

Mr. Braxprorp. We can do the sarae thing with the rest of the
provisions, also, Mr. Chatrman.

AMr. TTaroy. I think it might be a good idea if we could have a
little clearer understanding of the basis for doing some of these
things.
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Actually, we are working on & completely irrational approach to the
‘proposition, even the thing which Mr. Blandford has suggested, we
are taking $15, simply multiplying it with an arithmetical figure.
That isn’t very logical. You took a 877 figure there for your oflicers,
not based on anything that is rational at all. It obviously was a
device to try to increase somebody’s take home pay without any logical
basis for it atall. It isnot related to the cost.

Mr. Rivers. Let me explain this to the committee.

Mr. Harpy. Iam talking about what Mr. Paul says.

Mr. Rivers. That is exactly the reaction Mr. Blandford and I got.
‘We tried, after we had gotten all this legerdemain, or whatever we
want to call it, we tried to figure out a way to say within that $120
million. The nearest we could get to it was $129 million. Am I
right, Mr. Blandford ?

Mr. Brnaxprorp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. Then we found out the junior officers were short
changed.

We are just trying to find out a way to stay close to the $120 million.

Mr. TIakpy. Mr, Chairman, I think we ought to back up and do this
whole thing over. T think the approach that the Secretary has made
in these subsistence allowances are just as cockeyed as it can be. I
don’t think we ought to undertake to use that as a device to give a
lower officer grade an increase in base pay to which they are reason-
ably entitled.

Mr. Rivirs. You remember T said in my statement the committee
will have to work it out.

hMr. IIarpy. I certainly agree; I am going to go to work on that $77
thing.

hMr. Rivers. Let’s see if we can work out something a little better on
thas.

Obviously, they don’t want to take my suggestion, and I don’t think
we like theirs.

Mr. Secretary, thank you. We will excuse you.

Do you think he will be back tomorrow afternoon ¢

Mr. Braxprorp. I think he will be here tomorrow morning also.

Mr. Pavr. Yes, sir.

Mr. R1vers. You are prepared to stay with us?

Mr, Paur. Yes, at any time.

Mr. Rivers. General Vittrup, we will ask you to come up and say
what you have to say on this.

STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. RUSSELL L. VITTRUP, DEPUTY CHIEF
OF STAFF FOR PERSONNEL, U.S. ARMY

General Vrrrrup. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee:
I am happy to have the opportunity to appear before you in support
of the Uniformed Services Pay Act of 1963.

The Secretary and the Chief of Staff of the Army in their appear-
ances before the House Armed Services Committee and the Depart-
ment of Defense Subcommittee of the House Appropriations Commit-

tee have already expressed their views on the importance of a pay
raise for the military services.
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In this respect I know of no way to better emplasize the position
of the Army than to quote from General Wheeler's testimony :

“I should like to state briefly at this point that the Army s highly apprecia-
tive that the Congress has always recognized in this scientific age that men are
not machines, that high morale and esprit de corps do play an important part in
operational effectiveness, and that inveslments in personnel benefits do pay divi-
dends in the increased effectiveness, motivation, and usefulness of the individual.

Thisy recognition and understanding of the value of the individual to Lhe modern
military service is busic to our continuved development and improvement.

1t Is plain, I think, that the Army’s greatest resource is the professioaal-style
soldicer with the highly specialized skills needed to man the modern army. Ouar
ability to atiract, develop, motivate, and retain people of this caliber depends
to a large extent on such things as (roop housing, pay. benefits, family and
buchelor quarters, and fumily life. I strongly support the need for a pay ralse
for the wmilitary, and believe there is agreement on this point generally. At the .
same time, I recognize that there will be some controversy as to the amount
of the raise. I am content Lo leave decision on this in the capable | unds of
the Congress and this commitlee, since there is no logical way one can cguate
salary received with the sacrifices which the men and women of the Army are
making now and are prepared to make when called on.

Iaving been in the personnel business during the past couple of
vears and having had the problem of trying to get o soldier with
the right qualifications at the right place at the right time, particu-
larly during the Berlin buildup, and the Cuban crisis, and to concur-
rently meet other high priority requirements including Vietnem and
Korea, certainly makes me realize the great tmportance of not only
getting but retaining, on a long-term basis, competent people.  Cer-
tainly adequate pay is a major [actor in such retention. I am sure
that it is not necessary for me to undertake to amplify this point
further with this committec.

Mr. Chairman this concludes my statement.

My, Rivers. Thank you very much.

Aro there any questions?

Mr. Haroy, 1 have just one, Mr. Chairman,

Gieneral, 1 wonder if you can tell the committee what contribution
vour oflice or the Chief of Stall oflice or the Secretary of Army’s
office made in the preparation of this pay legislation that has been
before us.

General Virreere, T dido't get the question completely.

Mr, Tlarpy. 1 want 1o know what contribution you and the Army
made 1 the preparation of this bill we are considering,

(reneral Virerve, Actually, sir. as nas been indieated, this special ,
committee made most ol the study m connection with the bill.

The Army, the same as I believe the other serviees, made certain in-
put to that conumittee in data and little studies on the side that they
requested. )

We alzo wenl over certain action oflicers, so to speak, and made
presentation {o them on certain things like the ability to retain certain
people in certain categories, and such as that. .

Mr, Hawoy, Did you advocate this particular approach, this ap-
proach of the reenlistment bonus? )

General Virrrere. To the best of my knowledge, we did

Mr. ITarpy. Don’t vou know whether the Army did or not, Gen-
eral? This is your baby. This is your responsibility.
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General Virrreur. We did not advocate that particular “gimmick”
s0 to speak
My, arpy. That is what I asked you. i
General Virirur (continuing). In the preparation of the study.
- However, at the time we had an opportunity to comment, we did
not object.
Mr. Haroy. So it was passive acquiescence ?
General Virrrue. Sir, you said that. [Laughter.]
Mr. Bruanprorp. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? General,
you heard Mr. Rivers’ comments on the proposed bill?¢
General Virrrue. Yes.
Mr. Branororp. Would you advocate the elimination of oversea
P éeneml Virrrur. The position taken by the Army at that time was
that we would not object to the elimination of the oversea and foreign
duty pay, provided the remote duty pay was implemented to a com-
parable and commensurate degree.

Mr. Brawprorp. Do you think $80 million for unusual hardship
and $133 million for sea pay indicates that would be the way it
would be implemented

General Virrrur. T do not.

Mr. Haroy. Ile knew we were going to take care of that, didn’t
you General ?

Mr. Rivers. Did you read the statement I made this morning?

General Vrrrrur. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. Do you agree with this last paragraph, where I said we
had some professionals on this committee ?

General ViTrrur, Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. Thank you, General.

Mr. Stratron. May I ask the general a question ?

Mr. Rivers. Excuse me.

Mxr. Srrarron. I didn’t understand your answer to Mr. Bland-
ford’s question. You say you would have no objection to elimination
of oversea pay, provided the pay given to those on remote stations
was increased by a comparable figure.

General Virrtrup., What I said, I believe, I can quote it exactly here:
We have no objection to the elimination of sea and foreign duty pay
in its current form. It should be dropped only if compensatory pay
on a commensurate basis is added in the form of remote and isolated
duty pay, and family separation allowance.

In other words, to compensate; these two things are to a degree
in the same category.

Mr, StraTrON. You are saying

Mr. Barrs. You don’t want to give it a different name?

Mr. Strarron. If I understood you correctly, what you are saying
is you don’t mind the elimination of the oversea pay provided those
who are actually in remote stations are compensated accordingly on
the basis of their hardship, is that correct ?

General Vivrroe. That is the idea.

Mr. Stratron. Now, the amount of money that is spent in total
doesn’t have anything to do with it, does it.4

e

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0



Approved For Release 2005/94¢31 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0

There would be presumably fewer people who would be undergoing
these actual hardships and would in fact be overseas, or would i fact
be at seq, isn’t that correct?

General Vitrror. Not necessarily.

Mr. Stratrox. Not everybody as the chairman himself pointed out
cloquently in his statement—not everybody overseas could be said to be
in a hardship status,

General Virrrer. No, sirg but the percentages used in the compu-
tation, cither 13 or 25 percent. 1 would think would sort of up the
ante on the amount of money involved-—the number of people you
have in Vietnam, [or example. ‘They are drawing foreign duty pay
now, but if they were given u 25-percent differential in pay, rather
than the Toreign duty, there would be some difference in the pay which
they would receive, I would think.

Mr. Strarrox. It is conceivable, is it not. even if you were to give
this higher pay, that the total numbers would be smaller, so therefore
the total ficure would be less? I took Mr. Blandford to suggest that
because the totals were different, that this had some significance which
I didn’t quite understand, but you agreed with his statement.

General Virreer. My feeling is that 1 he order of magnitude of $133
million versus $30 million leaves something left to be added to the 30
million.

Mr. Stratrox. In other words, your idea is there are so many people
who are in a hardship status, that if you were to give a larger bonus
to those who are in a hardship status, the total amount expended would
be pretty much the same?

General Vitmroe. Pretty close.

Mr. Rivers. Would you say that you would like for the committee
to look at this pretty hard?

General Vitiror. Sir?

Mr. Rivens. Do yvou say you would like for the committee to look at
this whole deal very carefully?

General ViTrrope. Yes, sir; Iam surc they will.

Mr. Rivers. You wouldnt object, would you'?

General Virrrue, No, sir.

Mr. Rivers. Don't let’s give the man any more trouble, The first
thing you know somcbody is going to ask him how many people are
in Victnam, how long they have been in Vietnam, and under what
arrangements they got there, and all these things, that the public .
doesn’t generally know. Don't let’s ask the General. We want to
see him live a little longer.

Mr. Bexxerr. Section 312 of this bill, page 24, provides for spe- .
cial pay relative (o hostile fires, something comparable to combat pay. LS
Do you favor inclusion of that? "

General Virrrue., Yes, sir.

Mr. Bex~err. There is one section of this that does give me some
concern, however, the overall section I am very muoch in favor of,
but I have some question abont subsection -f, which says, this pay will
be paid when a person is captured by a hostile force, or become miss-
ing under circumstances indicating hostile action was involved.

It. seems (o me this might be subject to criticism of being contrary
to public policy to pay somebody that was captured, 1 aninot saying
it 1s throwing aspersions on anybody, but T never heard of paying
people for that event. )
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General Virrzup. That issure a possibility, sir. ) .

Mr. Brnwerr. Wouldn’t you look on this as a negative force in
this particular section? Do you have any comments you would like
to make on that particular subject ? _ )

General Virrrup. I didn’t register on that particular point, to be
perfectly honest with you, when I looked at the bill.

Mr. Bexnerr. You do favor combat pay ? )

General Vrrrrue. Very definitely. I'think the people that are being
shot at, ought to get a little better shake than the others.

Mr. Rivers. Thank you, General.

STATEMENT OF VICE ADM. W. R. SMEDBERG III, DEPUTY CHIEF
OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (PERSONNEL AND NAVAL RESERVE)
AND CHIEF OF NAVAL PERSONNEL

Admiral Syepprre. Thank you, Mr, Chairman, gentlemen of the
committee. I am, as you know, the Chief of Naval Personnel. I am
also Chief of the Bureau of Naval Personnel. Then I am Deputy
Chief of Naval Operations for Naval Personnel and the Naval
Reserves,

It is a great privilege to me to be able to testify before this com-
mittee on behalf of a pay bill for the uniformed services; the first
military pay bill since 1958. Since that time there has been an ad-
justment in the allowance for quarters, but other important fields of
basic pay, subsistence allowances, and hazardous duty incentive pays
have not been increased.

It is my belief that very few of the citizens of this country are aware
of the degree to which the compensation received by the military man
has declined relative to compensation in industry and in all other
government activities since the military pay revision in 1958.

During this period, military men have been subjected to financial
pressures of two types. First, the pressure of a slow but steady in-
crease in the cost of living totaling close to 5 percent. Secondly, the
economic pressure generated by the continuing rise in compensation
of employees at all levels in the overall national economy. This in-
crease has been estimated at anywhere from. 18 to 23 percent by various
sources, even more in some areas known to me.

The effect of these two pressures has been particularly severe on the
Navy. Navy families, because of the nature of our calling, are for the
most part concentrated in the areas where the cost of living is highest ;
namely, around the great cities and seaports of this country. The skill
specialties which are so essential to the effective operation of our
modern Navy are the very ones in the greatest demand in the civilian
e%()noany, and the ones for which the greatest financial inducements are
offered.

In addition to economie pressures, there is a third important factor
which adversely affects the Navy’s retention of skilled personnel. I
refer to the long and frequent deployments of ships away from home
ports, which is required by the Navy’s role in the cold war, with re-
sultant family separation. During calendar year 1961, the last year
for which compiled statistics are available to me at the moment, the
crews of three essential types of combatant ships in the U.S., Navy—
carriers, crulsers, and destroyers—spent 70 percent or more nights
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away from home.  During a J-yewr tour of duty, days away from
home for men in steh ships totals approximately 3 vears out the L

The Navy is also being squeezed by he increazing sophiztication
of our hardware which lias intensitied 1ae need for longer and more
expensive training of personuel before they ean become skilled in the
operation and maintenanee of our complex weapons systeis. Thus,
failure to retain personnel beyond their first enlistiment inmany of
the technienl ratings is o matter of continuimg grave cobeern to ne.
s Chiefl of Naval Personnel, 1 am responsible to the Seerctary of the
Navy and the Chief of Naval Operations for providing frained per-
<onuel Tor our ships and their weapons =ystems,

May 1 give you an example taken frotn the records of @ division of
a ship engaged in missile research.  As vou know. a division i3 an
important functional part of a ship’s organization,

This division of which | speak normally has 15 electronies tech-
nicians ranging from third class (k-1) to chief petty oflicer (1$-7). .
During the past 18 months, the enlistiments of 12 of the 15 have ex-
pire.  One chief electronies technician with 1614 vears' service re-
entistetl. The 11 who did not reenlist ranged in grade from third
class (L5-Fy to chiel petty officer (17 with 4 s vears service. We
know that soven left for jobs in industry with a starting salary of
%G00 per month straight time, plis overtime and an expense allow-
anee. These nien were hired by six different electranics firms, at least
forn of which are known to have excellent retirement, hospitalization,
and insurance plans,

I iy own nontechnienl Bureaw in the last 2 yvears, we have lost
19 machine aecountants Lo industey.

Unfortunately, these are not 1solated incidents. The nunmber of
<kilted petty oflicers in eritical mtings has heen subjected to a <teady
erosion.  Our shortage of these petty officers, as of Oviober 1962, was
over 32,000 in our critieal ratings alone. We also have a substantial
<hortage of experienced oflicers, over L000, i the grados of Tieutenant
and lieutenant commander alone.

Admiral Anderson. in his statement before this full committee,
spoke of the Navy's challenging problent of rapid turnover of
persotiuel,

This is. of vourse, primarily due 1o our inability to reuin sullicient
numbers of our skilled technical persormel. The actual nwnbers in-
volveld are startling and will be of interest to this committee, [ am -
sure.

I want to digress a little from my text here becanse T see it doesn™
sy quite what I meant. 1 wanted to say the number involved in the
turnover of our personnel, the numbers are startling. and will be of .
interest to this committee, I'm sure.

We are talking about a total turnover in this preseut fiseal year.

1963, of 290.000 officers and men who are either entering or leaving
the Navy-141,252 entering and 145907 leaving. For fiseal 1964, we
forecast that, under present conditions, the turnover will be about
300,000 officers and men.

As this committee is well aware, the Armed Forces are proud that
ours is a profession of service. DBut officers and men must have a
reasonable wherewithal for themselves and their families.  An
adequate increase in pay is clearly imperative.
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In my fourth year as Chief of Naval Personnel, based on experience
gained under three different Secrctaries of the Navy and the three
Assistant Secretaries of Defense (Manpower), I am convinced that,
without such adequate recognition of the value of our officers and
men, the Navy will be in serious straits in the next few years. .

I am confident that today, as in the past, this committee will take
the necessary action. ) ) )

I am grateful for the opportunity to testify. This completes my
prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. )

I might say, sir, incidentally, because you have a lot of what I like to
call gold, instead of brass here today, I have brought a second-class
electronics technician with me who is in the back of the room. I
will bring him every day I am here before your committee. 1 took
him off the cruiser Zong Beach. Tle is drawing the highest pro-
ficiency pay authorized, $60 a month. IIe has a wife and three small
children. ITo is the nuclear reactor console operator on the nuclear
cruiser Long Beach, and I really brought him because I was shocked to
the core when I read the other day in an official piece of Ppaper that his
opposite number in the 8S Savannah, the only merchant nuclear ship,
draws $14,000 a year, and his union is negotiating for a 50-percent
increase for him. This young fellow gets $397 a month, with the
highest proficiency pay we can give him.

Thank you, sir.

Mr. Rivers. I have so many questions I want to ask, maybe T better
let Mr. Hardy start ofl.

Mr. ITarpy. I wanted to ask the same question T asked General
Vittrup, just what did your office, or the Seceretary of Navy, con-
tribute to this piece of legislation we have before us?

Admiral Syrneera. 1 will say first, sir, we contributed the same
group of people to work with Mr, Gorham’s committee. Wo made
presentations outlining our problems. In the short time {hat we had
to see the results of the committee, both our Secretary and Admiral
Anderson protested vigorously against this career incontive payment
system.

The letters are a matter of record, I’m sure.

Mr. ITarny. The incentive reenlistment ?

Admiral Smeperre. This career incentive payment system we are
talking about, the reenlistment, bonus; yes, sir.

Mr. StraTrox. Were very much against it, Admiral, did you say?

Admiral Swepsrre. Yes, sir, they expressed very strong views
against this proposal.

Mr. StrarroN. The present. system ?

Admiral SMrpBERG. No, sir; I'm talking about the proposed system.

Mr. Iarpy. The system that is contained in this ball, 1s that right?

Admiral Smeperre. The system that is contained in the House bill,
not Mr. Rivers’ bill.

Mr. Haroy. That is what I’m talking about, the House bill.

Admiral Smeperra. Yes, sir.

Mr. Haroy. I think, Mr. Chairman, we ought to have at least in our
hearing record, a copy of these, so that we can understand fully the

arguments that have been made on this point so that our record will
be complete.
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Mr. Rivers, Can we get those, Mr. Blandford !

AIr. Braxprorp. 1 think it is really a question here of executive
communications, which I don’t like Lo raise, but I presume if the com-
mitteo requested the Navy to submit to it its recommendations con-
cerning the carcer incentive payments that there will be little the
Secretary of the Navy could do except to comply with the reguest.

Mr. Ilarpy. That is the request I am making, Mr. Chairmar. I
hope you will honor my request.

Mr. Rivers. Let’s see if we can't get that.

Mr. Braxpromn. May 1 ask, Mr. Chairman, in that connection, if
Admiral Smedberg thinks this bill, as written by DOD, will go a
long way toward solving the Navy’s problem ?

Mr. ITarpy. Inlight of the procedure - -

Mr. Br.axprorn. Well, the DOD bill, asa whole.

Mr. Rivers. I assumed Admiral Smedberg didn’t recommend we
discontinue the sea pay.

Admiral Saeosere. To answer the first question first, sir, if I nay,
although the seniority is less.

In my opinion I definitely feel that the problems of retention which
wo now face in the Navy will continue to exist under this bill.

Mr. Braxororp. You think that the chairman’s proposal is an
improvement?

Admiral Syepsere. As I see it I think the chairman’s proposal is
an improvement, Sir.

Mr. Braxprorp. You think this will do more to help solve your
problem of retention ?

Admiral Saepeere. 1 think it will help more, sir.

Mr. Braxprorp. 1t won't solve it?

Admiral SaEpBERG. No, Sir.

Mr. BLaxprorp. Are you satisfied with the increases provided for
oflicers?

Admiral Syepeerc, Personally, sir, L am not.

Mr. Brayororp. Do you think we have made suflicient increase for
{he junior officers?

Admiral Syepsee. Personally Ido rot Teelysir, that--I don’t want
to volunteer information. 1 want to express my views, but L can’t
express my views—l don’t feel that 1 can volunteer information, sir.

Mr. ILarpy. Then we will just have to give you a whole flock of
questions, Admiral. Tappreciate your situation.

Admiral SaEDBERG. Yoes, sir

Mr. Brasprogn. Do vou think the senior oflicers—Ilet’s put the
(uestion this way : Do you feel the junior officers look to the increases
provided here for the senior oflicers, and that this enters into their -
consideration as Lo whether they are going to make a carcer of the
Navy?

Admiral Syenuera. I personally feel very definitely that is the case,
particularly with the best young officers, the smartest ones, the ones
we want most to keep.

Mr. Braxprorp. Obviously the Navy did not recommend the
elimination of sea pay?

Admiral Sareppere. We did not, sir.

Mr. Rivers. Did you profest it?

Admiral Syrepnene. We did, sir.
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Mr. Harpy. If that was in writing, Mr. Chairman, I ask we have
a copy of that, also. )

I think we need this in order to understand this better.

Mr. Rrvers. If we can get that—Mr. Blandford, see if you can get
that. .

Mr. Bates, do you have a question ? ) )

Mr. Bares. Fiscal 1964, why such a large increase in the tnrnover?

Admiral Smuperre. It is not a great deal larger, sir. It is only
about 10,000 or 12,000 more, 290,000 to 300,000.

Mr. Buanprorp. That is in and out, both, sir.

Admiral Smepsere. It is an in-and-out total.

Mr, Barns, Itisin and out, oh, all right.

Admiral Syepeere. It is a total of 10,000 in and out, or about 5,000
each way. . .

Mr. Branprorp. Do you think, Admiral, the chairman’s suggestion
which has not been thoroughly discussed, but contained in his state-
ment concerning a family separation allowance for all personnel who
are truly separated from their families, and the illustration you have
given here of a man going to sea, and being actually at sea 3 out of 4
years, do you think this family separation allowance the chairman has
suggested would help to alleviate the situation ? )

Admiral SampnERG. Yes, sir, it is one of the finest things I have
heard in a long time.

Mr. Braxororp. You would endorse the family separation in the
concept Mr. Rivers has proposed ?

Admiral Smepsrre. Heartily, sir.

Mr. Rivers. I wish we had time to read the letter here that was
handed to me by somebody. If the committee will give me a second,
1 would like to read a little bit of it.

Mr. Harpy. Second.

Mr. Rrvers. Read starting right here [indicating].

Read starting at No. 1, and read onthrough there.

You spoke of that electronics young man on Long Beach.

Admiral SmeppeRG. Yes, sir, who is here now.

Ng[Sr‘; Rivers., ITow he compared with a man on the SS Savannah,

Admiral Smepsere. No, it is the SS, Steamship Savannah.

Mr. Rivers. This letter is from a captain, comparing himself with a
civil service employee.

Admiral SmepsEre. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. I want you to hear that. Read that.

Mr. Brawprorp reading:

“In view of the recent pay increases for professional civil service personnel,
the small amount of information that has leaked out with respect to the potential
military pay increases has beeh most disquieting, in fact, almost insulting.

At the comparable service position level, civil service personnel will receive
approximately a 20-percent pay increasc by January 1, 1964, The only infor-
mation I have becn able to gather with respeet to our military pay situation
ostensibly because Secrctary McNamara has maintained a veil of secrecy over
this matter is that captain will be rccommended for a pay increase of about
$45 per month. If this is true, then I find the entire pay situation insulting
with respect to the military-civilian relationships in our activities.

I am not against the pay increases for our civilian engineers. Their increases
have made their pay somewhat equitable with their commercial counterparts
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* ¥ % (8- and above civilinn personnel making up to approximately $4,000
more per year than I will be carning including allowances as of January 1, 1064,
I consider this 1o be a most unbealthy command and management situation, I
feel that I contribute just as much technically and considerabdy more in ad-
ministration and decisionmaking on technica]l matters as any civilian cngincer
in a certain laboratory. I am sure that this sitwation prevails in other labora-
tories and activities of the Navy. and in ships, perhiaps to even a greater degree.

My pride has been wounded sorely and the pride is about all we have lelt in
our profession. [ would take such retirement action most reluctantly since 1
have loved the Navy and it has been fair and just with me in the past.

Of course, | as an individual don't really count for much in the Nuvy bt I
feel there must be hundreds more who are going to have the same thoughts and
conclusions and the Navy and Government cannot affard to lose our cellective
NOTVIees,

I request this watter be brounght 1o the attention of those in uniform who arve
working with the pay study groups and/or the Secrctary of the Navy.

Mr. Rivers. This is a thing that is on my mind.  If we look at
these things as a slide rule proposition. and confine it solely to figuves,
they talk about quality control, we don’t have any.  We are dealing
with human beings, and there is no such thing as slide rule thiaking.
The slide rule thinking is bad for morale. We have so {requently
used uniform services up and down the breadth and length of this
country. 1 lived in the shadow of a naval shipyard all my life. 1
used to work in a naval shipyard.  We don’t like 10 see 2 cleavage
between civilian personnel and oflicer personnel.

To let these things get =o far out of line is disturbing me. It is
destructive in my opinion. of something that you can't buy with noney.
1T one dedicates one’s self, and realizes someone is overlooking this,
it is something you can’t put your hand on, but it is a tragic thing. It
15 a tragic thing.  You can’t evaluate these people,

If they are losing interest and wanting (o get out all over {ae lot,
from the lowest to the highest. 1t must bring you the same heartache
that 1 feel.  You must see a “jillion™ cases. [ have goften so many,
Mr. Blandford is my repository. 1 don’t know how many yeu get.

Admiral Syepserc, You have expressed my personal thoughts far
better than 1 could, Mr. Chairman.  In my own Burcau, and n all of
our bureaus, we are having this sawe situation,  OQur division directors
now have many people working for them who are drawing more money
than they who have the full responsibility and the anthority for all
the decisions and judgments that are made in the division,

Mr. Ravers. This is what is disturbing me.  When I compiled my
statement, I put ivin.

My, Iharpy. 1 was thinking along this line, Mr, Chateman, It is an
extremelyv serious situation, and I am wondering what we can do from
a practical standpoint in view of the pay raises that lave been ap-
proved, 1 believe another one goes into effect soon—-in view of that
level I think most of us who ave realists believe there is no prospect of
getting o militavy pay bill that would overcome this inversion ~it wtion
that you bave been talking about.

Now, yvou are bound to have a rather rough morale situation, where
you have military personuel and civilian personnel working i the same
avea. perhaps the military personnel even supervising the civilian
persounel, and the civilian personnel getting considerably more n pay
than the nilitary.

I don’t know what the answer to it is. I think it perhaps obviously
would not be a provision for prohibiting the cinployment of a civilian
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at a higher pay rate than the military supervisor, but there must be
some way that we can approach this. Do you have any suggestion ?

Admiral Syrpsere. I can only say, sir, it is my personal conviction
that if this is not corrected, it is going to be very bad for the military
services.

Mr. Braxvrorp. Mr. Chairman, I think we should bear in mind that
we have a serions imbalance, or have had in the past a serious imbalance
in the armed services personnelwise.

One of the great problems that we always face in a pay bill is that
we separate the coneept of pay from the concept of career management.
Perhaps the ideal system would be one day to write a pay bill and a
promotion bill simultaneously. Then you would have your attrition
rates established by law. About the time you get an attrition rate
established by law, you come across a situation such as Korea or the
Berlin crisis.  Then your attrition system falls by the wayside.

One of the problems that we face, which was brought to my attention
the other day, that there was a recommendation at one time in 1958
that if the 1958 pay increase were to be put into effect, then they would
reduce the nu :}ger of colonels and captains serving on active duty.
This has not been possible, because of a variety of things that have
come up since that time. Then we had to pass a hump bill to get rid
of captains, in order to provide promotion opportunitics for com-
manders then we had to force out commanders, in order to get pro-
motion opportunities for licutenant commanders,

On the one hand we talk about an officer who retires because his
civil service counterpart is earning more money, and on the other
hand, we talk about forcing out a commander who wants to stay be-
cause there isn’t any place in the promotion system for him. What 1
am saying is that when you combine pay and personnel management
together, and try to consider these as 1solated parts of the whole, you
just don’t come up with a really intelligent approach to this matter.

T believe when the Bolte proposal is considered and thoroughly
analyzed and we get together, that is, the services come closer to-
oether, on uniform promotion procedures, that thereafter, someone
is going to have to sit down and write a pay bill commensurate with
promotion opportunities.

1t is going to have to be tied hand-in-glove.

Mr. Rivers. Of course, Mr. Bates makes the observation that the
rate by which obsolenscence has overtaken the fleet, this deficiency in
your personnel will be all right, because you are not going to have any
fleet to put them on anyway.

We ought to wake somebody up and get this fleet going. I just
don’t know what is going to happen, frankly. I am just as indecisive
as the rest of you. The only thing I know, is that our fleet is getting
obsolete much faster than we modernize.  We can add up 2 and 2.

Your personnel is in the same situation.

T have been in Congress 23 years, and I never have heard anybody
discuss, in the annual pay increases for the Post Office employees—
I never hear anybody worry about the budget. They pick out the
thing, and away we go.

Mr. Bates. 1 wonder why that is, Mr. Chairman ?

Mr. Rivers. You know why that is. I never heard anybedy worry
about the budget in that bill. They just give a raise, and that is it.
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But here we are with people who arc charged with the respousibility
for the security of this country proscribed by budget figuve, and it
is disturbing. That is why this }em-r was read, that 1s why I wanted
this letter read here,

Mr. Blandford, what will they wake: these eivilian emplovees?

Mr. Braxororn, Actually, the figure of about $3.)00, o GS--11 will
make betweeen $3.000 and $3.300 more than O-6.  Now you can sub-
tract from that the retirement feature, beeanse of the fact that the
civil service individual must contribute toward his own retirement.
I don’t want to get into that aspect of it, because vou would 2e here
forever when yvou start discussing who contributes most or who has
the better system, But you can subtract about 61, pereent from that
figure of his total pay and you will find that the GS-14--and (here
used to be relatively few of them, and 1 have the ligures, we have
miiry more (35-14, 15, and 16, now—there is about a 2000 -a-year
difference, if you consider many factors, and you can argue thas figure
ono way or the other.

We try to make this apply to 15,000 O-6's, for example. Tt s obvi-
ous there aren't 13,000 -6s who have 6 or 8 (38-14s working
for them. We probably have some O-6's, who probably have a GS-3
working for them .

I am not being critical of this at all, Admiral. What 1 mean 18, in
@ military pay system, as in a Government. pay system, the good man,
the average man, and the fairly borderline case, and the outstanding
man, all draw the same pay. That is why it is impossible in my
opinion to ever try to compare military pay with industry,

In industry you promote the man and make him president of the
Ford Mator Co.. then make him Secretary of Defense, if he is a really
capable individual.

We have below-the-zone selections.  We do have selection up to the
grade of captain, and then we have selection on to admiral. We try
to do this on a best. fitted system. We try to work in a svstem that
will produce the best men for the jobs, but we also know we have to
use promotion in order to get people pay increases. The ditculty
here s that you have got licutenant eolonels who are doing fantastic
{obs.

I industry they would probably be making $35.000 a year. On the
other hand, you undoubtedly have O-3's who are ruaning small post
exchanges some place, who would do well if they got $6.000 1 vear in -
a comparable position in industry.

This just happens to be the luck of the draw, as to where a man
18 serving at the time. 1lis next assignment might put him in an im-
portant position. This is all part of the military system. Chis is
why the comparisons are so unfortunate, because the man that sees
this, the man who has the (GS--14 working for him, is the man who at
that moment is unhappy, and he is the one who applies for retirement.

Mr. Rivers. We don’t want to get too much into philosophy here.
Mr. Stratton.

Mr, Strarrox. I would like to get the Admiral's point o view
here. Tt is my understanding that you like to answer questions.
rathier than express your point of view. _

Admiral, do T take it that you favor this bill or vou are against i(.
personally?
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Admiral Syreppere. Isupport a pay bill, sir. ) .

Mr. StraTron. Well, now, is your recommendation for a higher
increase ?

Admiral SyrepsERe. Yes, Sir.

Mr. StraTTON. What was the difference between your recommenda-
tion and the bill? o

‘Admiral Smepsrre. Well, T would say roughly, where this bill is ap-

roximately 18 percent, or the bill is 14 percent, we honestly can’t
%nd where that 14 percent is—I would say that the minimum neces-
sary to bring the military man back into a comparable level today in
the economy of the United States would be something on the order
of 23 percent, which is just what the civil service has had in the last
414 years. We need comparability in government. T am not worried,
myself, about the comparability n industry. I agree that we can’t
have that.

Mr. Strarron. I don’t want the philosophy of it, Admiral, I think
we all agree on that, and I think we also recognize this is probably an
impossible goal. I want to know what the Navy recommended. Did
you recommend a 23-percent increase ?

Admiral Surpsrre. No, sir; we did not make a specific percentage
or dollar increase.

Mr. Strarron. That would be what you would recommend ?

Admiral Smepsrre. Yes,sir. This is my own personal opinion.

Mr. StrarroN. Is thisa straight across the board, or do you disagree
Wit{l ’%he way in which this thing is allocated between the various
ranks?

‘Admiral SaepsEre. It would not be in my opinion straight across
the board, sir. I think that the attention that has been given to the
middle-grade officers is excellent. I think that that is going to correct
some of our problems in the salary area. The lieutenant (junior
grade), the licutenant, and lieutenant commander. I think the ensign
is woefully short, in comparison with all his fellows. Iis increase
is barely that of the cost-of-living increase since he had his last raise
10 years ago.

i feel that tho enlisted middle grades are getting about one-half
of what they need to have to live decently. Where they are given §20
to $35 a month, it should be $40, $50, or $60 a month, in my opinion, to
enable them to live decently like Americans.

Mr. StraTroN. What about the higher ranks #

‘Admiral Smepsrra. I honestly feel the smartest young man will
not be very much attracted by the salaries of the higher grades. The
percent, increase of the higher grades, as I read it, is equal to or just
Tess than the cost-of-living increase during the past 415 years.

Mr. StraTTON. You don’t recommend—you still don’t recommend
a flat increase in each particular grade ?

Admiral Suroerre. No, sir. I think this committee is far better
equipped to do that than 1.

Mr. Stratron. Well, T am sure the other members are, but I am
just one member. I don’t know how we can do it without getting rec-
ommendations from those who deal with this kind of thing. It would
seem to me any pay bill would be an almost impossible job.

T would like to get your recommendation, Admiral, with respect to
the Navy. How much should we give the admiral, how much the
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captaing, how much should we give the apprentice seaman, and o on/
It seems to me this would be help fud, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. Ruivers, Tdon't think the Admiral made any such proposal,

Admiral Svepsere, No, sir.

Mr. STrRarrox. T oam teving to give him an apportunity to Hresent
it tous. Perhaps he could wive it for the record,

My, Rivers. Do you have any such studies ?

Admiral Sveonera. Have we studies /

Mr. Bivers, THave yon any such list of suggestions he asked for

Admiral Sareorera. T have not made up v detailed puy hill: no, sir.
We have very definite ideas, sone of which | just stated in response
to questions.

My Srrarron. Letwe try to pursue some of these other thines then.
Adwmiral totry to get vour thinking.  This is for enidance for 1. 1t
ix all very well for us to talk about how madequate the bill is and i
is all very well, of course, 1o talk about how there is no doljar flzure,
but we are talking about 1ax euts and trving to reduce the expenditures
to meel it, and it does seem to me we hive 10 be s responsible on this
committee asany other committee is.

What about this reenlistment bonu<? Do I understand thiat you
are i favor of the present svstem, and vou don't reconmend any
changein it/

Admiral Ssieneere, Nogsir: that is not correct.

M. Srraveron, What change would von recommend £

Admiral Syepienc. 1 personally feel that the present proposal will
not increase the retention rate of the men we need {o keop witlus,

Mr. Strarrox. Would you oppose any inevease in the reenlistment
honns for the first reenlistment as a method of frying 1o attreet the
men that yon want ¢

Admiral Ssieoeexc. 1 personally feel, sir, that the present reenlist-
ment system has heen very effective in ratings, other (han the eritienl
ratings, For the eritieal ratings, it is obvious (0 ug we have to ofler
a lot wore than we have been oflering, or we wonldn't be 32,000 petty
ollicers short in those critical rafings,

We frankly feel that a bonus such as the Departinen: of Defense pro-
poses superimposed on the present bonuses might do the trick.

Me.Srrarron. Saperimposed on it, rather than substituted for?

Admiral Syepnerc. Yes, sir. For iustance, we enn't honestly =ee
that there is mueh attraction for a radarman-second to know (hat he
can get S2400 when today he knows he can get 52,000,

Now it is {rue he ean’t get it all at once, but I am not certain that
getting it all at onee is the attvactive thing that it is purported to be,

We think that the reason we have a 90-pereent or better reenlisment -
rate after the first reenlistment. and we do not have that in our eeitieal
ratings, the men who do reenlist, and they are splendid people, reenlist
about 80 percent for a carcer.

Mv. Rivers. At that point, Mr. Stratton, may T interject here?

If we were to implement P-3——the -3 that ‘would give him $130 a
month, That 18 $1,800 a year.

Admiral Satepnerg. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. That $2.400 is a lump payment, as Mr. ITardy savs, he
may wake up tomorrow maorning and say, I spent all my noney. 1
bonght that broken-down Ford. or whatver it is. now I um hooked
for 4 more years. Whatever it is, tomorrow it is all gone.

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0



Approved For Release 2005/04/21 1/GIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0

Under this P-3, he would get $150 a month, and something to go
along with. T suspect that is why 1 made my statement. We ought
to give that a fairer try. ) )

‘Admiral Swropere. Were you telling me or agking me, Mr. Chair-
man? Tam not quite certain. )

Mr. Rivers. If I started telling you, 1 would be speaking to the
wrong man. Did you hear what I said. ? o ) ]

Admiral Swepsere. I did hear what you said, sir. T am in a bit
of quandary, because I have supported, for some years, a greatly -
creased “pro” pay for the Navy.

And that was after coming from command of the 1st Fleet—2d
Fleet, 4 years ago, when I was against it. Inthe flect I was against it,
because there was great bitterness, and there still is today, among the
enlisted men. For example, two petty officers, the boatswains mate-
second, who comes off the forecastle after 18 hours in freezing weather,
comes down and sees the electronies technician-second, working in the
warm compartment and drawing more than he does every pay day.

Tt is a constant, every other week, irritation to that man to see this
othor fellow whom he thinks isn’t working as hard as he is, getting
more pay.

There are two sides {o this question, Mr. Chairman. 1 personally
feel that the bonus at the point of reenlistment is preferable because
that is a one-shot deal, it is not known to everybody else, really. It 1s
between the Government, and it isn’t brought to light in the ship every
2 weeks at the pay table. That is my philosophy.

Mr. Rivers. As against the full implementation of the I-3% or
2,0r P-1%

Admiral Syepsere. Yes, sir. 1 feel the “pro” pay isa very valoable
tool if properly used, and have stated so during the past over 3 years.

Mr. BLanprorp. Isn’t that the answer, Admiral ¢

Admiral Smrpsrre. It is hard to say what the answer is, sir.

Mr. Strarrox. I would like to return to my line of questioning.

Admiral, do I understand you to say, then, that the implementation
of the Department’s recommendation with regard to climinating the
bonus on the sccond and subsequent reenlistments would, in your
opinion, jeopardize the reenlistment rate for the Navy?

Admiral SyeppERG. Personally, T think it would harm it, sir.  And
T think it fails to recognize something that I think is tremendously
important. And that is, that all men of high mental caliber are not
necessarily in the critical skills, nor does loyalty, dedication to duty,
and effectiveness, necessarily go hand in hand with skills and mental
capacity. Wehave perfectly wonderful men in this Navy in other than
the crifical ratings, and we need them—all of them.

We can’t lose them by taking away from them what they have today.

Mr. Strarron. How do we take care of the gentleman that you
brought with you here, other than just a general pay increase?

Admiral Ssepeere. The reason I brought him, sir, was in the
thought that perhaps at some time in this hearing you might like to
ask him a question. ITe was picked from the cruiser Zong Beach.
I asked that a man with a wife and several children who was a nuclear
reactor operator be sent. down here. I asked him when he came into
my office, how much more money per month would he feel he would
need to make the Navy a carcer. Ile hasn’t made up his mind yet.
ITe is in his 7th year. He is drawing top “pro” pay. He said he folt
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that $100 a month might male the difference to him. Ie is right here,
you could ask him, i% you have time later. I will kecp him as long
as this committee would like to have me keep him availluble.

Mz, Strarron. May I ask just one more guestion, Admiral, and
that is, with respect to the recommendations on retired personreel, Do
you favor that part of the bill 2

Admiral SaepserG. After a long struggle, sir, I have come to the
reluctant conclusion that that is the hest solution in the long-range
iterests of the country. I'm going to be one of the people who will
someday perhaps be inclined to say, in my old-age retirement, well,
these fellows are getiing all this extra money, but I don’t think now
that I will honestly think L am entitled to ii.

Mr. StraTTON. 'flmnk you, Admiral,

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Long?

Mr. Loxa. Admiral, will this bill, inadequate as it is, in your opin-
ion, improve morale and increase enlistment ?

Admiral Syepsere. Yes, sir, it is bound to improve morale. T
don’c honestly feel it will increase ratention, and I sy retention,
sir, because frankly wo get enough enlistments. Our failure is not
in

Mr. Loxe. 1 meant reenlistment.

Admiral SaepBere. Yes, sir, reenlisument.

It will not encourage, in my opinion, reenlistments beyond—in the
critical ratings.

The differential is too great, sir.

Mr. Loxg. Onchart 1, on the Secretary of Defense's report, or. page
4, there are a whole bunch of reenlistinent rates here for first-term reg-
ulars, these puzzle me a litile bit. 1 wondered if you could clear
up that puzzle possibly, Admiral.

P 1hink the last pay increase went into effect in 19587

Admiral Saepsere. Yes, sir.

Mr, Loxa. Do you have that table there, sir?

Admiral Sameppere. No, sir, 1 don’t. "Does somebody have the
tible?

I have it now, sir.

Mr. Loxa. It shows as you might expeet in 10539 there was an
inerease in reenlistment rates for first-term regulars. that is what
you might expect as a result of the increased pay. But the thing
that puzzles me is that in 1960, the year following that, reenlistiment
rates went way down, and as a matter of fact, the average of 1959
and 1960 then is snbstantially lower, 25.6 percent, than it was in
1958, That puzzles me. Just why that sharp decline in reenlist-
ment rates from 1959 to 1960 accurred. after that rather encouriging -
rise. And then T am further puzzied by the fact that from then on,
i 196162, there is an increase in the reenlistment rare in practically
every category, occupational category. although I gather that there
has been no substantial improvement in pay, or incentives. These
rates baflle me a little bit. 1 have a feeling we perhaps ought to
know what the reason for them is, ro understand possibly what effect
the proposed pay bill might have,

Admiral Syepsera. 1 ean only say, Mr, Long, these, of course, are
all the serviees.

Mr. Loxg. That is right.
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Admiral Smepsere. And T have compared these figures with my
own in the Navy. They are somewhat alike. Just for your own
information, my own Navy figures in 1959—or take 1958—were 22.6,
first-term reenlistment. Then 1959 was 28.4, a slight drop in 1960,
to 21.3, then at 27.8 in 1961, a 28.8 in 1962.

Mr. Lowa. Yes. .

Admiral Smepsere. We are very proud of those increases in the
face of the situation.

Mr. Lowa. I wonder how you can explain them in view of the fact
that the pay hasn’t really—how could you explain that drop in 1960,
which for all three services is very severe, and extends to every single
occupational category, and then second, how would you explain the
improvement since then ?

Admiral Smepprre. 1 {ind it impossible to explain it, sir. I have
asked my people that question. We are trying to find the answer.
We don’t know it.

Mr. Braxprorp, I think I might be able to suggest to you, Dr. Long,
some of the possibilities. You will find that your reenlistment rates
will have something to do with your enlistment rates and in the years
when they occur; for example, following the pay increases in 1952,
1955, 1958. Now you will notice that 1962 figure, the civilians got a
pay increase, and the theory is when the civilians are getting a pay
imcrease the military cannot be too far behind. In this case they are,
but in 1962, people started talking about a pay increase, and that is
when this pay study started. So thercfore, you have a slight increase
in reenlistment rates in 1962. Now, you will find that your 1960 rates
probably reflect the 1956 enlistment, you see. By that time the effects
of the 1955 pay increase had worn off, so that you didn’t have quite
as many people enlisting for the 4-year period.

Mr. Loxe. Kind of an echo affair,

Mr. Braxprorp. These are echos, plus the fact you get the Berlin
crisis in here in 1961. That cnters Into it. You have the Lebanon
crisis in 1958.  All of these things are factors in enlistment rates, and
therefore they arc a factor also in reenlistment rates.

Mr. Long. Do you find your reenlistment rates are very well cor-
related with the unemployment rate?

Mr. Rivers. That is what I was going to say, the economic picture
affects it some in some areas?

Admiral Smepprre. It is hard for me to say, sir, as far as T can see
the employment in this country for the people we want is very good.

Mr. Lone., Yes.

Admiral Smrperre. And they are siphoning our people from us.

Mr. Rivers. Has this been true for a long time ?

Admiral Svuperre. It has been true for several years, sir, and it 1s
getting more and more true as the offers from industry to our people
increase in size.

Mr. Brawprorp. I think the most significant figure, Mr, Chairman,
and Dr. Long, is to look at the 1959 improvement over 1958. This is
an indication of what happens when you come up with an “honest to
God” pay increase.

Mr. Lona. That is right, I pointed that out.

Mr. BLanproro. 1958 was a very good pay increase.
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Mr. Loz, That was very encouraging, as L say, but the dropoll in
1960 oceurred., 1 wonder if we will Took for something similarly dis-
couraging after this pay increaze.

Mr. Rivers. Thank you very much, Admiral.

Wowill start off with General Stone tomorrow morning, and ask you
{0 come then. We will also hear from General Dinmond, General
Terry.

Mr. Br.axpronp, Dr. Dinmond is representing General Terry.

Mr. Rivers, Admiral, have the young man stay around here a few
days,

We will meet again tomorrow at 10 o'clock.

(Whereupon, at 3 p.n., the committee recesseid to reconvene at U
an., Wednesday, February 27, 1963.)

House orF REFPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE 0N L\ RMED SERVICES,
SvecoMMITIERE No, 1,
Woshington A0 chmary 27, 19625,

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:12 aaa., in
room 313 -\, Okl House Office Building. Hon. I.. Mendel Rivers (chalr-
man ol the subcommitter) presiding.

My, Rivens, Let the committee come to order,

[ want {o announce that we will be unable to meet this afteraoon.
Woe have business on the floor.  The chairman wants us to be on the
floor at that time.  So those we cannot hear this morning, and who
are scheduled, if you will be here tomorrow morning promptly at 19
o'clock we will take up exactly where we left off.

Is there anything else?

My, Braxprorp. No, sir.

1 would like to insert in the record at this point letter from the
dean emeritus fromt the College of Engineering, University of Texas,
concerning salary levelsof professional engineers.

(The letter s as follows:)

‘ongressman 1Toxer TIIORNBERRY.,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C,

DRAR UONGRESSMAN THORNBERRY @ The writer has breen engaged in professional
engineering for more than H0 years- sometitaes for industry, sometimes Yor the
U4 Government and again for university-level engineering cducation, Thix has
inc luded personnel seleetion for (he International Ilarvester Co,, the Teunessee
Valley Authority at Kknoxville, the U, Embassy at London nnder civil service,
the United Nations at Ankara, Turkey, and the faculties at the University of
Teunesser and the University of Texas. -

One principle those of us involved it such cngineering and scientifie sclection
needs to be emphasized.  In closely relited assignments in engineering at each
level, a high degree of uniformity must be waintwined.  This is especially true
in Federal offerings otherwise the harmony and efficiency as between services
disintegrate out of all proportion to the saving made by the lower paid units
of such services.

Currently, there is o bill proposing a much larger pay inerease for tihe civil
service personnel of the United States than for the militury personnel assigned
to do mostly eivilian duaty espeeially in the fivlds of medicine, sanitary engi-
neering. public health engineering and induscrial hygiene. For strategic reasons
fhese men mist be prepared to go anywhere or any place under U.8. orders
but Jduring peacetime are assigned to elvil duties ln sewerage, health water
supply and medieal sorvices i SRtates, vities, hospitals and government research
laboratories.
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The inconsistency of different levels of compensation for the same or similar
professional engineering agsignments ig most noticeable when the recruiting
agents of the several U.S. services visit our engineering and scientific colleges
and universities. It is not possible for an engineering faculty adviser to give
the interviewed graduates at the bachelors, masters, or doctorate grades a
justified reason for one U.S. service to have one pay scale and other divisions

to have a higher or lower scale.
I would recommend that H.R. 3006 be amended to place the salary levels of

wmen of professional engineering and seientific level on a comparative and equi-
table basis whether employed by the Civil Service, the ‘Penncssee Valley Author-
ity or the civil activities divisions of the Armed Forces.

Sincerely yours,
W. R. WOOLRICIH,

Dean Emeritus and Professor of Mechanical Engineering, College of
Engineering, the University of T'exas.

Mr. Rivers. Just before we call the first witness, I want to enter-
tain Mr. Hardy’s request that you obtain from the DOD the position
of each Department on this proposal transmitted to Congress.

Mr. ILarpy. Mr. Chairman, I would, if you don’t mind, prefer that
we defer putting that request in the record until after we had had
General Stone’s testimony, because there are certain aspects of it I
think may clear up some of the data we need.

Mr. Rivers. We will defer that. We will begin this morning by
hearing Lt. Gen. William S. Stone, Deputy Chietf of Staff of the Air
Force for Personnel.

General Stone, we will be pleased to hear from you at this time.

You may proceed, General Stone.

STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. WILLIAM S. STONE, DEPUTY CHIEF OF
STAFF, PERSONNEL, HEADQUARTERS, U.S. AIR FORCE

General Stoxe. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is
a pleasure to appear before you today to discuss the matter of mili-
tary pay and allowances. This is my first opportunity to testify be-
fore your committee since my recent return to the Pentagon.

It is reassuring to see several familiar faces and to recall the many
pieces of legislation benefiting military personnel which this commit-
tes has developed and sponsored. It 1s particularly gratifying to
renew my acquaintance with several members of this committee and
to acknowledge the collective experience, ability, and judgment of
all the members.

President Kennedy, in his message accompanying the Federal Serv-
ice pay reform bill, made quite clear his hope that Federal employees
would be paid at a rate comparable to industry. Ilis desire was
carried out by Congress insofar as civil service pay is concerned. I
suggest that the military pay should also be comparable to industry,
and certainly not less so than civil service pay. Ilease notice, I do
not say equal, but comparable.

In the balance of my statement I will make frequent use of the
civil service pay rates only as a means of making meaningful com-
parisons with other civil pay rates.

The Air Force joins in prior testimony advocating the nred for a
military pay raise. From a philosophical standpoint, T believe that
military people should always be compensated at a level which im-
plicitly recognizes the military profession as a dignified, respected,
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and honorable one. As the users of =ome of the most expensive and
complicated military systems and hardware, it is also vitally im-
portant that we attract and retain the highest possible caliber of peo-
ple. We cannot ask our people Lo continue to live ander conditions
substantially inferior to those enjoyed by personnel of like ability and
experience in the civilian segment of our economy.

The Air Force agrees that the goals of the pay proposal before your
committee will help to achieve both of these ends. [n attempting to
achieve those goals, however, we must face up to the fact that a period
of 112 vears between pay adjustments has been too long. The gap
between military and other types of pay has become too wide to be
overcome casily. Still, it must be overcome, or at least significantly
reduced.

I have appended a series of charts to this statement and I would
like to refer now to the first one.

"The source of the first chart is the Indicott Survey published in the
Management Record of the National Industrial Conference Board.
It covers 352 college campuses, surveyad by 218 companies. You see
that the average college engineering graduate is made a more attrae-
tive offer than we can make and that the take-home pay differences
exist throughout the years.

I might add parentlietically, that these 218 companies hired about
15,000 college graduates in 1962, which 1s about tIhe annual ircome,
input, of new officers into the Air Foree each year,

The proposed pay rate for a second lieutenant may not attract the
high quality young man we must have in the Air Iforce to operate
and maintain the complex systems we employ.

The sharp young man we need sees that the starting military salary
is Tower than what he could get in civiliun life— he knows that law will
set forth his promotion opportunities and his pay. ITe looks at the
fature. IHe knows that in the military he will be required to make
frequent moves, that he will often be separated from his family; that
he may be required to serve in isolalei and unpleasant places. On
balance, it isn’t a very attractive career picture when compared -o the
relative stability and higher pay of civilan pursuits. Recent letters
requesting retirement from oflicers elearly pointed out their devotion
to the military life. their wholehearted wihing_,mess to serve and the
sitisfactions they obtain from serving their country in uniform. The
tenor of these letters ean be easily summarized simply in the statement :
theycan’t afford to stay with us.

Of course. the young man we want faces a milirary obligation.
TTowever, he may join the National Guard and not have to leave home,
or, he ean be inducted and be out in 2 years. Tf, however, he elects to .
hecome an officer in the Air Force. he is obligated for + or & years.
Many are taking a chance on the draft. If our pay rates do not be-
come more comparable, we must expert to attract even fewer good
people than at present.

Charts 2 and 3 are illustrative of imbalances that have taken place
since 1949. These charts do not intend to infer that rhe civilian and
military grades are equal—rather, they tend to illustrate how the pay
rates have grown further apart as the years have passed. This 1s
true of all civil service pay rates—and because the civil service pay
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rates are now comparable to industry; these charts illustrate clearly
the lack of comparability of military pay—even with the proposed In-
crease you are now considering. '

The upshot of this situation is that we have retention problems.
Tor example, in fiscal year 1962 we needed 13,000 reenlistments in
technical skilled fields to meet our requirements. We actually ob-
tained about 77 percent of our desired input; for fiscal year 1963 we
need 17,000 reenlistments in critical skills. At this time it looks as
if wo will obtain approximately 60 percent of our desired input and
this even in light of the normal rise in reenlistment rates just prior
to a pay bill. Anything less than 100 percent of our objective is of
course unsatisfactory. Lack of continuity and pyramiding training
costs are but two of the reasons.

In the officer area, we are retaining approximately 41 percent of our
young officers beyond their minimum obligated tour of duty. Within
this overall rate, rated oflicer retention is 56 percent, nonrated officer
retention is 21 percent, scientific and engineering officer retention rate
is 20 percent, with some skills in the scientific and engineering areas
as Jow as 7 percent.

Tt is anticipated that retention in the future will be even more diffi-
cult because about 90 percent of the officers we are now procuring have
college degrees. This will increase their chances of obtaining jobs
outside the military with far more attractive pay scales than those we
can offer. It is not unusual for an officer to leave the service as a
lieutenant with pay of approximately $6,000—1958 rate—per year and
within 12 months command a salary of $10,000 in either industry or
civil service. In a recent service publication, a former stafl sergeant
wrote—

Because civil service offered higher pay and faster promotions I, a 30-year-old
staff, picked up my Air Force discharge along with my newly won bachelor of

science degree and accepted a position as a GS-T in the procurement field at
Fort Hood, Tex.

In addition, he stated—

Now, two and a half years later, I am a G8-9 (compared to a first lieutenant).
¥ have a civilian secretary, a second lieutenant, and three sergeants working for
me, and I am eligible to join the Officers’ club if I so desire.

When we consider comparability, which is so sorely needed, we
should include all grades and ranks. I need not go into detail on the
senior officers’ responsibilities for vast amounts of the Nation’s re-
sources and the demands on them for the highest degree of manage-
ment skill. The influence of adequate compensation at the top as a
factor in attraction and retention at the lower levels should not be
overlooked. The capable, ambitious young man who aspires to suc-
ceed will look further than immediate salary in selecting his lifetime
career. His goal is the top, and he naturally will examine the remu-
neration at this level when making his carrer decision. I note that
the proposed pay increase for the Chief of Staff is $95 as compared
with a $120 increase for a chief master sergeant.

This committee will hear detailed testimony on all the features of
this bill. T will not take any more of your time at this point. I will
conclude my remarks by saying that the record of this committee
reveals an intense interest in the welfare of the military man. T have

85066—63—No. 6——86
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the wtmosl confidence in the collective experience, ability, and judg-
ment of the committee to recommend an equitable bill which will snit
the needs of the service.

I wonld like to thank the entire conmittee for its interest, a1 d com-
mend your counsel, Mr. Blandford, for his assistance and sympathetic
understanding of our problem.

("The charts above referred to- -Nos, [, 2, and 3- -ave as follows:)

Cuart 1

COMPARISON OF ANNUAL INCOME OF COLLEGE GRADUATE (ENGINEFRING)
IN AIR PORCE (NONFLYING) AND PRIVATE INDUSTRY
(MIL INCOME: BASIC, BAS, BAQ) (Proposed Dasic Pay)

(IN HUNDREDS)

* $110 D Air Force -
99 Industry _\‘.
$8868 $8976 \
88 \\ \\
77 . \ s
66 \ \ §
N\
55 $4896 \ §‘ \
44 \(482160) \(+$1933) \(+s1396)
33 \ \ \
\ \ §
22 \ \ \
11 \ \ \
NN D

ONE YEAR SFERVICE FIVF YEARS SERVICE TEN YEARS SERVICE
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CHART 2
SALARY COMPARISON

0-5 with GS-14

1949 to 1964

DOLLARS
(1000)
i8 _
17250

17 _
16245

16 .

5 _

14 : GS-14
1f275 13260

13 _ ! 11
1 OSD
12040 | Proposal
12 _ 11520 11766 |
0-5
i 10600
10272
10— 9800 |
9516
o _ 8952 {
91% 90% 85% 7% 81%  72% TT%
8 § | { 1 { i ] 1 [} ] i 1 | i 1 1 i3
49 51 53 55 57 59 61 63 65
NOTES:

1. Computed at maximum pay points.

. Civilian salary includes Base Pay ouly

. Military salary 1ncludes Base Pay, BAQ and BAS.

. OSD pay proposal for 1963 includes $20.22 in increased
subsistence.

LN M)

91% X$17,250 = $15,697
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CrraRt 3
SALARY COMPARISON
E-3 with GS-;

1949 to 1964

DOLLARS
(100)
45 _
4195
x0 4075 2185 2%
GS-3
35 _ 3780

3430 T— -
/3190 ] 3018

!
30 — 2632 2730_{{ osp
2890 0424 2586 Proposal
25 — 2238 3

77% 76% 75% 71% 66% 72%

20 —

15 —

10 —

NOTES :

1. Computed for E-3 with over 4 years and GS-3 ip
step 4.

2. Civilian salary includeces Basce Pay only.

3. Military salary includcs Base Pays BAg (1 Depend),
BAS, Recnl Bonus, and Clothing Allowance.

4. Computed on an annual basis.

77% X $4195 = $3230
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Mr. Rivers. Thank you very much, General Stone. )

I want Mr. Blandford to ask a question for me concerning these
men assigned to isolated posts, for the record at this point.

Mr. Branprorp. General Stone, the Air Force in particular has a
problem with people who are assigned to remote duty stations. 1 am
speaking of the radar technician and the electronics personnel who are
operating radar stations, and that type of an assignment. They have
in many cases the misfortune of being in a skill which actually sends
them from one remote area to the next. They may come back to
civilization for a year, but they can almost rest assured their next
assignment, will be on the top of a mountain someplace, or up around
Point Barrow, Alaska,

There is a suggested provision in this bill which may or may not be
sufficient to include them, but what would you think of the concept of
paying these individuals a family separation allowance equivalent
of not less than $30 a month, or one-third of the quarters allowance to
which they would be entitled if they were without dependents, as
some compensation for this onerous type of duty to which they are
constantly exposed ?

General Stone. Mr, Blandford, Mr. Chairman, the situation is not
limited to these radar operators. We have many different skills where
the requirements are principally overseas, and principally in areas
where the locality of the service 1s remote, 1solated, away from a com-
munity.

In one particular case, for example, we have most of the airmen and
officers in this career field serving in isolated places overseas. This
is in the security business. We train these people at great expense.
They go to a remote station where there are few facilities. They are
separated in general from the normal aspects of civilization, as we
know it, and after one enlistment or one obligated tour of duty as an
officer, they say, “that is all for me,” and leave, and we have to train
anoph((lar one; and some of these skills require extremely long training
periods.

. For example, training in the Chinese language. It takes a very long
time, and it is a very expensive proposition. We get the use of the
man for a year or so, then he goes out in civilian life. I think that
the provision you speak of would be an assistance in this area.

r. Braxororp. You would endorse this family separation al-
lowance concept proposed in the committee print the chairman has
prepared ?

General Stone., T would.

Mr. Branprorp. Do you think that the proposed bill sent over by
the Department of Defense will accomplish this objective?

General Stone. In the overall context?

Mr. Br.axororp. Yes, sir.

General Sronz. I noticed in Mr. Paul’s statement yesterday, Mr.
McNamara’s statement read by Mr. Paul, that he said that the purpose
of the military compensation system was to attract and retain per-
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sonnel in the services, H that Js the objeetive, I don’t think that this
proposal will meet it.

Mr. Iaroy. What other objective could there be, General, if that
15 not the objective/ What would you think the objective is?

General Stove. Those ave the proper objectives, Fut T don’t think
the hill will inecet them.

Mr. Braxprorn, You heard the chairman's statement vesterday.
Would you endorse in general what he said; that is, or would you
consider that his subcommittee print is an improvement over the
DOD Lill 2

General Sroxe. T think there are some very excellent features of
the committee print. There are some deletions with which we coneur.
On the whole, T think that the committee print is a manageable ap-
proach to the problem.

I'would like to see a higher rate of pay included, however.

Mr, Rivers. In what area !

Mr. Braxprorn. That is just what T was going {o ask.

General Stoxe. Well, there are several areas, but it is a d:flicult
thing to summarize in a few words the entire pay scale.

Mr. Bares, Did you have any chanee to prepare any tables, General
Stone?

General Sroxe. Yes o sir: in anticipation we might be asked for a
recommendation. we constituted o group of officers from all the major
conunands of the \ir Foree in the United States. and they studied
this problem for several weeks and came up with a proposed pay seale
that they would think would be adequate to do the job of restoring the
historieal relationship between military and civil serviee pay.

Actually, they in general are pretty close to the committee’s print
on the first increment. They have followed the eivil serviee pey bill
format in that they broke it into two inerements realizing the gap
between military and civil service pay is too great now to be elim nated
in one change, The [irst one 1s generally the same as the comnittee
print, as wmended by the Chairman’s remarks vesterday,

Forexample

Mr. Bares, Do yvou have copies of tlis, General ?

General Srove T have aonly one copy lere.

M Bares, Would you have some wrade for the committee /

Gieneral Stoxe, Yes.sir,

My, Braxprorn, Also, insert that copy in the hearing at this point.

Mr, Rivers, Put that in the record at this point, General Stone.

Gieneral Stoxe, Al right,

(The charts velerred to above by General Stoue follow )
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Gieneral Stoxe. T wounld hike to suggest that this is a two-iuerement
inerease. One could be effective at this time, and the other one in the
following fiseal yvear.

My, Braxororn, In other words, do I gather that whar you are sayv-
ing is that we might find under this hill that we would be in the posi-
tion where retired personnel will be guaranteed a cost-of-living
inerease, while active duty personnel da not have the same guarantee?

Gueneral Sroxy, That isrieh,

Mr. Braxprown, Are vou saving that there shonld be language, or
atl Jeast an iudication. which 1s what the Secrctary indieated in his
statement, that there should be an annual review of military pay ?

(General Stoxe, T think that would be most advisable, at least every
2 years, but not allow a -t ord-year span (o take place bet ween reviews.

Mre, Haepy, This ineremental arrangement you are talking about,
General, is that patterned after the civil xervice pay inerease of last
vear!
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General Stone. Yes,sir;itis. 161s patterned after that.

In that regard, it is in two parts. 1f you will refer to that chart
that I had in my prepared statement, the objective of this pay scale is
to show what it would take to bring military pay into the same area
of comparability with civil service pay that it used to have prior to
1949, and before. That is about a 10-percent differential. )

Mer. ITarpy. As soon as we finish discussing the content of this, Mr.
Chairman, I woud like to get into a Jittle of the background of it.

Mer. Rrvirs. Mr. Blandford, you have developed that, haven’t you?

Mr. Branprorp, As I understand what General Stone is saying,
there is a wide discrepancy today between military pay and civil
service pay and, of course, fhere has been a very substantial increase
in the higher civil service classifications. I found every place I went,
as o matter of fact, in a recent trip to some of the military bases, that
a lot of people are leaving the military service to take civilian posi-
tions and practically do the same job at substantially more pay.

I might add parenthetically, that the charts—may T ask if the
charts reflect the contributory retirement system?

General Stoxs. No. I would like to refer to these charts, comparing
an officer pay scale with civil service, and another one compares an en-
listed pay scale with civil service.

Mr. Rrvigs. 1 think we ought to acknowledge, too, at the outset,
while we, of course, agree with the objectives of the statement of Mr.
McNamara’s presented to us by Mr. Paul, that we agree with the
objectives; so do you. But there is a fact of life we must acknowledge,
and that is the fact we have working side by side with our uniformed
man, enlisted and officer, a civil service employee, and the fact there
is a discrepancy and a growing difference between the comparable
salaries, at least that is what the military feel, is causing a lot of
trouble. We have got to recognize that, and while I think we must
abandon the idea of trying to compete with industry—we can do
something about competing with our own creatures; to wit, the
civilian employee, and the Congress shoud not, in my opinion, put the
civilian in one area, the military in another, and permit this cleavage
to continue. This is a fact of life we must acknowledge, Mr. Bland-
ford, and that is where you come in, what you found on your trip, and
everywhere I go—you take that letter that T read by some captain in
the Navy, everywhere I go we hear these military people referring to
the various degrees of civil service salaries, the discrepancy and wide
difference in comparable salaries paid these two groups of Government
employees.

Genoral Stont. Mr. Chairman, the study group that we organized
that T have just spoken of went back into the history of the relation-
ship between civil service pay and military pay, and they found that
prior to—in 1949, and prior thereto—that there was something on the
order of a 10- to 20-percent differential historically between the two.
This T suppose is to compensate for the fringe benefits the military
enjoys.

Mr. Rivers. That is why Mr. ITardy wants to get this philosophy.

General Stone. The retirement system of one service versus the
other. That was historically a differential that seemed to be a reason-
able one. Now, this differential has gotten larger, and it is up around
the 25- to 3b-percent point now. ‘
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Mr Taeoy, Yousay it is bet ween 23 and 30 percent now, General 2

General Stove, Abont 25 and 35 pereent, ves.

Mr. Hawny. Between 25 and 33, )

Mr Rivens. After the last increment ?

General Stoxr. Including (he proposal before you todav: (he DOD
proposal. ) '

Mr. Tlawpy., TTow long has the study group vou have been tulking
about been warking on this comparision ? ' ‘

General Sroxe As] recall, sir, there were about 20 oflicors involved
fora period of about a month,

Mr. Brasprorn, Convenedd Janoary 701963, to be exaer,

Mr. ITanoy. That is the study gronp vou ave referring to?

General Srove, Yes, sir. ) .

M Haroy, General, in order (o gat this thing in proper §erspee-
tive, T would like to ask vou a question T asked hotl: General Vittrup
and Admiral Smedberg, -

What was the Air Faree called upon to do, and what did it con-
tribute in the formulation of (his bill we have before ns?

_General Stoxe. As vou know, sir, (e Department of Defense orga-
nized a pay studv group under the sponsorship of Mr, Gorham who
was here yesterday. We were asked to provide some personnel for
that study group, and, as I reeall. we put four people on it. Then we
were asked to contribute statisties and data as asked for by the study
gronp, ) )

We were not a part of the study group, except that we had some
people on it.

Mr. TTarpy. You were not invited to volunteer?

General Stoxe, We were asked for no recommendations. no.

Then when the pay study was complefed they submitted to us their
proposals as I recall, on (he 15th of October, and we were allowed
about 2 weeks in which to make comment. We did submit comments
on the proposals of the pay study group. We were not asked, how-
ever, to comment on the bill that was submitted to the Congress except
as fo ifs legal and technieal sufliciency.

My, Taroy. T was going to ask vou that question next. If you had
heen requested to comment on this bill. now. vou said vou were not
requested to comment on the bill. Can you tell the committee whether
thera wero significant changes made from the first proposal and the
final draft as it was submitted for introduction into Congresst

General StoxE. Yes, sir: the proposals of the pay study group, as
[ recall, had 28 different suggestions. Somie of those were dro ped en-
tirelv. Some were put into the bill using the philosophy that was
coneurred in by our service and not concurred in by others. and vice
versa,

My TTanny. No there were some significant changes?

General Stoxs. Yes.

Mr. ITarpy. And there was no opportunity for the services to com-
ment. after those changes were made? There was no request for you
{o comment on it ?

General Stoxe. There was no officinl request for comment. T (id
have a conversation with Mr. Paul and his staff one day relative to the
overall provisions that they contemplated putting in the bill.  TTow-
ever, Tdidn’t, as Treeall it, see the bill, itself.
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Mr. Haroy. Now, this study group that you have mentioned made
a comparison—see if I have this correct—of military pay with civilian
pay. Is that overall civilian, or just the civil service? '

(General Stone, We made the comparison with civil service. ‘

Mr. Haroy. Do you know whether a similar study or comparative
study was made by the Gorham group or any of its subgroups ?

General Stone. I think they made several different approaches to
the problem. One of them was a comparison with civilian pay.

Mr. Iaroy. Are you familiar with a subcommittee of that group
headed by Admiral Settle that was supposed to have made a study on
this bill ?

General Stont. No,sir.

Mr. Haroy. You don’t know whether there was a comprehensive
study made by any subgroup of the Gorham group?

General Stone. I know that Mr. Gorham at the outset made several
different approaches to the problem, and whether those could be con-
sidered official positions of the study group, or not, I am not qualified
to say.

M%’r Harpy. Mr. Chairman, I would like to interrupt this testimony
just long enough to sce if we can find out from the DOD represen-
tative about this. I have information that such a study was made,
and, if it was, I would like to request that it be provided along with
the communications submitted by the several services in connection
with the original proposal.

Mr. Rovers. Mr. Blandford, can you find anybody you can contact
on thig?

Mr, Branororn. Colonel Meyers is here, Mr. Chairman, from DOD.
Thoere was a panel, there was a study group. I think General Pepper,
Admiral Settle, and others—there are two different boards, some of
them served on the same board, as a matter of fact, but actually the
President appointed Mr. Clarence Randall as the overall panel study
chairman to conduct a study of military pay and civilian pay as far as
that is concerned.

This morning’s paper indicates apparently there has been another
recommendation for even further increases m civilian pay, which is
certainly going to boost the morale of the armed services considerably.

Then these recommendations, as I understand, were studied, and Mr.
Gorham had a study group working with this panel, and they in turn
submitted their recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. DBut
I believe that what actually happened here is that the White House
had a study made up of civilian and military personuel, I think mostly
civilians from the Randall Committee viewpoint.

Then they in turn farmed out the problem of military pay to the
Gorham group, who in turn submitted their recommendations back to
the Secretary of Defense who transmitted them to the President, and
the Randall Committee—and this is what came out in the bill that we
have before us.

Now, I am sure that somewhere between the original study that was
prepared and what came out in this bill, there is probably a very sub-
stantial difference. I don’t think there is any doubt about that.

But I assume, also, that the President, after consulting with the
Secretary of Defense, had to consider this as a part of the national
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defense budget as to just how far he could go in recommending in-
creases in military pavat thistime,

Mr. Hawoy, Tt is my information that there was a subgroup, or
subcommitiee, or whatever vou eall it of the overall committee hended
by Admiral Settle, who did o into an extensive comparative study
of ¢ivil service and military pay.  Now, if that i~ the case I think it
would be helpful to this connnittee to have before it the information
which the Gorhum group and which DOD had before it. that enabled
it to arrive at the reconmendations with as much clarity as they have
gof. I think it might be helpful also to relate that or compare 1t with
the stady which the =tudy group General Stone has mentionesd made
forthe A ir Foree, v

I think also, Mr, Chatrman. it wou'd be helpful i Mr, Paul would
tell usacTittle it more abont the reasons that he was completely satis-
tiecd (o submit this bill without any opportunity for the services to
comnent on it after he put it in final form. -

Mr. Revens. Te will e back tomorrow.

My, Braxoreorn. 1 would tike 1o road. Mr. Chairman, a letter ad-
dressed to the President, dated Decemler 20, 1962,

Dran Mo Presioext. On behall of my colleagues on e panel on IFederal
I'uy Nysters. I transmit herewith our report on the mitjor military compensa-
tion proposals which wiil be presented to the Congress in its next session,  Chur
report s nanimously supported in principle by the members of the paael who
are Gen. Omar Bradley, Mr. Johin J. Corsine, Mr. Marion B Folsom, M-~ Theo-
dore Howser, Mr. Robert A, Lavell, Mr. George Meuny, Me bon K. Price, Mr.
Sidney Stein, Jr., Mr, Clarence B, Randadl, M Meany has -wo specifie lissents
et forth in the attached letier from him.

It is our understanding the Seeretary of Doefense wishes to make the proposal,
I it meets with yonr approval, release of our report by the While House and the
Department of Defense sitnultaneously with the statement of the Reeretary of
Defense might be helpful.

The panel has heen grateful for this opportunity 1o participate in a most
important undertaking, and we trust our report will be of assislance to rou and
the Department of Defenxe,

canexen B asnann,
Chairman, ddvisory Paael,
Vederal Pay System,

Mr, Rivers, Does he have a schedule there ?

Mr. Braxvrorn, I don’t have the report suggested by that panel.
But my hnpression would be that the panel study would be ver, elose
to what = contained in the DOD Lill now,

Mr, Rivers, Well let me ask vou a qriestion. Does that come under
the heading of Fxecutive communications?

Mr. Braxprokrnp. Yes, sir.,

Mr. Hlakoy, It is all under the heading of IXxecutive communica- R
tious, Mr, Chairman, but T tell you, if we start inquiring in that area
we will not be throngh forever.  We have to have access to this infor-
mation, if it is going to enable us to do a job on this thing.

Mre. Rivers, Mr. Blandford, is there any way we can get a copy of
that schedule?

Mr ITarpy. We can ask for it,

Mr. Braxororn, We can certainly ask for it, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Tuvers, You ask whoever is the person to ask.  We wilt start
oll with that bridge and sce how far we get in that. area,
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Mr. Tlaroy, We are talking now, Mr. Chairman, of all of these
documents, communications from the three services, that were sent
following:

Mr. Branprorp. Four services.

Mr. IIaroy. From the four, that is right—that were set follow-
ing——

Mr. Rivers. When you speak of that, always refer to four services.

Mr. Bares. Three establishments.

Mr. Rivirs. Three establishments and four services.

Mr. TTarpy. Mr. Chairman, I just can’t believe there will be any
questions on the part of the Secretary of Defense to provide us with
this information.

Mr. Rivers, T don’t, either.

Mr. ITaxpy. Tf they don’t give us that information, we have to con-
ductastudy. It certainly will be helpful.

Mr. Rivirs. See what you can do on Mr. Hardy’s request, Mr.
Blandford.

Mr. Braxororn, 1 would like to ask, if I may, whether the Depart-
ment of the Air Force has ever recommended further implementation
of the proficiency pay system ?

General Stons. Yes, sir; I think that the record is pretty clear that
we have been consistent all along in our recommendations relative to
the proficiency pay provision that was incorporated in the law, and for
the first 8 fiscal years of its use, that is, 1959, 1960, and 1961, we
were provided with the proficiency pay that wo asked for.

Mr. Braxororn. Dollarwise?

General Stoxe. Both in terms of the numbers of people who could
get it, and the dollars that went with it.

Mr. Brawprorp. To your knowledge, has the Air Force ever asked
for authority to implement the law for the P-3, at $150 a month ?#

General Stons. Yes, sir; we asked for it in the 1964 budget, but it
wags denied.

We asked for full implementation of the proficiency pay at the
highest rates.

Mr. Rivers. That 1s $1507

General Stone. That is $50, $100, and $150, for P--1, P-2, and
-3, and we were given the $30 and $60 limits on both P-1 and P-2,
and nothing for P-3.

Mr. Rivers. Now, right at that point, to follow up that line of
thought, as a conclusion. ITad you gotten what you asked for—
when was that?

General Stone. This was in fiscal 1964 we asked for that. Previous
years we had asked for only P-1 and P-2, but we were limited in pre-
vious fiscal years to the $30 and $60.

Mr. Rivers. If this thing were fully implemented, how far in your
opinion would it go to relieving you of some of the conditions that
have been brought to the attention of the committee?

General Stonn. I think that if we were allowed to implement pro-
ficiency pay to the limits expressed in the law, that we could do a great
deal to eliminate the rapid turnover of our enlisted force, increase
our retention, and thereby reduce training effort.

Mr. Bates. Why do you recommend the full implementation ?

General Stonn. We were testing this thing, frankly. We did ask
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tor a higher rate on the lower P-1 and P-2 grades, but we didn’t
want to go whole hog all at once until we felt our way along.

Mr. Bares. You were satisticd from your experience that in fiscal
1964, you should go the whole distunce?

General Stoxe. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. Did you do this after having tried carefully to evalu-
ate and cquate its eifect throughout the Air F orce, or did you decide
on this after you didn’t see any other avenue to investigate, you just
thought you would take this and see what you could do. Which
is the reason forit?

General Stoxk. I think nctually the reason wo asked for it was our
experience in the past with the lower levels of proficiency pay had -
shown us that this was an effective means of remunerating tke young ’
men who take the expensive types of training.

Wo relate the use of proficiency pay to the retention rates in a par-
ticular skill, the cost of training in that skill
Mvr. Rrvers. That was the reason for it ?

fGeneml Stoxe. Yes, sir; and the attraction for that skill in civilian
life.

Consequently, we found that this did have a tendency to keep people
in the services if we could pay it to the highly skilled personnel (hat
it was intended for.

Mvr. Rivers. Does that cover it ?

Mr. Braxprorp. There is another important subject to be men-
tioned,

Mr. Rivirs. (Go ahead, Mr. Bennett,

Mr. Bex~err. I understand you that you are going to put in the
record and furnish to this committee an analvsis of proposals that
your group in the Air Foree has worked up, which would bring
about an approach to comparability Letween civil service and military
pay; is that correet?

Gieneral Sroxe, Well. T had been asked to put these pay scales in.

Mr. Bexxert. Does it do what T said, or does it do something less
or more ?

Greneral Stoxe. Tt does what vou said ; yes, sir.

Mr. Bexxerr. ITas this proposal been discussed with people in the
armed—other armed services?

(xeneral Stoxk. No, sir; exeept for one short informal briefing with
Army and Navy representatives, this is strictly an Air Forco study.
We were not asked to submit it to anybody.

Mr. Bexxerr. Ias any estimate been made as to the comparative
costs between the Departinent of Defense bill and the bill which you
would suggest ?

Gieneral Stoxe. The first inerement of this bill, insofar as the
Air Foree alone is concerned, wonld add about 815 million to the pro-
posals submitted to vou by the Oflice of the Seeretary of Defense.

Mr. Bares. Fifteen?

Greneral Stoxe, Fifteen.

Mr. Bexyerr. That is very negligible, T might say?

General Stoxg. That is for the Air Force alone. The second incre-
ment would be a very sizable one, almost the same size as the whole
package this year.
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Mr. Benyerr, As I have approached this problem, with this discus-
sion since we started, and also as I approached it before, I have the
feeling I am in a well-produced automobile, setting out on a 5,000-
mile journey with a governor that restricts me to 10 miles an hour, I
feel frustrated about this. I feel the armed services are entitled to
much better pay than the Department of Defense bill, and I hope
some mechanism can be established by this committee to make a
practical approach to this matter. ) ]

It seems to me that you approached it practically when you sug-
gested doing it on an increment basis, doing it not only for 1 year, but
doing it for 2. It does eliminate some of the disadvantages of the
long delays that we have had in the past; that is, it looks forward to
the fact that maybe there would be another delay, and maybe we
won’t act on this field of activity next year, Of course, really, it should
be looked at every year, in my opinion, to get, a good approach to it.

I hope you will present the proposals you have to the other branches
of the service, and I hope we can have some comment. from them
in this hearing with regard to this, because I think we, and the Armed
Services Committee, have the responsibility to bring forth a bill we
think is best for the country.  We all voted on the civil service bill.
Most of us voted allirmatively on that bill. Certainly members of this
committes who know the sacrifices made in the military, and know the
responsibility, the necessity for them, are not inclined to do less by
the military than we do by the other.

Of course there is the other aspect of this which you are going to
meet on this coming Friday. The people are actually drafted to serve
in the military service. To me it is an offensive thing that we would
have to draft people and then hot pay them adequately for their
services. I hope that something can be done, I certainly hope you
will present your proposal to the other branches of the service, and
I would like to ask you specifically, now, have you ever done that?
Have you ever bresented your proposal to the other branches of the
services in a formal or informal manner?

General Stone. To my knowledge, it has not gone to the Depart-
ment of Defense or the other services officially. Tt may have gone tc
them informally.

Mr. Bennerr, Well, could you do that today? Could you give it to
them today ?

General Stox, Yes, sir.

Mr. Bexyurr, T would like later on during this hearing, if we can,
to have their comment on it. Maybe there would be some adjust-
ments they would like to make, I would like to approach this from
a realistic standpoint to see whether we can’t increase the amount of
this bill, S0 you won’t have to have another immediate Pay raise in
Ehe mmediate future. I think they need a raise, that is all I have
0 say.

Mr, BLAND]?‘OR_D.. General, for the Air Force, in particular, if the
mail we are recelving is any indication—thig elimination of per diem
has really very adversely “affected morale, particularly in the Aip
Force, and T am sure in the other services. This is 1 Very minor part
of the cost of maintaining our armed services, but. it certainly has a
very deleterious effect, upon the individual.
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[ was in Goldboro, N.C., and learned from a sergeant that when
ono of their units returned from the Cuban erisis, and they had been
entitled to a commuted ration of $1.03 a day, that when they retwumed.
because they were being fed by the Army, or the Air Forcee, nt MeDill.
I presume, that each of them was presented with a bill for $1.80, as a
result of their having been gone for 2 months.

It turned out. of eourse. they were drawing commuted rationg, and
I think they were getting 31 a day per diem, so the difference between
the %1 and the $1.03, meant they owed the Government 3 cents a day
for every day they were on temporary duly.

Have you recerved a great amount of correspondence on this per
diem?

General Sroxe. Yes, sir. As T understand, the loss of the 3 cents a
day—-there wasn't any bill presented, they just lost the 2 cents a day
for this period of time.

Mr. Braxororn, I understand it amounted to 31,30, as a result of 60
day of temporary duty.

(zeneral Stoxe. This is right.

Mr. Brasproen. The interesting thing about this per diem is the
effect has been devastating and the eost to the Government is m the
neighborhood of $14 million.

General Sroxe. Itisa very small figure,

AMr. Braxprorp. We have a provision in the subcommittee print
which is certainly extremely modest; but at least it guarantees a per
diem of $1 a day for the man who has gone on temporary duty for
more than 30 days.

That may be insuflicient, but al least it may be an ‘ndication on the
part of Congress if accepted that the committee recognizes and the
Congress recognizes that these per diem payments are sometl.ing to
which the individual is entitled when he is away on temporary duty.

Would you endorse that portion of the committee print which guar-
antees at least 81 a day per diem for these people? These are unit
movements. I understand they have also reduced to some extent the
per diem payments to individuals on temporary duty orders; is that
correct?

General Stoxe. There are some limitations placed upon it that you
must eat. in a Government mess if one iz available.

Mr. Braxprorp., You lose 40 percent of your per diem, I believe,
if you occupy Government guarters, and you lose 52 percent if you
eal’ in a Government mess, and the other 8 percent is for you, you can
have all that is left, § percent of the per diem, which is to cever the
cost of your laundry aud incidentals, and everything else that goes
with it when a man goes on temporary duty. )

This is the sort of thing the chairman referred to when he said at
tinmes we are penny wise and pound foolish. T won't ask you :.vhclher
you agree it is penny wise and pound foolish, but you certain’y agree
it has had an :u{\'el'so effect?

General Stoxe. I certainly do. .

Mr. Rivens, Lam glad I coined thar expression.

(Taughter.] )

General Stoxe. T would agree witl that.
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Mr. Branprorp. General, yesterday Admiral Smedberg said relue-
tantly he agreed because of the situation and the cost of retirement
and the fact as Mr. Gorham pointed out, that in 1970 there will be 25
people on the retired list for every 100 people on active duty—he re-
luctantly went along, with the DOD retirement proposal, and
acknowledged that it probably was the only solution to the problem
of retirement. i )

Do you agree with the DOD proposal insofar as retirement section
is concerned ?

General Stone. Yes,sir; I do.

Mr. Braxororp. You do agree with that ?

General StoNE. Yes, sir.

1 see no other feasible way of approaching the problem.

Mr. ITarpy. General, you are expressing disagreement even if you
have a modification in the pay, as you propose ?

General Stoxe. I don’t quite follow your question,

Mr. Haroy. The pay scales that are set up in this bill are relatively
small, at least in the higher grades. Actnally the cost-of-living in-
crease with respect to retived personnel would be perhaps just as much
percentagewise as the pay increase. So that you wouldn’t have much
difference if you permitted a continuation of the old system of adjust-
ing retired pay to reflect increases in base pay. But now under your
proposal, as I understand what you testified to, a year from now you
would propose a considerable increase in base pay.

General SToNE. Yes.

Mr. Harpy. You are still willing to go along with the 5-percent
adjustment or the cost-of-living adjustment in retired pay?

General Stone. Yes,sir; I am.

Mr. Iarpy. You know there will be a rather different picture of
relationship if you have a substantial increase ?

General Stoxe. I think this will always pertain any time you have
a future pay raise, that there is going to Ee an argument about the
point.

Mr, Haroy. I think that is correct. But if we accept that premise
now, I have a little difficulty understanding the rationale which goes
back to June 1958. T mean, if it is proper to do that, make your ad-
justment based on the pay increases which were granted at that time,
I have a hard time understanding where you say now you shouldn’t
do it in the future.

General Stone. I think the essential point in 1958 was this was done
with no notice, so to speak.

Mr. Harny. You have a point on that.

General Stont. Yes.

Mr. Harpy. Do you think an amendment of this bill making it
mandatory on the Secretary of Defense to reevaluate the military pay
every time the civil service receives a pay raise would be a pretty good
way to begin it ?

General Srone. I would recommend that there be a periodic review.
I don’t know that it is necessary to tie it to civil service pay raises.

Mr. Braxororp. As I understand the law now requires there be an
annual review of civil service pay.

Of course, this can be done administratively.

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0



Approved For Release 2005/0%‘6}) : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0

Mr. Rives. T am talking about requiring the Secretary of Defense,
or whomever is responsible, to make a comparison of the report, to
reevaluate or recommend, or something along the lines, making them
take official cognizance of what civil service pay is, the discrepaney or
disparity at cach

Mr. Br.axprorp, Mr. Rivers, it is built into this bill. It is perfectly
obvious if the cost of living goes np for retired personnel, it goes up
for the active-duty personnel. Therefore, if they come up with a
S-percent increase in cost of living for the retired, it is true for the
active list,

Mr. Rovers, The reason T =ay that. I read by the public press last
night that the GAO recognizes now by an act of the Congress passed in
1961 that the Government unions can have a checkofl made against
the members of the union.

Now, we do, down where T come frora, a lol of things now we didn’t
used to do. T find from my knowledge of the union people we have in
South Carolina that they don’t work fur nothing. When they get this
checkoff from all these Government employees, they are going (o de-
mand results, They aren’t going to be satisfied with a pay ircrease
vesterday. TLots of times they come to me and say, we are for you, but
vou haven’t done anvthing for me since last weel.

Now, whenever they get o pay inerease—year afler year—son.ebody
has got (o look out for “the militar v, unless you favor a checkoll, £00.
Do von want a checkoll on vour salary ?

General Sroxe, We don’t wantany unions.

Mr. Rivers, These fellows who are going to get these cost-of-living
raises. Smm'body has got to look out for the mlhllug , and it might bo
well, My, Blandford. that we way put zomething in this bill to bring
this to the attention of those who occupy the ivory chairs, and so forth.

Mr. Braxprorn. Mav I respectfully disagree to this extent. I
think

Mr. Rivens. You can disagree all you want.

AMr. Braxoronn, Yes,  |[Laughter.]

Mr, Rivers, That won't get you anything.

Mr. Braxvronp. T don’t know how far I will get.

I would like to point this out. and this is a personal opimon, and
therefore it is worth nothing. But if we put a cost-of-living provision
inerease in this pay bill for active duty forces, that is all the active
duty force will ever get in the future. -

Mr. Rivers. That isn’t what I said.

I said we ean require a report 1o Congress—I am thinking out ‘oud—
pointing out. to Congress. the dmcrepdnv\' between, as Mr. Bennott has
bronght forth. the military and the civilians. We dor't have that now. ‘

Mr. Braxprogp. That would be a different proposition, But if we
o into the plopo'snmn of attempting to adjust military pay scales
on the cost of living, then we would be on very dangerous grounds.

Mr. Rrvers. Tagree with you. T think there should be a respensibil-
ity on-somebody in the hierarchy of the military to tuke cognizunce of
the things vou brought to our attention, and make an oflicial report
to the Congress.

Mr. WiLsox. On this problem of retirement pay, based on cost of
living, you are going to build in rthe problems in the future that are
going to be just us bad as these inequities created in the 1155 act, unless
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the active duty pay has some reasonable cost-of-living type approach
in the future, because if you start monkeying with the pay scale, as we
do in nearly every one of these pay bills, to try to adjust in certain
areas, the people who are retired subsequent to that, and get the retired
pay based on that different proportionate increase, are going to create
the same problem that is being created now.

Mr. Rivers. I wanted to say this, we face the facts of life here

Mr. Winson. You are facing a future fact of life which is almost
going to be impossible to live with, too.

Mr. Rivers. No, that isn’t exactly right. In 1958 we broke faith
with tradition. Now, we are telling them that we do face this fact
of life, at least, Mr. Blandford, they will know what we are going to
do when we make this decision. We certainly don’t want to jeopard-
ize the system.

Mr. Goueser. Mr. Chairman, would you straighten me out, though?
If you change the tradition, change the policy, we would still, as Mr.
Wilson points out, have the practical matter of different retirees draw-
ing different retired pay, isn’t that right? There would be discrimi-

nation ?

Mr. Barsms. That is right, it has got to be, after the next pay
ncrease.

Mr. Rivers. After the next pay increase, yes, when this goes into
effect.

Mr. Braxprorp. You have always adjusted pay—the only time we
didn’t was in 1952, that was a straight 4-percent increase in basic pay.
The Ilouse bill was 10 percent of basic pay and 10 percent of allow-
ances, and it came out of conference at 4 percent of basic pay, 14-
percent allowances.

Now, this is the problem that the Congress faces on this retirement
question. I believe this is what Admiral Smedberg said yesterday,
and why I believe you have taken the position that you have taken.

There comes a time when somebody has to make a decision as to
what they are going to do with the cost factor that is going to become
so staggering when 1t hits $3 billion a year, then the meat ax principle
goes into effect, and the whole retirement system may be jeopardized.

We may well have to go back to the original ook recommenda-
tion that no one, including cnlisted personnel, be allowed to retire
until he attains the age of 50, for example, with 20 years of service.

One of the great attractions today for all of the services, particularly
for the enlisted personnel, is that a man can serve 20 years, a high
school graduate, for example, if he enters the service at the age of
18 or 19, can transfer to the Flect Reserve, or retire, and draw retire-
ment pay at the age of 88 or 39, and start a new career with a guaran-
teed income.

These are the things that could well be jeopardized in the years
ahead. I am confident this is what was in Mr. MeNamara’s mind—
I won’t say in Mr. McNamara’s mind, I don’t know what is in Mr.
McNamara’s mind—but it certainly was in the minds of many people
when they studied this retirement problem.

We have a serious problem on retirement. There will be discrim-
ination in the future. We would be naive to think we will not make
adjustments at various basic pay scales as the conditions warrant.
We may find that we have to do more to attract people at the captain-
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major level. We may find we are going to have to increase the pay of
the Chiefs of Stafls of the services to something commensurate with
the responsibility they would have if they were head of a bottling
plant, which is what they certainly don't get today.

But these are the factors we have to face in this macter, Mr. Chair-
man, and there will be discrimination in the future, it can’t be aveided.

Mr. Wiusox. But, Mr. Blandford, if you are basing the reason for
change in the retirement system on the cost in the future, then at some
time we are going to have to do violence to the whole concept of
retired pay, there is no question of that.

Mr. Braxprorp. You did violence to it in 1949 to start with when
you changed the whole disability retirement system. Actually, this .
kernel was planted in 1949. Jt was indicated in 1332. It finally
camo to fruition in 1958. This is not new, as far ax the retirement
problem isconcerned. It has been coming for a long time.

Now, what we are doing in this bill, what the chairman’s position -
on this maiter is, is this:  You are guaranteeing a cost-of-living in-
crense-so you are therefore guarantecing the purchasing power of the
man who retires,

Mr. Rivers. When it attuins a cumulative 3 percent,

Mr. Braxprorp. When it goes (o & percent or more, you adjust his
vetired pay that way.

The point is, the man who decides to retire and live on his retired
income will be guaranteed the same standard of living he had the
day he retired. Tt is just that simple.

Mr. Wirsox. The problem is not going to be now, the problem is in
the future. You are going to have one problem or the other.

Mr. Braxprorn. That is true.

Mr. Winsown. I think eventually we have to make a complete study
and complete overhaul of the entire retirement system.

Mr. Braxprorp. This is what is coming, and if we are not careful
we are going to force on the services, in my opinion, a very severe
restriction on the retirement privilege. Any way you cut the cake,
in spite of the “black box™ operations we have foday. the armed services
is still 2 young man’s game, by and large. This is the reason we en-
courage men to retire at 20 years' service, in many cases.  This is the
reason that we have compulsory retirement for warrart officers at the
end of 30 vears’service.

Perhaps the law is going to have to Le modified for general officers
at a later date. Perhaps the mistake wo made in these pay scales is
that we don't put the largest incremenr. in for general officers at the
35-year point, for example, to discourage people from retiring at 30,
but I would like to repeat for this subcornmittee sometling that p2ople
don't seem to quite fully nunderstand. There iz no legal right to retire
on 20 years of service. There is no legal right to retire on 30 years of
service. This comes as a shock to a lot of people.

General Stone has come over his desk requests for retirement upon
the completion of 30 years of service. The only right the individual
has is the right to submit the request for retirement. The only statu-
tory right to retire is upon the completion of 40 yvears of sorvice, or
at mandatory age points.
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Mr. Barns. It has always been that way.

Mzr. Branororo. It has always been that way. If you want to con-
trol this administratively, the President could simply say, I am not
going to have a general officer retire until he is 62 years old, or com-
pleted 35 years’ service, or until he has completed 40 years of service.
These things are comin%. )

But we have got to face, in my opinion, the facts of life today that
the retirement costs are going to be over $3 billion a year in the near
future.

Mr. Rrvers. That is why I say that in 1958 we abruptly and with-
out notice broke tradition. We are trying somewhat to repair it now,
and in the future give a cumulative concept. And I think as a fact of
life, we have got to recognize that. We certainly don’t want to
jeopardize the whole thing, somebody coming in and taking it out on
people who can’t talk about it.

It always happens.

Mr. Wrrson. Let me give you one case, on the retirement provision
as suggested. If someone is retired and has been retired previous to
the enactment date of this bill, and is retiring at a given rate, some-
one in that same category retires a year from now, does his pay reflect
the increase in the rates, the pay we have adopted in this hill ?

“NME." Braxprorp. I think the answer to Mr, Wilson’s question is
o,

Let us put it this way: T¢ anybody retires in 1968, under the com-
mittee print, they will be able to compute their retirement pay under
whatever the pay scales are that go into eflect this year.

Now, what you are going to have, you are going to have—and some-
thing that I might remind you of is that when you retire effective
January 1, 1963, the pay that you got on December 31, 1962, is what
controls. You don’t get the pay that was in effect J' anuary 1, since
you don’t draw basic pay that day, therefore you were not in receipt
of basic pay on the first day, therefore you go back to the pay scales
in effect on the 81st. You were retired at midnight.

Now, it is true that even in this pay proposal here, we are increas-
ing some places, say, the pay of a colonel 8 or 9 percent, so that the
colonel who retires this year, even though we bring those retired prior
to June 1, 1958 up to the 1958 pay scales, will be drawing more re-
tirement pay than a colonel who retired in 1957. But this is true
of Members of Congress.

Mr. Wirson. The enactment date will be another day of infamy.

Mr. Braxprorp. We are trying to help that as much as possible.
Whenever you put a proposed effective date in, way off yonder in
the future, then you have everybody staying up nights trying to
figure out a way how to beat it.” That is what they are doing right
now.

General Stoxe. How to stay in,

Mr. Braxprorp. They are going to stay in. The Army and the
Air Force Reserve officer has a built-in system. You don’t apply for
retirement in the officer grade, you enlist. ~ You are goin g to have more
majors walking around as E—4’s, than you can shake a stick at.

Mr. Rivers, Mr. Gubser.
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\Mr. Guiser. General, earlier in your statenent you spoke abous the
present differential between military and civil service pay in compar-
able areas of responsibility somewhere between 25 and 356 pereent.

You indicated that this had grown wider, and that it had been tra-
ditionally around a certain pereentage. What was thut !

General Stoxe. Referring to these charts again, traditionaly it has
been somewliere on the order of 10 to 20 percent, depending or. the
grades involved.

Mr, Gueser, That 10 to 20 pereent has always been accepted, be-
sause (he military has fringe benefits which the civil service employee
doesnot have.

Maybe it is not possible, but I would like to allocate that 10 vo 20
percent, if we could.

Now, 7 pereent of it would obviously be retirement, because you do
Lot have a contributory svsten and the civil service does, 1 think
the eivil service contribution is 7T pereen, sn't il .

Mr. Braxprorp. Yes.

Mr. Gepser. That takes care of part of it. Where «oes the rest
come from?

General Stoxe. There are certain income tax deductions that are
allowed miltary that are not allowed civilinns. For example, you do
not pay income tux on allowanees. We have certain commissaries, post
exchanges, theaters, officers’ clubs, recreational facilities, that are
available that aven’t available in all casestoa civilian,

The Department of Defense actually made quite a study of these
fringe benelits.

Alr. Braxororn, Iospitalization being the biggest one.

My, Gusssr. What about the privilege of hospitalization and the
privilege of hospitalization for your dependents or your wife? Would
you say hat has been considered rather sigmificant in fringe benefit ?

General Stoxs. For those people who needed it, it certainly is.

You have to get sick to enjoy that fringe benefit, though.

M. Gunser. 1t has been my experience. and I would like you 1o
check me and see whether or not my ex yerience is typieal, but in my
contact with active duty military mnp{e, and also retived people, I
Lave found that the privilege -in l‘he past it. Lias been almost a prac-
tieal guarantee: of hospitalization after retirement, has been one of
{he greatest incentives to maintain a military career, and to accept
cubstandard pay during your working life. .

Would you agree with that ?

General Sroxe. T would think this is a very important thing, par-
ticularly to a retived person.

Mr. Gunser. Let us for a moment think of the active duty people.

Perhaps the young socond lieutenant doesn’t think much about hos-
pitalization after he retives, but T wonld suspect licatenant colonels,
on up. begin to think more of it as their careor progresses. Is that
correct?

Goneral Stoxe. T think I could summarize by saying, hospitaliza-
tion that is afforded military personnel and their dependents, both on
active dutv and after retirement, is a very significant point in all of
their minds.

Alr. Grrser. Would you go so far as to say. General, that in your
personal opinion this might be very close in importance to the retired
pay. or second in importance—not close, second?
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General Stonm. Well, at the moment, as the chairman said, the
medical care of dependents of retired personnel is on a purely space-
available basis, and it is getting tighter all the time. ]

Mr, Braxprorp. Mr. Gubser, may I just say that this subcommittee
itself several years ago anticipated this problem. It has been accen-
tuated, as you know, with the construction of new hospitals which
are not allowed to take into consideration the retired load, and this
subcommittee had a provision in the medicare bill which would have

ermitted the Secretary of Defense to establish a medicare program
or retired personnel and their dependents. ) )

The Senate in its wisdom deleted that section. I think the action
of this subcommittee indicates its foresight at the time when we put
that provision in the bill which unfortunately did not become law.
But the ultimate answer to this problem, as you have indicated, is
either going to be to provide more space for retired personnel—and
we are heading toward a very substantial number, 50,000 or more a
year, going on the retired Jist—we are either going to have to provide
more space or a medicare program, one of the two.

T think Mr. Bennett has introduced a bill on that.

Mr, Benwvert. Yes.

Mr. Gusser. Is it your understanding, General, that the present
policy is that the medical care for retirees and their dependents is
gradually going to be faded out of the national policy ?

General Stoxt. The present policy, as I understand it, is, in the
construction of new hospitals, this will not be taken into consideration
as a criterion for the size of the hospital.

Mr. Gusser. And as a practical matter, General, as the number of
retirees increase, and the present hospitals are phased out and replaced
with newer ones, that do not include such beds, the national policy
is going to be that there will be no medical care for retirees and their
dependents, isn’t that right, as a practical matter ¢

General Sronk. As a practical matter it certainly appears it will
be sizably reduced, and maybe eliminated.

Mr. Gusser. In light of what you have said, and I am positive
every man and woman in this room will concur in what you said, this
is a very important fringe benefit, that it rates way high, insofar as
its influence not only upon the morale of the retired personnel, but
active duty personnel.

Don’t you think this is a rather serious thing, serious national policy
we have embarked upon, and don’t you think it is having an adverse
effect upon the morale of the active duty officers today ?

General Stone. Well, it is a hard one to evaluate, unless we make
some survey.

T would estimate that the senior officers who are in the—more or
less—the eligibility zone for retirement, start to contemplate this, yes.
If they see civilian jobs available to them, they would probably tend
to go to those.

Mr. Gusser. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to say here, I think
we have pretty clearly established this morning insofar as this tradi-
tional 10-20 percent differential is concerned, we have always gotten
by with lower military pay becanse we did offer the privilege of medical
care upon retirement.

Mr. Rivers. That is one of the factors.
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Mr. Gusser. That is one of the factors. I think we established it
has been a rather considerable factor. Certainly we don’t have facts
and figures o back it up, but commonsense and Jogic show it has
been a considerable factor.

T, for one, think it is an absolute crime for us to consider a pay
bill and to allow this differential to eontinue and at the smne time allow
a national policy to stand without question that we are going to ralke
this privilege away {row retired personnel.

If we are going to take it away, if that national policy is going to
stand, then I think we ought to up the pay scale in this bill enough
to {ake care of it so they can provide for it through private means
and their own investment. .

Mr. Ruvers. Of course, we can’t take care of it in the pay bill.

My, Gupsser. We can, too, My, Chairman, We can pul enough
ex(ra in it so they can go oul and buy an old-age medicare plan.

Mr. Rivens. This wouldn’t be the place to do it. We will address .
it along the lines M. Blandford said.

Mr. Greser. Yes, here we are, where we are bleeding our hearts
about everybody over 62, and here we have people that have given
their careers and Hves to their country, they have been underpaid the
whole time, and we are not going to give them medicare. It is
ridiculous.

My, Winsox. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Gupser. Tam through.

Mr. Rivens, Would you answer his question ?

Who isnext ?

Mr. Wissox. I just have one question.

The general mentioned among fringe benefits that were important,
the subject of commissarics. 1 realize commissaries are tahoo. 1
wonder if any survey has been made recently that would indicate just
what commissaries meant to military personnel.

Mr. Rivers. We cut them down so much it doesn™t mean much any
more.

Mr. Baxprorn. The answer is“Yes.”

Mr. Wirsox. I would like to know the monetary value of it, if pos-
sible, to the average family, of @ commissary,

General Stoxe. 1 think annually a review is made of this whole
commissary problem.

Mr. Wirsox. 1 would appreeciate, Mr. Chairman. if we could Lave
it on the record.

T would also like to know if vour survey showed what members
were living in an area where they were entitled to commissary, and
what members didn’t. Tt seems to me there is an area there where o lot
of them are going to be precluded from taking advantage uas they
do in other areas, of these fringe benefits, unless they live in a sperific
area.

General Stoxe. Tn general, the Office of Secretary of Defense is
required to make this review every year at the direction of the Secre-
tary, I presume.

One of the items involved is whether or not there are commercial
fucilitics in the area that are of equal accessibility and where the
prices are reasonable. And if that is trie, then a commissary is not
authorized in that particular vicinity.
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You will find in large metropolitan areas commissarics are not
usually authorized.

Mr. Rivers. Thank you very much.

Have you finished ?

Mr. Wirson. Yes.

Mr. Rivers. Thank yon very much, General Stone. )

The next witness is Maj. Gen. Alfred Bowser, G-1, Marine Corps.

General Bowser, we would like to hear from this other branch of
the service.

General Bowser, you may proceed. We will be very pleased to
hear from you.

STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. A. L. BOWSER, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF
STAFF, G-1, U.S. MARINE CORPS

General Bowser. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, it is vitally important at
this time that an equitable compensation rate be established for mem-
bers of the Armed Forces. This is so, not only for essential assistance
in accession and retention of personnel and to compensate for increases
in the cost of living, but to establish an adequate base level on which
future increases for active and retired personnel can be computed
equitably.

Tair and adequate compensation for members of the Armed Forces
is essential if the necessary quantity and quality of personnel to man
motivate, move, and fight our modern war machines are to be recruite
and retained in the service. Compensation rates must be comparable
to those paid elsewhere in owr society for similar talents, skills, cap-
abilities, and responsibilities. Otherwise, we cannot compete success-
fully for the ealiber of personnel required to properly staff and man
our organizations that are being faced with equipments and situations
of ever-increasing complexities.

Tt is not intended to leave the impression that money is the panacea.
to the military problem of accession and retention of personnel.
Proper compensation is merely one part, but a vitally important part,
of those factors which make a career attractive to the individual. The
growing demands for highly skilled, motivated military personnel, in
an environment where the rewards of civilian society are plentiful
cause us to reflect on the current and future status of our personnel
and what will best contribute to our ultimate objective. This objective
is a complete and attractive career pattern in which the military man
enjoys professional prestige, an earned sense of accomplishment, and
a living standard equal to his civilian counterparts based on
demonstrated ability and exercised responsibility. Our pursuit of
this objective will be materially assisted by improved geonomic status
of the serviceman since this status is recognized as a prestige symbol
in our soclety.

The rates of monthly basic pay proposed fall short of raising mil-
itary compensation to a level comparable to that in other segments
of our economy and the Federal Government. Accordingly, the pro-
posed pay schedule is disappointing. Tt is hoped that further in-
creases will be made by the Congress.
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It appears that an inequity exists in the subsistence allowance when
rations in kind are not available. This allowance should be de-
termined and regulated administratively on the basis of average daily
cost Lo the member of subsisting himself on a civilian basis and should
be the asme for all personnel. oflicers and enlisted. At the present. time
there is no such allowance for officers. The proposed basie allowance
for subsistence for officers in this legislation would correct this sitna-
tion as the ﬂ)roposed rate is based on the present allowance for enlisted
metbers when rations in kind are not. available. ITowever, it s ex-
pected that adjustments in this rate will be made in the future and
accordingly provision should be made to apply the rate to all
personnel.

The loss of sen and foreign duty pay will affeet over one-fourth
ot-the marines on active duty. It is believed that an emolument for
certain sea and foreign duty should be included in the pay legislation
for the benefit of those marines spending tours at sea or on foreign
stations such as Okinawa, Vietnam, Thailund. ete. The assumotion
that remote and isolated pay will apply to only about 60,000 persons
would indicate that few deserving sailors and marines aboard ship
or on foreign duty ean be included in that number,

In the eonsideration of special pays. the interrelationship of the
present reenlistment bonus, proficiency pay, and the proposed incen-
tive payment are such that T wonld like to discuss them rogether.

The Marine Corps accepted the proficiency pay but has never fully
agreed with this concept. Tt was accepted because il was unfair to
exclude our troops from the svstem applied throughout the services.
We have no proof that it has aided retention, and most marines dislike
proliciency pay because they feel it is diseriminatory. Most marines
would rather see the monev allocated to proficiency pay redistritbmted
into w more adequate basic pay seale.

It is my firm belief that proficiency pay should not be continued.
but bo replaced by the carcer incentive payment plan. ITowever, as
tho latter plan is designed to favor technicians almost exclusively, it.
fails to provide an adequate personnel management tool to afford the
selectivity desired in the retention of those troops which are the baclk-
bone of the corps. Loyalty, leadership, dedication to duty, and ef-
ficiency are cssential qualities in the so-called noncritical as well as
the critical skills. Career attractiveness shonld be such that reenlist-
ment selectivity can be applied to all career fields. The training lead-
time needed to develop the required leadership and ability in the
platoon sergeants of our rifle platoons is greater than that necessary
to attain technical excellence in various specialties. Aecordingly, it
is felt that the present reenlistment bonus should be modified to con-
centrate payments at the first and second reenlistment points, and that
an incentive payment for technician retention should be superimiposed
thereon.

The Marine Corps has consistently opposed combat pay on the basis
that men in uniform are paid to defend their conntry regardless of
exisling conditions, and combat pay is diflicult, if not impossible, to
administer equitably. Tt is not believed that combat pav should bhe
included in military compensation.

Personnel who are qnalified and actively participate in more than one
hazardous occupational specialty should be authorized to draw the
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incentive pay for those hazards. Specifically, Marine Corps recon-
naissance units require some members to be qualified and participate In
scuba diving as well as parachute jumping. In the interest of equity,
we are pleased to see that the exposure to double hazards will authorize
payment of double incentive pay in the current proposed legislation.

There has been much discussion and evaluation of the fringe benefits
of the services, but seldom has there been discussion and evaluation of
the adverse conditions under which many members of the Armed
Torces serve. The international political situation extant since World
War IT has imposed unprecedented requirements upon our military
personnel. Constant alerts, frequent maneuvers and deployments, and
extend field and affoat duty, demanded as a matter of routine, have
generated a high degree of social instability and severely disrupted
family unity. Ior example, a member who 1s required, either by
service needs or overriding personal considerations, beyond the control
of the member himself, to scrve overseas without dependents, is incur-
ring financial hardship. Fven if we assume that Goyvernment quarters
and subsistence are provided, or adequate compensation in lien thereof,
there still remains the very real expense resulting from absence of the
service member from his family and their residence. There is a need
for compensation that will provide the serviceman’s family with the
means to purchase those services which are normally provided by the
man of the house in the way of “do it yourself” repair and labor.

Promotions of enligted men and officers within the Marine Corps
have come to a virtual standstill. This has been caused, we feel, by
anticipated increase in rates of retired pay upon passage of the current
pay bill. It would be of great assistance in manpower management if
an carlier effective date could be realized for this pay bill. Such
action in equity should entitle those force outs of June 30 to retired
pay under the new bill.

Sir, this concludes my statement. I will be happy to answer any
questions the chairman or members of the subcommittee may have.

Mr. Rivers. As usual, General Bowser, the Marines let you know
where they stand, and are not asking for any special favors.

You pretty nearly agreed with us. My lawyer respectfully disa-
greed with me, like he respectfully disagrees with you on proficiency

ay.

Mr. Branprorn. I think, Mr. Chairman, in that connection,
perhaps

Mr. Wirson. We will hear from Major Blandford now.

Mr. Bares. Captain. [Laguhter.]

Mr. Branprorp., I was a pfe at one time, so I will start off as pfe.
Maybe I can work my way up. '

Do Tunderstand, General, the reason the Marine Corps is opposed to
proficiency pay is the method of implementation? Would I be correct
m assuming that if you could provide more proficiency pay, and if you
did not have to base it. on a skill concept, that you would probably then
be in favor of proficiency pay * '

In other words, the assignment of proficiency pay to a billet, rather
than to the individual, because he possesses a skill?

Gencral Bowser. I would say 1 response to that, that it would be
more palatable to us, yes. But there still is the point mentioned yes-
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terday by Admiral Smedberg in his testimony that this is a diflerence
seen at the pay table on each payday.

Alr. Braxororp. Let us analyze that, General, having once been a
platoon leader, I had the pleasure of recommending a sergeant for
promotion to platoon sergeant. [ didn’t make friends of the other
men when 1 recommended one man to be a platoon sergeant.

Mr. Rivers. We have that problem when we nominate postmasters.

Mr.Bares. We don't have dmt any more. [Laughter.]

Mr. Braxororn, The platoon sergeant goes up to the pay tab.e, and
he draws additional pay. Now, I presume every stafl sergeant who
didi’t make platoon sergeant is unhappy. ’

The same thing is true in proficiency pay. Why, for exampie,ina
Marine platoon would you have unhappiness under those junior 1o be
platoon sergeant if every one of those sergeants knew, if he could ob-
tain the grade of platoon sergeant, then by assuming that billet he
would qualify for proficiency pay.

What is the difference between that and giving a man proficiency
pay beeause heis a combat leader?

General Bowser, You still have the differential between the people
of that same rank, who are not in that billet and whe are not striving
for that billet.

Mr. Braxnrorn. That is true, the man striving for platoon sergeant,
then he goes from that duty, say, to headquarters, Marine Corps, where
they may say that he isn't entitled to proficiency pay. But this is not
a new concept, this is true of oversea pay, the man is oversea, draws
oversen pay, and when he comes back from overseas, he no longer
draws oversea pay.

The idea is that you are attaching proficiency pay to the billet.

I only suggesting that one of the problems with proficiency pay
has been a reluctance to administer it i the way the Congress intended
it to be administered. The law is the shortest provision, I believe, in
the Pay Art, and yet it could involve an expenditure of millions and
millions of dollars, and in our opinion, if it were properly imple-
mented, and given to individuals on a billet basis, it could produce the
results that you seek.

Certainly, it is not right to say to a man who is 50 miles behind
the lines, that beeause he is fixing a radar set that he is entitled to mors
pay than the platoon leader or the platoon sergeant who is in combuat,
T'his is the difliculty with proficiency pay, but the law is broad enough
to cover this subjeet. It 1s not conlined to critical skills.

Mr. WiLsox. You are getting away from proficiency pay, at least
the concept of proficiency pay, to put it on the billet hasis?

Mr. Braxvrorp. Not necessarily, beeause you wouldn’t assizn the
man to the billet if Lie didn’t have the proficiency.

Mr. Rivers. I don't think Mr. Blandford is going to persuade the
Marines.

Can you write it so you can accept it?

General Bowser. 1 would like to amplify to this extent, Mr. Chair-
man. We are on record to the Subcommittee on Appropriations of the
ITouse that we have never been able to truly measure proficiency pay
for two reasons: (1) The width of its application: (2) the amount.
‘We are in agreement with the statements which have been made by the
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other services, as well, that we really felt we couldn’t get a measure
of it until we had more, both in amount and in application. And I
will modify my statement here to that extent.

Mr. Iarpy. Be careful you don’t differ too much from what you
told them.

General Bowser. I am not, because we told them this annually.

Mr. Harpy. I am not in the least concerned with what you told
them, I am trying to get the facts here.

- Mr. Buanprorp. As I understand, General, given leeway you think
proficiency pay could become a useful tool even in the Marine Corps?

General Bowser. I believe it could, but we still would like to see a
superimposition of an incentive plan.

Mr. Branororp, What you are really saying is the present reenlist-
ment bonus law should be modified, and you should only have the
bonus paid at the first and second reenlistment, and then on top of that,
in order to keep the critical skill people happy, then there ought to be
an additional incentive payment for those with critical skills. What
you are saying is that the corporal has to be encouraged to reenlist,
also, and the sergeant, even though he may not be able to take a radar
set apart and put it back together again. Nevertheless, he does know
how to operate a BAR, and to tell men where to go and how to get there,

General Bowser, That is right.

Mr. Branororp. So he is doing as much or perhaps more in many
ways for his country than the man on the radar set. Then you face the
problem, of course, all things being equal, that it is a little easier in
the economy, theoretically, to obtain a man who can firc a BAR
properly than it is to find a man who can repair a radar set. This gets
back to the supply and demand situation. What you are saying is
you need a combination of systems, a reenlistment bonus, and then per-
haps an implementation, a full implementation of the proficiency pay
system to see how it works; is that correct?

General Bowser. That could be done.

Mr. Winson. Or a specialist incentive is what you are talking about.
You are specific in picking out exactly the skills where you have trouble
in reenlisting.

Mr. Br.axprorp. That isright.

Mr, Wirson. Give them a bonus, and then an additional bonus.

Mr. Branprorp. The specialist concept is not new, the Army had
it for years,

General Bowser. We did too.

Mr. Branororp. It was possible for an J2-2 to walk into the post
exchange, and take out his pay check, which would be in excess of that
which an E—4 would receive, for example, because he was a specialist.
It was just that he didn’t have the grade. = ITe couldn’t go in the NCO
Club, but he had more money than the NCO. This system was finally
eliminated because of the concept of pay for responsibility which 1s
supposed to be the concept of the entire pay system. This is an indica-
tion, Mr. Chairman, of why writing the pay bill to apply to seven
services, all.of whom have different problems, is one of the most diffi-
cult tasks in the world. Tt is the easiest thing in the world to criticize,
and the hardest thing in the world to produce something that is ac-
ceptable to everyone.
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Mr. Rivers. You are absolutely right. Writing the pay bill here
is hard, for any service.

Mr. Witsox. What we need is dennification.

Mr, Guaser. Mr. Chaivman, may 1 ask a question on proficiency
pay 4

Mr. Rivers,  Yes.

Mr. Gueeser. The proficiency pay award is in accordance with the
Jaw written in 1955, Is it to be awarded only in recognition of a
special or hard-to-get skill, or is it eyer awarded on a basis of ot stand-
ing performance in an ordinary skill?

Mr. Braxororn, Let we read the law on proficiency pay.  An en-
listed member of a uniformed service who is entitled to basie pay and
desionated as being specially proficient in a nilitary skill of the
uniformed services concerned may (1) be advanced te an enlisted pay
grade that is higher than his basic pay grade at the time of his desig-
uation and heentitled to the basic pay and special or incentive pay of
that higher grade or (2), in addition to other pay allowances to which
he is entitled receive the rate preseribed in the following table for
the proficiency rating to which he is assigned.

Now, to go back to the language “as being specially proficiens in a
military skill,” every aspeet of the combat avins involves askill. Tt
i o mistake (o consider proficiency pay as being a critieal skill, It is
not what Congress intended.  This was intended as 2 means of giving
special pay to those people who do an above-average job but who are
frozen fora variety of reasons from promotion.  We even allowed you
toadvance people ina pay grade. 1 don’t know of a broader provision
of law that could involve more money than that vne provision.

I'know of no law that has been talked about more and about which
Iess has been done.

Mr. Gesser. Well. wonldnt. it be possible under that Ianguago for,
taking a hypothetical case, for a cook, a mess sergeant, who had done
anoutstanding job, reduce the cost per man of rations, and woulda’ it
be possible for him to get proficiency rating ?

Mr. Braxprown. Absolutely.  Anybody in this room who has been
in combat knows that if he hiad to “hoose between o good BAR man
and a good cook, it would be 1 hard clioiee.

Mr. ITaroy. 1t is a lack of implementation of the DOD.

Mr. Braxprorn. We go back to this every time, Mr. Hardy.

Mr. Gusser, I was on the subcominmtlee, at least or:e member. the
thing T had in mind more was performance, rather than necessarily
this other,

Mr. Braxnrorn. It is ridiculons., actually, tosay it is only for crivical
skills. T don’t know anybody in the armed services other than a kid
in boot eamp, who doesn’t have a skill, and he is developing a skill.

General Bowser. We do give awards for outs anding effectiveness,

Mr. Braxprorn, I don’t care what kind of termiology you 1se
actually you could if you wanted to, if the DOD would let you do it,
and they wouldn’t—you could give this to every enlisted man in the
Marine Corps; there'is no limit to this. You conld ruke a platoon and
siy every man in a platoon is entitled to proficiency pay.

My, Haroy., We would fuss with them, too.

Mr. Braxprorn, Somebody would fuss with them.
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Mr. Rivers. There has never been any conscious effort to carry out
the philosophy of that provision of law. It hasn’t been done. It has
never been tried to be made to work., Mr. Blandford has characterized
it. There has been a lot of talk about it, very little done about it.

General Bowser. May I say one thing, though, Mr. Chairman, in
that respect, that each service will have a slightly varying problem
in the implementation in this no matter how the wordage 1s made.

Mr. I1arpY. They suggest there shouldn’t be something different
than civil service.

General Bowser. That is quite true, Mr. ITardy.

Mr. Braxproro. May I read in that connection, Mr. Chairman:

The Sccretary concerned shall determine whether enlisted members of a
uniform service under his jurisdiction are to be paid proficiency pay under either
subsection (a) (1) or (a) (2) of this scction,

Mr. Rivers. Where are you reading ?

Mr. Branprorp. I am just indicating this is up to the Secretary
of each department.

Mr. Harpy. Yes, subject to the direction, authority, and control of
tho Secretary of Defense.

Mr. Rivers. We agree with you that the effectiveness of this should
bereappraised. We are glad you agree.

Mr. Branvrorp. You prefer the committee proposal to the DOD
proposal?

General Bowser. Yes, we do.

Mr. Wirson. The purpose of the proficiency pay is to maintain
status. ITave youmade any study of your troops to sce whether having
proficiency pay available to them is any great factor in their wanting
to make a career of the Marine Corps?

General BowseEr. Wo made no statistical studies, Mr. Wilson. We
have done a lot of questioning through the Inspector General, Com-
mandant’s visits and visits to the stafl members.

Our general feeling we get from this is that the average marine feels
that this is diseriminatory ; that is, he doesn’ like the idea even among
those who draw this pay will tell you that they don’t like to draw 1t
as opposed to some man that they feel is doing just as good a job
in his own field.

Mr. Wirson. In other words, you set them aside in a special cast?

Mr. Rivers. I think Mr. Blandford put his finger on it, the law says
military skills, the DOD says critical skills. I think that is the area
where you interpreted what came out of DOD, rather than what came
out of Congress.

General Bowskr. One thing we might as well face up to here, too,
Mr. Chairman ; there is always the limtation that dollars are involved
in a thing like this. As T indicated before in my testimony the last
couple years to the subcommittee on appropriations, that the applica-
tion of this with a dollar limitation will always be difficult, and to
apply it widely enough to make it effective, I don’t know whether we
have these kinds of dollars.

Mr. Wirson. If you had your choice, would you have it apply to all
services ?

General Bowser. Speaking for the Commandant and myself, I
would eliminate it.
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Mr. Rivers. Thank vou very much, General.

Mr. Stratrow., Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Ruvers, Mr, Stratton,

Mr. Stratrow. General, vour statement states you would make
changes in reenlistment-bonus arrangement by emphusizing the pay-
ment for the first and second reenlistinents. Duoes that mean that you
basically agree that when you get beyond a certain point the built-in
factors, the built-in investment in terms of retirement is & more im-
portant motivating factor than the bonus, itself?

General Bowser. Yes, sir; I believe that is correct, Mr, Stratfon.

We are talking about roughly 12 years, if yvou take a reenlistment,
the first reenlistinent of 4 vears, the second reenlistment of 4 years,
piled on the original enlistment, we are talking about roughly the
12-year point.

Mr. Srrarrox. Basically, you agree with the Secretary of Defense
on this broad principle, but you would extend the incentive to the .
second reeniistment as well as the first £

General Bowsen, [ would, indeed, sir. I think tLe second one 1s
a very important one.  Eight years on an 18-year-old average enlistee,
he is only 26. 1le is not too old to go to something else.  But if you
add + more years to that, and make him 30 vears old, and 12 years’
service. then he has got a real decision facing hi.

Mr. Strarrox. General. vou also mension—perhaps rhis was toached
on when I was out of the room—an incentive payment for technician
retention. ‘This would be an incenrive -another kind of reenliszment
bonus, is that what you had in mind, for technicians?

General Bowser. Yes, sir; for techuiciavs,

Mr. Strarroy. When you refer (o techinicians in the Marine Corps,
what are you thinking about primarily?

General Bowser. Well, we have certain missile repairen, missile
electronic repairmen, aviation orduance mechanies, aviation mechan-
ics—both jet and prop. T am speaking of those, generally, in that
category, the category we ave paying 100-percent preficiency pay.

Mr. Strarron. These people you feel would perhaps be retained
more efleetively by this device than by the proficiency pay?

(ieneral Bowsenr, Yes, siv: we do.

Mr. Strarron. Thank you very much,

Mr, Rivers. Thank you, General.

Gieneral Bowser. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My, Rivers. The next witness is Dr, Diamond, of the T'ublic Ilealth
Service.

Dr. Diamond, we are glad to have you here. We will be pleased
to hear from vou, Dr. Diamond.

You may proceed.

STATEMENT OF DR. MURRAY A. DIAMOND, ASSISTANT SURGEON
GENERAL

Dr. Diaxoxp. Thank vou, sir.

Mr. Chairman, T appreciate this opportunity to testify on IHL.R.
3006, a bill to amend title 37, United States Code, to increase the
rates of basic pay for members of the uniformed services, ard for
other purposes.
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Members of the uniformed services, including commissioned officers
of the Public Health Service, have not had an increase in basic pay
for almost 5 years, and we join with the other services in urging the
‘Congress to enact pay increase legislation during the current session.

ILR. 3006 represents a forward step in the resolution of the com-
plex pay problems affecting the uniformed services. Ilowever, as
stated by both the Department of Defense and the President’s Advi-
sory Panel on Federal Pay Systems, a continuing study of these com-
plex problems should be undertaken so that the compensation system
of the uniformed services can be kept abreast of changes in the
national economy.

The commisioned corps of the Public ITealth Service is composed
of approximately 4,500 commisioned officers who are in professional
and scientific specialties related to the health fields. Of this number
-over 50 percent are medical and dental officers. As officers in many of
the professional and scientific categories that compose the commis-
sioned corps are in short supply, the Service has its problems in
recruiting and retaining qualified personnel in these categories. I
am sure that the other uniformed services, as you have heard, are
faced with the same problems in the same professional and scientific
fields.

One of our major problems during recent years has been the high
attrition rate among our younger oflicers. Despite the fact that many
of these officers are serving their obligated service under the Universal
Military Training and Service Act, and would undoubtedly leave
upon completion of such service regardless of compensation levels, 1
believe that the pay increases for pay grades O-2 and O-3 will gen-
erally assist the service in retaining more of these younger oflicers
for longer periods of service and perhaps for career service. More-
over, it is my opinion that the increases proposed under FLR. 3006
for pay grades O-1 through O-4 are most encouraging and will decid-
edly assist the Public IHealth Service in recruiting and retaining the
younger oflicer.

One of the provisions of the bill which we believe will be of further
Aassistance is that relating to constructive eredit for basic pay purposes
for persons holding postgraduate degrees in those areas specified by
the Secretary concerned. This provision will benefit officers in the
scientist and sanitary engineering categories which, next to medical and
dental, are two of the most critical manpower shortage categories.
"Fhe basic pay increases that will be authorized on original appoint-
ment because of this provision will, T am sure, be a definite recruit-
‘ment aid.

There are two other provisions of the bill on which T would like
to comment briefly. These provisions would authorize for our com-
missioned officers certain active duty benefits on the same basis that
they are authorized for members of the other uniformed services.
The first of these involves the uniform allowance. Under section
20(b) of the bill the present uniform allowance authority for com-
missioned. officers of the Public Health Service would be amended to
permit the payment of a uniform allowance to any officer, regular or
reserve, regardless of grade, who is required by directive of the urgeon
‘General to wear that uniform.
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The second provision. which relates to the Public Ifealth Service,
is contained in section 18(d) of the bill. This provisior: would amend
the "ublic TTealth Service et {o permil commissioned officers of the
Public ITealth Service to ship a privately owned automobile at Gov-
ernment expense on an oversea assignment. At the present time our
commissioned oflicers are the only group of Federal perszonnel who
do not have this entitlement.

[ wish to thank you again, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to
testify on IT.R. 3006. If there are any questions, 1 will be glad to
answer them.

My, Rivers. Thank vou very much, Dr. Diamond.

Any questions from any member of the committee?

Mr. BExxeTT. No.

Mr. Braxprorn. 1 was under the impression, Dr. Diamond, that
oflicers of the "ublic Health Service, up to the grade of 0-13, do get a
mniform allowance,

Dr. Deasoxn, That s correct.

Mr. Rivens, Thank yvou very much, Doctor.

Now, Mr. Blandford, what about the other two witnesses?

Mr. Braxprorp, Mr., Chairman, | would like to insert in the record
at this time o stutement from the American Veterimary Medical Asso-
ciation supporting the principles of the provisions of ILR. 3006, and
a statement from the American Legion and a letter from the VIFW,

Mr. Rivers. That may be done.

{The letter and statements from the Amervican Legion, the VITW,
and the American Veterinary Medical Association are axs follows:)

AMEBERICAN VETERINARY MEDICAL ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D C.
Re ILR. 3006, 88th Congress, to Subcommittee No, 1, Committee on Arnmed
services, 1{ouse of Representatives of the United States

Mr. Chairman and members of the cominittee. 1T am Dr. J. AL MeCallam, Wash-
ington representitive of the American Veterinary Medical Association, and speak
for the association regarding LR, 3006,

1n licu of a formally prepared statement it i< requested that the record show
the American Veterinery Medical Association supports in principle the provi-
sions of ILR. 3006, the Uniformed Services Pay Act of 1963,

STATEMENT OF WILLTAM C, DoyrLe, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL SECURITY COMMISSION,
TIE AMERICAN LEGION, IN Surront orF 11K, 3006

Mr. Chairman and members of (he subcommittee, last October in Las Vegas,
Noev., the 44th Annual National Convention of the American Legion, upon recom-
mendation of its convention commitiee on natlonal security, unanimously
adopted Resolution 397 supporting a pay increase for members of our Arnmed
Forces,

The American Legion recognizes that the period since World War IT is unique
in the annals of our history as a nation, XNever before has it been necessary,
short of all-out war, to maintain such high levels of manpower in our active
military fTorces. Never before have we been faced with the demands for
technieally trained personnel to man the weapons systems guarding the seeurity
of the Nation. These same technicianx needed by our Armed Forces are in
great demand by civilian industries, Ilerein lies the problem. ‘The solttion
obviously is to tailor ILR. 3006 to mecet these needa.

A thorough study of the provisions of H.R. 3004 lends our organization to
the conclusion that while the hill will go a long way in meeting the problem
and Tulfllling the objectives sought by the American Legion's Resolution 397,
there are certain areas which we believe should be strengthened.  For the record,
the text of Resolution 309 is presented below in its entirvety:
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Whereas, the security of the United States depends on poised and ready
military power in-being ; and

‘Whereas, our military strength can be measured by the courage, dedication,
.and training of Americans in gniform at the time of meeting enemy attack,
and it is therefore necessary that our military forces be composed of the highest
type of citizens ; and

‘Whereas, it is necessary to offer some benefits to offset the many hardships
imposed by a military career in order to attract to and hold in the military
services our best citizens ; and

‘Whereas, the American Legion has always strongly endorsed and supported
“the principal of adequate benefits for Armed Forces personnel: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, by the American Legion in national convention essembled in Las
‘Vegas, Nev., October 9-11, 1962, That we reaffirm our position supporting an
increase in pay for our comrades in service, to the extent that compensation
received will be more nearly equal to that which could be gained in civilian life
in their various specialties and professions; and our support for increased bene-
fits for our Armed Forces in housing, professional services, and in commissary
.and PX privileges, as an cxpression of the appreciation of the American people
for the dedication of service personnel to the defense of our Nation.

Let me say at the outset that an increase in service benefits is long overdue.
No one seriously questions the disparity between certain segments of the mili-
tary forces compared with civil gervice or private industry. IHowever, industry
does not hold out a 20-year retivement to its skilled workers or its manage-
ment team.

Industry has long recognized that a trained and skilled worker must be re-
tained if the company is to succeed. While it is not within the immediate pur-
view of this subcommittee, serious study should be given to the matter of
retaining both enlisted and officer personnel beyond 20 years. Increased finan-
.cial incentitives will partially bridge the problem, but constantly dangling the
‘20-year retirement before men about to enter the Armed Forces has a profound
effect on service beyond 20 years; a time when the officer and the cnlisted man
are valuable members of the defense tecam. Adequate machinery now exists to
weed out the incompetents. Is it not equally important to retain the “cream
of the crop” in scrvice at least for 30 years by some means other than finan-
cial incentive which, of course, must be included in the package.

Tarlier in this statement, I spoke of the unprecedented demands for highly
trained technicians in the armed services, who are also in demand by industry.
These, with few exceptions, are in the enlisted grades, and in my opinion, the
increases in benefits make up a package that is wocfully inadequate to com-
pete against industry.

I have personally talked to jet mechanics and electronic specialists, skills for
‘which industry is bidding high, and these young men with very few exceptions
are leaving the service for industry. To raise their benefits package to com-
petitive levels, we will have to go far beyond the provisions of TL.R. 3006. Soft
gkills are no problem in the Armed Forces, but why continue blanket increases
when the crux of the matter lies in keeping skilled manpower in the Armed
Forces? Selective pay for the needed skills must be the answer. The savings in
the cost of training new men to replace highly trained technicians who leave
the service would offset a major portion of realistic pay increases.

Sea pay and hazardous duty pay must be retained. By dropping sea pay as
proposed by the Defense Department, a second-class petty officer—even with
the increase provided by that proposal—would receive a mere $9 more a
month. That's just about $2 a week, hardly enough to make staying in service
attractive as far as financial considerations are concerned. Tor chief petty
officers with 18 years who would lose sea pay the situation is even more ludi-
crous. Under the Defense Department’s proposed pay bill, without sea pay, the
.chief petty officer would reccive the trifling increase of $2,50 a month, which
figures out to about 60 cents a week.

‘While we wholcheartedly subsecribe to bringing pre-1958 retirces up to the
levels of the 1958 Pay Act, we view the proposal to again provide a different
method of computing their retirement pay as a gerious breach of faith. Sec-
.ondly, the “cost-of-living” feature further complicates an already complicated
pay system. With one notable exception, retired pay has always been directly
related to active duty pay. The American Legion saw no need to depart from
+this formula in 1958 and it sees less justifieation for it today. I therefore
urge your committee to peg retirement pay to active duty pay.
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Auother matter en which our national commander has publicly expreised his
opinjon concerus eliminating from the proposed pay increases membors of Lhe
Reserves serving obligated periods in the Reserve. In his statement National
Cummander 'uwors observed, and 1 quote :

“The American Legion, by action of its nationsl conventions has long advo-
ated a fair and cquitable pay system for cur men and wonlen in milltary uni-
form, whether they are on active duty or whether they scrve the country in
the Reserve Forees,

“The Awerican Legion ix quite happy. of course. that the Departinent of
Defense is proposing to the new Congress a pay raise for our military. It is
long overdue,

“However, the American Legion feels it is grossly unjust that the Defense
Departinent wants to use two separate criterin for paying reservists. The
leadership at the Defense Department seems to have forgotten that the re-
servist with a compulsory obligation contributes as much to the 1ailitary
readiness of the country as dues the volurteer reservist. VWe canuot Lompre-
hend how they can rationalize paving a volunleer reservist a higher scale dur-
ing weckly drills and paying compulsory reservists a lower seale. The proposal
is not at all equitable and it is unfair to our reservists with obligatory service.
Such an setion can have only the worst kind of demoralizing effeet on these
nien.”

We agree with you, Mr. Chairman, that paving all of the reenlistiient bonus
at the end of the first {our would have a most serious effect on fuline recn-
listments. We also agree with your opinion that an individual should be per-
mitted {o draw two incentive pays. In this connection, we are of the distinct
opinion that the dangers of hazardous duty are the same for members of our
Armed Forces whether they be officers or enlisted men. Why thien shonld
oficers receive more hazardous duty pay than enlisted men? Differences in
quarters allowances belween enlisted and officer personnel appear to deserve
special study. For it is not true that an enlisted man with three children has
the same obligations to adcquately feed and clothe his family, and provide for
the creature comforts, as does the commissioned officer ?

In conclusion, the American Legion supports ILR. 3006 and offers for consid-
eration changes which we believe will more adequately mect the vexing prob-
lems which plague our Armed Forees.

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.2., March 5, 1963.
Hon. L. MENDEL RIVERS,
Chairman, Subcommilive No. 1, House Armed Services Commitice, U.8. House of
Liepreaentatives, Washington, D.C.

DeaRr MR, CitaiRMAX @ This letter is In response to your kind invitation for the
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States to apprise the subcommittee of
its views with respect to the proposed Armed Forces pay legisiation (IR 3006),
which is now under consideration by your subcominit (ec.

The views expressed in this letter are bared upon resolutions adopted by the
delegates to the V.F.\W. 1962 National Convention, and reflect the longstanding
interest of the V.EW. in matters pertaining to Armed Forces personnel.  Addi-
tionally I would like to point out that ihix statement is subwitied on behalf of
Mr. Dyron B. Gentry, commander in chief of the Veterans of Forelgn Wars of
the United States, and with his approval.

The V.F.W. comprising a membership of 1,300,000 oversen combat veterans,
has throughout its existence, vigorously supported adequate and fair pay scales
for military personnel. Because of the broad military experience reflected
within its membership, the V.FW, believes its views in matters pertaining to
pay. as well as other conditions of military service, are based upon a backzrourd
of malure, knowledgeable. and varied mllitnry experience.

The following are observations of a gencral nature as to propnsed legisiation :

A pay increase is long overdue for military personncl. This is demonstrated,
the V.F\W. believes, through any authoritetive comparison with the trend of puy
sviles in business and the civilian element of Government. The V.F.W. strongly
supports an increase in Armed Forces pay.

There is a basic observation which the V.F.W. conslders pertinent {o the
overall subject of military pay: It is our firm convietion that oo much emphasis
can be placed upon detailed comparisons beiween military and civilian—buslness
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or government—pay scales. Such comparisons must of necessity be arbitrary and
artificial and hence can be very misleading. There is, the V.F.W. firmly be-
lieves, no.sound and accurate measure of comparison between military apd civil-
inn scales of remuneration. The reason is simple: There is no business or
civilian pursuit similar to that of the Armed Forces. Accordingly, there is no
measure by which a man can be fully paid in money for assuming the respon-
gibilities and trust upen risks inherent in military service. One cannot devise
a pay scale for prolonged separation from family ; nor, does the nature of mili-
tary service admit an 8hour, 5-day weck. 'The business of national security
zoes on around the clock. There ig no civilian pay scale applicable to crews
on the long underwater voyages of a I’olaris submarine; for filying the China
Coast surveillance patrols; for flying high and low level photographic missions
over the Russian military forces in Cuba, or for night flying from the darkened
decks of carriers in a pitching sea. Iven the risks of peacetime maneuvers and
training exercises, routine to the military man, have no counterpart in civilian
life. Also, the responsibilities entrusted to noncommissioned and commissioned
officers, both in terms of the value of materiel, as well as responsibility for
command in combat are not paralleled elsewhere.

As a general observation regarding the pay scales proposed by IL.R. 3006, the
V.I.W. believes that, while the raises are a step in the right direction, they are
not adequate. The V.INW. is deeply concerncd over the maner in which military
pay has dropped in relation to corresponding pay for civilian government em-
ployees. This situation is unfair to military personnel and it is dangerous to our
national security. Never before has the need been greater for attracting and
retaining the highest type of military personnel. The military profession should
not be so demonstrably downgraded in relation to other lines of endeavor.

Following are specific comments :

Retired pay.—The V.F.W. believes in the continuation of the longstanding
principle of basing retired pay upon current active duty pay scales. This is
fair and equitable, and it is the gystem which those in the service have come to
expect will be applied to them when retired. However, from the practicable
standpoint it must be recognized that the problem involves sharply increasing
costs and it would be less than realistic to contend that Congress is not genuinely
concerned about this matter. While supporting and urging the continuation of
basing retired pay on active duty pay, the V.I"'W. additionally recommends that
if there is a departure from this system, then a fully fair and adequate alterna-
tive be provided.

Pay scales—'The principle of proper pay for responsibility is not adequately
reflected in the proposed scales. This becomes increasingly serious in the higher
ranks, Remuneration should be secured those in positions of trust and respon-
sibility. This is not only possible from a standpoint of those now in service, but
it is necessary to attract able personnel to those positions in the future, It is
recommended that the pending bill be rectified in this respect and that the matter
of adequate pay for positions of high trust and responsibility be thoroughly
considered by the President’s Committee on Executive Pay.

Sea pay and oversea pay.—Both sea pay and oversea pay should be continued,
should be adequate, and should not be arbitrarily restricted as to rank or re-
cipient. One of the incscapable expenses, from the standpoint of the serviceman,
is his added expenses neccessitated by separation from his family. As anyone
who has served at sea or overseas well knows, there are additional expenses
incurred as a direct result of such separate duty. It should be emphasized that
these extra expenses are experienced by all military personnel with families, and
for that reason such allowances should go to all ranks.

The termination or inadequacy of sca pay allowances wonld, in the practical
effect, mean that the scrviceman serving at sea would be paying a financial
penalty for performing such vital and indispensable services to our Nation. The
same theory applics to oversea pay for those separated from their families.

Pay for reservists.~-There should be no discrimination in pay scales between
obligated and unobligated reservists. To differentiate between the two in mat-
ters of pay would be to viclate the principle of equal pay for equal work. Any
pay discrimination between obligated and unobligated reservists would result in
a lowered morale and other serious personnel diffienlties.

Effective date of increase—There is no sound reason why the pending pay
increases should lag substantially behind pay increases for civilian governmental
employees. A lag in according a pay increase to military personnel leads to the
conelusion that civilian pay increases are, in part, being paid by the servicemen
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through conlinued lower pay scales for the military. Such a situation is unjusti-
fiable from the morale standpoint. The pending pay bill, in the opinicn of the
V.. W., sliould be made retroactive to the effective date of the recent pay increase
for civilian employees of the Government.,

In conclusion, I take this opportunity to express the V.F.W.'s admiration and
appreciation for the long and arduous work which you, your subcommittee, the
full committee, and the extremely able stafl have so long devoted to matters
perlaining to the interests of the personnel of vur Armed Forces. The V.EW,
firmly believes that the ITouse Armed Services Committee under the leadership
of its chairman, the Honorable Carl Vinson, bhas been directly responsible for
much of the key legislation benefiting our service personunel for many years.

Thanking you again for the opportunity to submit this statement, conlaining
some of the views of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States in the
matter now before you, I remain

Very respectfully,
J. D. IrToe.

My, Rivers. What is next ?

Mr. DBraxpronp. I don't know, Mr. Chairman, what your time
schedule is.

The Coast Guard and Coast and Geodetic Survey are represented,
but have no prepared statements: is that correct, Captain Ilicks?

Captain Hicks, Yes,

Mr. Braxprorp, Come up and kiss the book, if you will, Captain.

Mo, Rivers, Captain Hicks, have a seat.

Captain Hiexs, Mr. Chairman, as I said I don’t huve a stacement,
but I would like to express an appreciation for the opportunity to ap-
pear here to add our concurrence to the statement of the other wit-
nesses that these pay inereases are necessary if we are to recruit and
attract the personnel we need to accomplish our mission.

Mr. Rivers. In other words, you subscribe to the general principle
that an lucrease isneeded ?

Captain Hicks, Yes, sir.

Mr. Iavers. You haven't studied the bill?

Captain Hhicks. Yes,sir; we have.

Mr. Rivers. Have you studied our proposal?

Mr. 1licks. No, sir: I have not seen that one. Most of the--a large

art of the bill, most of the controversial items do not pertain to us,
{)ecnuse we do not have an enlisted service. We have only
commniissioned oflicers.

Mr. Braxprorn. How many oflicers do you have?

Captain Hicks. 200 isthe authorized strength now.

Mr. ILaepy. You are affected by the retivement provision?

Captain icks. Yes, sir.

Mr. Hawroy. Do vou in general subscribe to that approach to the
retirement problem?

Captuain ITicks. Like Admiral Smedberg, reluctantly, I think the
contlitions are such we have to.

Mr. Rivers. Certainly vou agree with us, it ought to be brought
up just a little bit. You wouldn't object to that?

Captain TTiers, T think that is one of the biggest questions about
the thing, why it is so far in the future.

Mr. ITawoy. Arve there any specific provisions of it with which you
disagree?

Captain TTrcrs. Not specifieally : no. sir.

Mr. Rrvers. Thank you.
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Mr, ITarpy. If you have an opportunity—did you have an oppor-
tunity to comment on it before the DOD sent it over here?

Captain Iicxs. Yes, sir; we did. We made comments, and some
of the comments are included in the bill.

Mr. Iarpy. Will you furnish the committee with a copy of those
comments ¢

Captain ITicks. Yes,sir; I will furnish them.

One more thing, those comments were furnished by telephone.

Mr. IIarpy. You got a memorandum of what you told them,
haven’t you! )

Captain Hroxs. I willhave to write one on it.

Mr. Harpy. You mean you don’t have any record of what you told
them? T could mess you up in good shape, and you couldn’t prove
1 did you wrong. _

Captain ITrcks. I had it in rough draft. The changes, particularly
important to us, there were two items in the bill.

Mr. StratroN. Why should the Secretary of Defense be able to sat-
isty the nonmilitary services more effectively than he does the others?
You don’t have to answer that.

Mr. Rivers. Ile just goes along for the ride.

Thank you very much, Captain Iicks.

Captain Hrecks. All right, sir. Thank you.

Mr. Branprorp. Who was the representative of the Coast Guard?

Mr. Rivers. Ilave you got a written statement, Admiral?

Admiral Kxupsen. No,sir; Idonot.

Mr. Hazrpy. Come on up here and give us one right quick.

Mr. Rivers. Who do you agree with, us, or the DOD?

Admiral Knvnsen. Partly with you, sir, and partly with the De-
partment of Defense.

Mr. Rrvers. Give the reporter your name-—Rear Admiral Knudsen,
chief officer

Admiral Kxupsen. Personnel, U.S. Coast Guard.

Mzr. Iarpy. You are not proseribed by the Sccretary of Defense.
He must have given you carte blanche to tell us how you felt.

Admiral Knxupsen. I think we have to say we support the bill.
However, T could answer some questions on it here.

Mr. Harpy. You don’t want to volunteer anything? :

Admiral Kyxupsen, Well, first, T would like to have something
added here, if it please the committee.

Mr. Rivers. Yes.

Admiral Kxunsen. This is in section 2, on page 2, and footnote 2.

That reads—

While serving as a permanent profcssor at the U.8, Military Academy, the
U.8. Air Force Academy, basic pay for this grade is $1,165 if the officer has over
31 years of service computed under section 205 of this title, and $1,245 if the
officer has over 36 years of that service.

We would like to add, to strike out the “or,” after “U.S. Militar;
Academy,” and say “U.S. Military Academy, U.S. Air Force Acad-
emy, and while serving as a member of the permanent commission
teaching staff at the U.S. Coast Guard Academy.”

Mr. Rivers. Put that down, Mr. Blandford.

Mr. Braxororp. The reporter has it, I hope.
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Mr. ILaroy. I think it might be o good idea if you could give us
a memorandum.

Mr. Rivers. Give us a memorandum on that, would you?

Admiral Kxvpsen. Yes, sir,

Mr. Braxororn. I might add at this point, Mr. Chairman, this
subject, of course, was passed by the Iouse. more than a year 4go.
There is no indication on the part of the Coast Guard they “xere in-
terested at that time, and there apparently was no indication of in-
ferest: on the part of the Coast Guard this time until today, or
yesterday, actually, and, in addition to that, the Senale wauld not
consider the bill we passed last Congress, which would provide the
special increment for the permanent professors at West Point,

I think before any action is taken——

Mr. Rivers. We are not tuking any action.

AMr. Braxprorn, No. What [ am suggesting, Mr. Chairmarn, before
this is discussed as a legislative proposal. that it ought (o be made quite
clear as to whether the professors at West. Point and the professors
at the Coast Guard Academy are in exactly the same situation. I don't
know enouch about the Coast Guard law to know.

Now, as I understand the professors at West Point, they are selected
for these positions, and they thereafter give up all other opportuni-
ties for advancement except as they may be promoted up to (e maxi-
mum grade professor, then they can stay on until age 65, T balieve it
is, but they never return to the life. Is this the smne situation?

Admiral Kxvpsex. Thisis the same, except for the age 62.

Mr. Braxprorn. The problems that come up, Admiral, are that there
are differences in the svstem in the Army and the system in the Coast
Guard. This is a kind of leap-frogging operntion, if you put the
Coast. Guard in, then somebody else comes along who has a aifferent
system and they say we want him, also, but we have & different retire-
ment age. I amn merely suggesting if we are going to do this for all
the services, the Air Force-—-the academies—if we are going to have
this situation, the law should be the same for all of them as far as
permanent appointments are concerned at the acaderaies?

Admiral Kxcosex, We do have permanent appointments. They
are appointing a permanent commissioned teaching staff at the
Academy. Tnother words, we may pull some of our men from civilian
life. give them a commission. e is advanced in the various grades to
captain.

My, Braxprorn, ITow do yon give him constructive credit?

Admiral Kxvpsex. We do not give him constructive credit, except
in some cases where he has a subject or has knowledge of a subject
which would especially warrant it. Ifyou mean our authority for

Mr, Braxororn. What T am getting at is this, Admiral: As T
understand in the Army. the man has to actually aceumnulate service.
In other words, he is not qualified for this over 31, until he has had
31 vears of actual service. Now, if we come in with the Coast Guard,
we mav discover that you caun appoint a man to, say. the grade of
commander. and then he has constructive credit, and he may only serve
10 vears as a professor. but he would be drawing the same pay as a
professor at the Military Academy.
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These are the only things I am raising. I don’t know the answers
to them. . .

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Blandford, this is going to involve, going to all
of these things, a lot of time. I would suggest the Admiral see you
and discuss these things in your office.

M. Braxororp. All right, sir. ) .

Mr. Rivers. Maybe we can work out something along the lines of
hisl\f)-roposal. .

r. Branororn. I am not trying to throw cold water on it, Mr.
Chairman. I am indicating if we do this, we ought to be sure of what
we are doing, that West Point should be under the exact same condi-
tions as everybody else.

Mr. Rovees. You can talk with Mr. Blandford to see if you can
work out something to submit to the committee.

Admiral Kxupsex. All right, sir.

Mt. Rivers. Do you have any other observations?

Maybe you would have done well if you had written a statement for
us.
Admiral Kxupsex. I could appear tomorrow.

Mr. Rivers. What else do you think about the situation? Would
you tell us?

Admiral Knvosex., Well, we feel that perhaps the pay scale could
be changed slightly. In fact, we favor more of a comparability with
industry, and also with the civil service.

Mr. Rivers. You take both of them.

Admiral Kxupsex. Well, we are losing a number of our technical
people to private industry, so we fecl it should be related more to
both civil service and to private industry.

Mr. Rivers. This is a problem, we recognize that.

Mr. JTarny. Did you make any comment of that kind to the Depart-
ment of Defense?

Admiral Kxupsen. Yes, sir; we did.

Mr. Haroy. Would you provide us with a copy of that letter?

Admiral Knupsen. I haven’t it today, but I will, sir.

Mr. Braxororp. This is an additional in this bill for the Coast
Guard for one individual. For the first time the Commandant of
the Coast Guard will draw the same pay and allowances as the
Commandant of the Marine Corps, Chief of Staff of the Army, and
so forth. This constitutes a $4,000 personal money allowance, and
this has been approved by OSD and approved by the Secretary of
the Treasury.

Admiral Kxunsen. Yes, sir.

Mr. Braxororp. This question wasn’t raised by the Coast and
Geodetic Survey, and I suppose it would be probably a little difficult
to justify this for the Chief of the Coast and Geodetic Survey with
only 200 officers.

‘What is the size of the Coast Guard, Admiral—total strength, and
number of commissioned officers?

Admiral Kxupsen. We have about 3,010 commissioned officers,
about 1,000 warrant officers, and about 27,100 enlisted men.

Mr. Braxprorp. About 32,0007

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0



Approved For Release 2005/04{2,; CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0

Admiral Kxvpsex. Roughly; ves, sir.

My, Srrarron. Mre Chalrman.

Admiral, do your personnel get sca pay while they are at sea!’

Admiral Kxvpsex, Yes, sir; we do.

My, Strarrox. Are you in favor of eliminating that?

Admiral Kxvosex. No, I think we would like to retain the sea pay.
I would like (o say, the bill, on the remote and isolated duty, also in-
chides sea pay. but. doesn’t spell out very well just what sea pay is
meant. I this could be elaborated on in the bill, maybe we would be
willing to give up the sea pay. and adopt the proposal here in ILR.
3006, But in the absence of that, we prefer to stick to sea pay.

Mr. Rivers, You better understand it pretty good. You don’t want
to give up anything,

Mr. Srearron. What about reenlistment, do you have this peoblem,
too?

Admiral Kxupsex., We have the same problem as the Navy and all
the other armed services, as far as that is concerned.

Mr. Strarrox. Are you in favor of the proposal the Department
has offered on that, or would you stick to the original ¢

Admiral Kxupsey, The Department seems to have had the reten-
tion of critieal rates in mind when this was drafted, We also face
the same problemn.

On the other hand, we have a number of men in other rates, boat-
swains and mates, for example, who are in charge of numerous small
boats, and stutions that we have, and are very loyal and dedieated men.
Wo feel that they should also get an increase in some way.

Now, under this proposal they would only gel. $50. A eritical man
would get 22400, After all, as Mr. Blandford has pointed out, we do
need people who know how to change the tubes, and push the Luttons,
but we alzo need other people to run the service.

Mr. Strarrox, Is it trueg as far as the Coast Guard is concerned,
if & young man comes into the Coast Guard, he is not going in pri-
marily to satisfy a military requirement, he is going in because pre-
sumably he is interested in the possibility of making it a career, so
that to that extent you have less of a reenlistiment problem. Is that
true, or doesn’t it work out that way ¢

Admiral Kxvpsex. No: 1 heard Admiral Smedbere's testimony.
Our reenlistiment rates are approximately the same as the Navy, for the
first reenlistment, and also for subsequent reenlislmments.

Mr. Strarrox, Thank vou.

Mr. Braxpororp. Do we have any representative -not representa-
tive-—-may I ask, Admiral—I am ahead of myself. Are you going to
process legislation to eliminate the meritorious 10-pereent addition in
retirement. pay for enlisted personnel? T think as long as we are in
this subject. we ought to indicate that we have jurisdiction over vour
pay seales but we have no jurisdiction whatsoever over vour ret irement
provisions, other than disability retirement,

Frankly, T did not know until T read the Comptroller General's
decision practically all of your enlisted personnel retired at a substan-
tially higher retirement pay than the counterparis in the other serv-
1ces. Isthe legislation being processed to eliminate this.
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Admiral Knupsen. Legislation has already been written, Mr.
Blandford, has been cleared by the Bureau of the Budget, and will
sshortly be introduced to the Congress.

Mr. Brawororp. Thank you.

Mr. Rivers. Thank you, Admiral.

ApmiraL KNUDSEN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. We will begin tomorrow at 10 o’clock, and will not have
an afternoon’s session today. I think we will start off with Congress-
man Baldwin, and then Admiral Denfeld—do you wish to have
Admiral Denfeld second ?

Mr. BLaNprorp. Yes, sir,

Mr. Rrvers. We will start off with Congressman Baldwin, and we
will take you after him, Admiral Denficld. I think we will get to the
rest of the witnesses, also.

We will see you gentlemen at 10 o’clock.

(Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.)

Ilouse or REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SCIENCES,
SuscommrrTer No. 1,
Washington, D.C., I’ ebruary 28, 1963.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:10 a.m., in
room 3138-A, Old ITouse Officc Building, ITon. L. Mendel Rivers
(chairman of the subcommittee), presiding.

Mr. Rivers. Let the committee come to order.

Mr. Branororp. I would like to insert in the record at this point, Mr.
Chairman, if I may, a lettor from a career serviceman unsigned, a
letter that covers many of the points we are discussing here and
covers them very well.

T would also like to insert in the record a statement by the Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars and Maj. Gen. William IL Harrison, Jr.,
president of the National Guard Association of the United States, on
T.R. 8006, and a statement from the National Society of Professional
Engineers.

T would also like to insert in the record at this time two statements
I requested the Public Health Service to furnish the committee con-
cerning the situation in the Public Tlealth Service, particularly with
rekpoct’ to comparability of the pay of the commissioned officers of
the Public Health Service and the pay of their civil service counter-
‘Earts who are doing practically the same work at rather substantially

igher incomes.

('The documents referred to are as follows )

DEAR CONGRESSMAN RIVERS:

8ir, we in the armed services thank you sincerely for gpeaking out in such
2 fine manner on the military pay proposal, as quoted on page A—6 of the Wash-
Ington Post for Wednesday, February 27, 1963.

I am especially pleased to know that. a fellow southerner will not. be dictated
to by the administration, while in performance of his duty of representing the
people of our Nation.

T am sure you and your colleagues will congider carefully such things as:

1. Raising the pay rates to provide a really living wage—not just a pittance.
2. Making the raise effective as soon as possible. Even though the Secretary
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of Defense stated that a pay raise for the armed gervices is “urgently needed,’”
he contradicts himself by seiting an effecetive date of October 1. Believe me, we
need the raise now.

4. Finally, a matter which effects many servicemen, ali of (e services huve
been “pushing” higher education,  So, for the past 6 vears | have been zoing to
night school wherever 1 was stationed.  After much work, last June I received
a master's degree.

After giving up hundreds of nights with my family, studying weekends, and
spending precious money. I find my efforts were almost in vain,

Lven though I have a master's degree I receive the same »ay as men without
even a high school diploma. My promotions come at the same time and rate
as theirs,  Now, is that an incentive to work toward a higher education?

My two neighbors received their M.A. degrees al the same time as 1. One,
who worked for a large business firnl, received a promotion and a large salery
increase. The other one. working for the Depariment of Camine ree, was moved
into a position two grades higher, which brought a big raise alzo.

Me. in the Armed Forees, | am still in the same gradde making the same salary
1 had 4 years ago. I do have a new picce of paper on my wall, but that's all.

Now the Seeretary of Defense proposes to credit servicemen who had an -
advanced degree before they entered the service.  That is fine: a good incentive to '
attract better edueated personnel.  Buf, what about those who sacriflce 1 great
deal during their service”

I’lease, sir. make provisions for these folks who have and are struggling to
Letter educate themselves in order to do a betier Job for their country.

In closing, we servicemen and our families will he watching the newspapers
and waiting for more words from vou and vour fine commitive, Please, sir, do
not let us down.

Most respectfully,
A CAKEER SERVICEMAN.

RTATEMENT Y Muag, Gux. Wrineras 1L Harirsox, Jg. I'RESIDENT,
NATIONAL GUARD ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES

Mr. Chairman and members of (he committee, I am pleased (o have tiis op-
poreunity to appear before you in behalf of the Nationul Guird Associazion of
the United States in support of the proposal to increase the rares of basie pay for
members of the uniformed services as set forth in I1.RR. 3006.

Over 4 vears have passed since the last adjustment in the rates of basic military
pay and in our judgment the upward revision of cxisting rates 13 not only ceo-
nomie justice but economie necessity.

What constitutes an equitable increase over the prevailing rates {8 a natter
upon which yon gentlemen have received mueh expert testimony and woe shall
subseribe to whatever is determined as vour best judgment. Snffice it to sav,
that the steady advanee in the cost of living since the Iast military pay raise
has caused a steady croslon of that pay,

There are three speelfic proposals in the bill to which T should like to invite
your attention. They are (1) the proposal to pay the obligated reservist at a
lower rate than his counterpart who serves without an obligation; (2) the
proposal relating to uniform allowances: and (3) the propusal pertainng to
retired pay.

The Defense Department plan to provide for a double standard of pay hetween
the obligated and the unobligated reservist has heen termed in some fquariers as
“grossly unjust.” I can think of no more apt description. In a society which takes
pride in justice and equality for all and at a time when our national efforts are
being directed at the highest levels to providing cquity of treatment for all of
our citizens we can only characterize this Pentagon proposal as a retrograde
stop.

We in the National Guard, living part elvilinn and part military lives, qrend a
Inrge degree of vur time talking the young nien of this country inte voluntpry
military service. The attractiveness of military Hfe, even part-time military
serviee 18 4 moot question. Guardsmen, of course, have already decidod that
service In the National Guard in hehalf of State and Nation is loval and worthy,
and the response of hundreds of thousands of sach men in times of emergency
or war has adeqnately demonstrated this fuct. Members of the National Guard
don't sit around and walt for a national emergency or war before slening up to
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serve their country. They volunteer at an early age and perform the drudgery off
peacetime training often at great personal sacrifice and hardship, and often un-
der great difficulties in the lack of appropriate arms and equipment, secking to
prepare themselves to defend their country when the need arises.

Over the past number of years, hundreds of thousands of young men of draft
age have escaped a single day of military service so that the burden of such
service falls upon the relative few who volunteer. The Pentagon would now
have us tell these young men who volunteer that they are second-class citizens
because the law provides that a volunteer in the National Guard incurs a military
obligation. Likewise, the voluntcer who enlists in the Active Forces and serves
for 2 or more years and those inducted through selective service incur a military
obligation. Upon their release from active service, their training and military
gkills are of great benefit to the National Guard and other Reserve components
but, under the Pentagon proposal there would be little or no inducement for
them to enlist in the National Guard or participate in an active drilling unit of
the Reserves if they were to receive a lesser compensation for their services and
be characterized as second-class reservists.

Weé strongly urge that this inequitable proposal be striken from H.R. 3001.

Secondly, that-part of the bill which provides for revision of uniform allow-
ances fails to correct a glaring injustice which has existed for a number of years
and the correction of which the Department of Defense has concurred in most
recently in its report to this committee on H.R. 4788 during the life of the 87th
Congress. This bill has been reintroduced by the Honorable F. Edward Hébert
of Louisiana, as H.R. 2506.

ILR. 3006 proposes certain changes to the matter of uniform allowances with
which we do not take issue. The injustice which it fails to correct is as follows:

Section 305(b) of the Carcer Compensation Act of 1949, as amended, now
codified into section 416 (a) of title 37, United States Code, authorizes a Ilecserve
officer a $50 uniform maintenance allowance upon completion of 4 years of service
in a Reserve component, if he otherwise mects the requirements of that section.

The Comptroller General of the United States has ruled the phrase “in a
Reserve component” means that the 4 years of service must be performed in the
same component (32 Comp. Gen. 502, 512, and 514). As a result of this ruling, a
Reserve officer is not qualified for the $50 allowance if his 4 years of service are a
combination of service in more than onc component of an Armed Force, such as,
3 years in the Army National Guard of the United States and 1 year in the Army
Reserve. This ruling applies with equal force to Reserve officers of the Air Force
who may serve in both the Air National Guard of the United States and the Air
¥orce Reserve on a consecutive basis.

Title 10, United States Code, sections 3351, 3352, 8351, and 8352, recognizes
the desirability of providing ease of movement of Reserve officers between the
Army Reserve and the Army National Guard of the United States and between
the Air I'orce Reserve and the Air National Guard of the United States. Such
provisions are desirable because of occasions in which changes in civilian occupa--
tion require Reserve officers to move to new locations where conditions may not
permit continued assignment to an Army National Guard unit in the case of an
Army National Guard of the United States officer, or to an Army Reserve unit
in theé case of an Army Reserve officer. Ilowever, upon arrival at the new loca-
tion, many Army Reserve officers have secured appointments in the Army Na-
tional Guard, and continued their Reserve service in the Army National Guard of
the United States, and conversely, many Army National Guard of the United
States officers, upon discharge from the Army National Guard, have become
members of actively participating Army Reserve units. In spite of the fact that
the uniform of both components is identical and in both cases the members are
Reserve officers of the Army, they may not combine their service because of the
aforementioned ruling by the Comptroller General of the United States.

Accordingly, we recommend that subsection (a) of section 416 of title 37,
United States Code, be amended by striking out the words, “in 2 Reserve com-
ponent” where they appear in that subgection and substituting in lieu thereof
the words “in one or more Reserve components.”

" Ilowever, Mr. Chairman, if it is determined by this committee that the subject
of uniform allowances is more properly a part of a separate legislative proposal
we would certainly acquiesce in such determination and defer our foregoing re-
quested amendment to the time when such proposals may come before the Armed
Service Committee.

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0



Approved For Release 2005/04/g}, : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0

Finally, we turn to the controversial matter of retired pay.

Mich has been said and written subesguent to the enactment of the Military
Pay Act of 1938, regarding the pros and cons of the retention of the time-honored
enstom of recomputing retired pay on the basis of periodic increases in active
duty pay rates.

The National Guard Association of the United States has consisteatly es-
porged the principle of recomputation atd continues to do 8o, In our judgment,
any other proposal destroys a principal, and one of the few remaining, benefits
aviaituble to those who are willing te doen a military uniform on a long-term
career basis. Ever since World War II, there has been continual atiack on what
have been termed fringe henefits enjoyed by the military. It is a known fact
that compensation for the services performed and the hazards inenrred by mem-
bers of the unifurmed forces capnot be equated equitably with thiose available
in business or industry. nor cven with those granted to civilians employed by
the U.%. Government. Admitted failure in this attempt at equitable adjastment
mukes it even more mandatory that the sccondary reward of rccomputation be
retained as an added incentive to our military men and women.

Nonetheless, Mr. Chairman, we are cognizant of the signficance of the re-
marks made in your opening statement relating to this subject, and we are of
the opinion that 1f the Congress determines once and for all (o sever this link
belween active duty pay and retired pay, military personnel should be fore-
warned of this definite palicy. The major pay increases made in the 1658
military pay bill acerued to those in the higher pay grades, whereas the present
bill favors those in the lower grades.  Those retired prior to 1908 would now
receive retired pay based on the pay scales of the 195% act plus a cost of living
increase. [t would appear for more fair and equitable to us to provide that those
retired prior to the effective dite of this new pay act hase their retired pay on
the pay scales of the new act and thereafrer, these individuals would receive
only cost-of-living inereases. This wonld put all those presently retired on an
equal basis in that each individual retired would then be aware that he would
thiercafter receive only the cost of living increnses,

We have appreciated the opportunity extended to us to present our views
on IL.IE. 3006, Thank you.

NATION AL NOCIE'NY OF PROFESSION AL KNGINEERS,
Washington, D.C"., Fcbruary 23, 1963.
ITon, Y. MENDEL IUVERS,
Cheirman, House Armed Serviees Subcommittce No. 1, U.8. Housc of Repre-
sentatives, Washington 23, D.C,

Diar Mn. RIVERS : As an organization representing many engineering officers
in the uniforined services, the Nuational Sceiety of 'rofessional ngineers would
like to present for your consideration certain comments relative to the military
compensation proposals currently before your subcommitiee. It is respect-
fully requested that thiese views be made a part of the record of the current hear-
ings.

‘The national society is u nonprofit membership organization composed of
registered professional engineers in virtually every speciaiized branch of en-
ginecring practice and type of employment, Including the military services.
All of the society's approximately 60.000 members are licensed under applicable
State engineering registration laws, and are afliliated through 53 State and ter-
ritorinl societics and about 450 loral comisunity chapters. Through a <pecial
taxk foree of our professional enginecrs in government xection, the soclety has
for a number of years devoted attention {o the problems and factors involving
reemnitment, retention, and utilization of engineers in the nniformed services.
This tusk force has worked closely with key leaders in the commissioned en-
gineering components of all services with the oblective of achieving high quality
engineering for Government projects. These activitles have covered a wide
range of subjects, including the need for improvement in professional develop-
ment, environment, amd compensation.

Stuidies and observations made by our tugk Torce have clearly demonstrated
that present military compensation is n(,)t compentitive with other opporrunities
wvailable to cugineers, and (hal this tahalaoce contribiles cuhseg v
serious loss rate of engincering manpower in the military s(>r\-'\uual.lﬁflt[‘\]§;\«[(é\-gz\{z
lem 1s particularly acute among the younger engineering officers. The high loss
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rate among engineering officers completing their obligated service, in many cases
exceeding 85 percent, is costly, inefficient, and destructive of the manpower base
needed for the future development of vital professional and executive leader-
ship.

I% testimony before your subcommittee, the Department of Defense has
graphically portrayed the problems faced by the services as a result of the low
retention rate among all eategories of officers completing their obligated service.
It has also indicated that this low retention rate may be largely attributed to
the difference between military and civilian compensation available to this
group. 'This retention problem is even greater among engineering ofﬁcers_ be-
cause of the proportionately higher salaries paid by industry for qualified
graduates in this field. As an example, starting salaries reported by the college
placement council for recent nontechnical graduates averaged $493 per month,
while those for graduates in engineering, physical science, ahd mathematics
averaged $592 per month, a difference of almost $100 per month. This approxi-
mate dollar difference continues to exist for from 5 to 10 years following gradua-
tion. Thus, in the case of enginecring and gcientifie personnel, the military serv-
ice is at its greatest competitive disadvantage during that period when its
younger officers do not have enough time invested to consider themselves com-
mitted to a military career.

It is evident to the national society that upward adjustments in basic mili-
tary pay allowances for all commissioned officers, as presently being considered
by your subcommittee, are easily justifiable in view of increased salary scales
generally and higher costs of living. It is our belief, however, that the greatly
increased need of the uniformed services for highly qualified professional and
scientific officer manpower, together with the steadily rising salaries which this
group may command in the civilian cconomy, point to the necd for additional
compensation factors specifically attuned to the recruitment andl retention of
trained, specialized personnel. In presenting this view, we wish to note that
gimilar expressions have emanated from other groups concerned with this matter
—_the Scientific Manpower Commission, the I'olsom committee, which studied the
personnel problems of the Public XHealth Service, and the Advisory Panel on
Federal Pay Systems, which presented recommendation to the excutive branch
relative to the legislative proposal currently before your subcommittee.

We would like, therefore, to present two specific proposals for the consideration
of your subcommittee which we feel would greatly increase the ability of the
uniformed services to recruit and retain adequate numbers of trained profes-
sional personnel.

1. Constructive credit for purposes of appointment, promotion, and basic poy

Recommendation—The principle established by section 4 of H.R. 3006, to
authorize up to 3 years of constructive credit to officers holding postgraduate de-
grees in designated ficlds, should be retained.

Baplanation—As the technological programs and activities of the uniformed
gervices become more complex and sophisticated, the need for engincering and
seientific manpower becomes more important in terms of quality, as well as
quantity. Fxcept in the fields of medicine, dentistry, law, the ministry, and
veterinary medicine, there is no provisgion in current law to recognize the
shortage and need for individuals possessing postgraduate degrees in vital scien-
tific and engineering specialties. We note, in contrast, that provisions covering
Tederal civilian salaries do recognize this problem, and that the Civil Service
Commission has acted to provide higher starting salaries for engineers holding
postgraduate degrees. We believe that .the provision proposed in H.R. 3006
would put the uniformed services in a better position to attract and retain the
more highly trained and qualified personnel that they require. In addition, if
broadened to cover officers now on active duty, it would act as a stimulus to
promote further professional development among those already committed to a
career in the uniformed services.

2. I'mcentive pay for enginecrs and scientists

Recommendation.—Officers in engineering, scientific, and other scarce cate-
gories of personncl. The expanding requirements for engineers and other scien-
mined on the following scale: $100 per month during the first 2 years of service,
$150 per month after 2 years, $200 per month after 6 years, and $250 per month
after 10 years.

85066—63—No. 6——9
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Ezplanallor—This recommendation is directed at the problem of attracting
scarce categories of trained personncl. Experience In the military services has
demonstrated that the extra compensation provided for doctors and dentists
has resulted in the retention of substantially higher proportions of these cate-
gorics of personnel. The expanding requirements for englneers and other scien-
tific personnel in the services clearly justify the extension of the Incentive pay
principle to these and other scarce disciplines. Comparlons of uniform service
compensation scales with industrial seales indicates that sueh Incentives would
go far toward making military salaries rcasonably competitive,

We appreciate the opportunity to submit comments to your committee on be-
half of the professional engineers in the uniformed services, and hope that
these views will receive your serfous consideration.

Very tuly yours,
PavrL H. Ronpins,
Ercecutive Director,

DEPARTMENT OF IIEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Washington, December 11, 1962,
ITon. ROBERT S. MCNAMARA.
Scerctary of Defense,
Washington, D.C.

Diear Mr. SEcreTARY ! 1 thought I should bring to your atiention my serious
concern over the recommendations of the Departinent of Defense relative to the
compensation of members of the uniformed services, one of which is the Com-
missioned Corps of the Publie Health Service.

I have written to the Chairman of the P'resideni's Advisory Panel on Federal
Pay Systems about this matter. and enclosed a copy for yoar information.

The needs of the Public Ilealth Rervice, ns well as the other uniforiaed =ery-
ices, for seientifle, medieal, and professional personnel will be difficul” to meet
under the schedules currently reconunended.  We believe that a pay structure
which takes greater acconnt of the comparability prineiple, recently recognized
in the Federal Salary Reform Act for civil service personnel, is both feasible and
necessary to correet the inudequacies of the present proposals, particolarly for
the pay grades 0 5 and above.

I'or this reason, my enclosed letter to My, Randall urges that the comparability
principle be given serious consideration by his ’anel in its review of th= current
pay proposals, with a view to developing a salary structure more in line with this
principle.

Sincerely,
Axrioxy J. CEIENREZZE, Secrclary.

THE SECRETARY oF HEALTH, EpUCATION. AND WELFARE,
Washington, November 37, 1962.
Ion, CLARENCE RANDALL,
Chairman, President’s Advisory Panel on Federal Pay Systems, Washington, D.C.

DEar Me. BRaNpaLL: On November 15, 16962, (he Secretary of Defense sent you
the recommendations of the Department of 1defense coneern:ng the compensation
of members of the uniformed services, one of which is the Comissioned Corpis
of the I'ublic Health Service.

T'he Commissioned Corps of the Public Health Service is composed of approxi-
mately 4,500 officers in pay grades 0-1 through 0-8, most of whom are in profes-
sional and scientific categories which are in short supply. The recruitinent and
retention of these officers has become inereasingly difficult in the past few years
due largely to the inadequacy of the existiug pay structure.

T'he structure proposed by thie Departinent of Defense is inadequate, particu-
Iarly for the pay grades 0 5 and above, te reeruit und hold health related pee-
sonnel needed to fulfill effectively the mission of the I'ublic Health 8ervice. The
principal reason for this defleiency is the apparent abuandcnment in tle higher
levels of the principle of compurability with indnstey.

Ax the I'resident stated in his message of February 20, 1962, 1o the Congress,
when (ransmitting the Federal Salary Reform Acel
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“Yet these are the very levels (upper levels) in the career gervice in which
our need for quality is most acute—in which keen judgment, experience, and
competence are at a premium. It is here that we face our most diffieult per-
sonnel problems. It is at these grades that we cmploy our top scientists,
doctors, engineers, experts and managers. * * * Ag a practical matter, the full
principle of comparability cannot be applied to the higher salary levels of
Government ; but I consider adequate adjustment in our top executive and pro-
fessional positions to be the most vital single element of correction in this entire
proposal.” -

In a letter of October 30 to Assistant Secretary of Defense Norman 8. P’aul,
commenting on the pay tables then being considercd, the Surgeon General of
the Public Health Service noted the inconsistency between the rates proposed
for grades O-5 and up this principle of comparability, and urged that those
rates be increased substantially., Unfortunately, only one minor change was
made, and the proposals now before you refiect the same disregard of the com-
parability principle.

1 strongly support the position previously expressed by the Surgeon General.
I am unaware of any reason for determining that this principle, recently incor-
porated as an underlying tenet of the Federal Salary Reform Act, is inapplicable
to the compensation schedules for members of the uniformed services, I urge
that the President’s Advisory Panel on Federal PPay Systems give serious con-
sideration to a salary structure more in line with the comparability principle.
Only if this is done will the uniformed services be able to meet adequately their
needs for scarce manpower in the health and related fields.

Sincerely,
AnTHONY J. CELEBREZZE, Secrefary.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTII, HIDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Washington, D.C., October 30, 1962.

Hon. NoRMAN 8. PAUL,
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower),
Washington, D.C.

DeAr MRr. PAauL: Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on
the proposed basic pay tables and other proposals transmitted by your letter
of October 16, 1962, and Mr. Gorham’s letter of October 25, 1962.

In sending to the Congress a salary increcase bill on February 20, 1962, the
President stated (. Doc. No. 134) :

“Accordingly, the salaries for services they (Federal officers and employces)
perform should be fixed under well-understood and objective standards, high
enough to attract and retain competent personnel, sufficiently flexible to motivate
initiative and industry, and comparable with the salaries received by their
counterparts in private life. To pay more than this is to be unfair to the tax-
payer—to pay less is to degrade the public service and endanger our national
security.

* * * # * * ®

“Yot these are the very levels (upper levelsg) in the career gervice in which
our need for quality is most acute—in which kecen judgment, experience, and
competence are at a premium. It is here that we face our most difficult person-
nel problems. It is at these grades that we employ our top scientists, doctors,
engineers, experts and managers. * * * Ag a practical matter, the full principle
of comparability cannot be applied to the higher salary levels of Government;
but I consider adequate adjustment in our top executive and professional posi-
tions to be the most vital single element of correction in this entire proposal.”

I have quoted from the President’s message at length because I believe that
he has forcefully and succinctly expressed the position of the I’ublic Health
Service with respect to the proposed pay increases in pay grades O-5 and above.
Certainly, we are entirely in accord with the pay increases proposed for the
lower grades and believe that such increases will greatly assist the service in
retaining younger oflicers for carcer service, but we fail to understand the reason
for proposing inadequate increases in the higher grades. The rates proposcd
for these grades are, in our opinion, absolutely inconsistent with the position of
the President.

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0



Approved For Release 2005/0%_[}%% : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0

It has been suggested thatl the proposed small increases in pay graces -5
and (-6 may have a relationship to the value of fringe benefits, L have dismissed
thix suggestion for the following reasons

1. The fringe benefits system of the uniformed services is geared to the opera-

tional needs of such services and shoulil not constititte # primary consideration
in establishing pay levels,

2. As the value of such benefi{ls was obviously not considered in establishing
the lower grade pay levels, we feel it should not have bren used in establishing
upper grade pay levels.

The man who is selected for promotion to pay grades O 5 amd 4 is either
reaching or has reiached that perfod in his life where both his family expenses
and his job responsibilities are reaching a maximum. Doth such aspecis should
he recognized by adequate compensation (1) to reward the maa for his long years
of career service and hix advanced sdministrative and/or commuand responsibil-
ities and (ii) to permit the man to meet reasonable family obligations without
undue sacrifices on his part. ‘The proposed increases in these grades will vot
alleviate either situation.

On pige 12 of the material transmitied by your letter of October 16, it is stated:

“1lowever. all the services report a unifortn lock of success in retaining
engineers, research and development spoecialists, medical offleers and other
specialists most highly songht by the civilinn cconomy.”

T am sure that the Pay Study Group maust have obtzined carrent information
on the incomes of professional and scientifie personnel ontside e Government.
1 need only say hiere that the proposed upper grade pay levels fall short of such
incomes. Such pay levels are not even competitive with the pay levels provided
for similar grades under the recently enacted Federal Balary Reform At Al-
though we are fully aware of the fact that in certain searee calegories of per-
sonnel, Federal salary levels can never hope to equal inconse levels from non-
governmentitl sources, it is diflicult (o believe that the uniformed services will
permit themselves to be outclassed by other Federal pay systems.

We strongly urge that the Pay Study Greup and the Department of Defense
substantially increase thie proposed basic pay levels of pay grades (325 and
above.

We have no objections to or comments to present on the other proposals trans-
mitted by you and Mr. Gorham, except those which we presented to Mr. Gorham
by letier of Octaber 11, 1962,

Rincerely yours,
1.UTHER L. TERRY, Nurgecon Goeyeral,

COMPARABILITY OF COMMISSIONED OFFICER PPAY GRADES -3 amd O-G 15 ILR.
3006 To APPROPRIATE CIVIL NERVICE I’AY GRADES

The lust year in which both civil service and commissioned pay rates were
adjusted was 1955 Therefore, 1 am using the relutionship that existed between
the civil service and commissioned pay rates in 1958 as a hasis for evaluating the
comnissioned officer pay rates proposed under ILIE 3006, In sludying these rela-
fionships, it wus found that @ major problen: worthy of immedinte consideration
was the deterioration of pay comparability of grades OO 5 and (0 6 to civil servicee
erides GS 12, GN-13, GR-TE and GS-15, In this disenssion, T am turning my
attention to these particular comparisons,
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Charts have been prepared to demonstrate the relevant relationships between
civil service and commissioned officer pay rates at appropriate grades. The
range of pay used for cach grade is the minimum and maximum pay of that
grade. The commissioned officer pay rates include basic pay, basic allowance
for quarters and basic allowance for subsistence. The charts algo show for
the commissioned pay grades the pay which would be received by an officer en-
tering each grade under the most favorable circumstances, As service for pur-
poses of within-grade increases i& ecumulative over an officer’s entire career, an
officer normally enters all grades but pay grades 0O-1 and 0-2 at some step
above the minimum pay of the grade.

In these charts 614 percent has been deducted €rom civil service pay in order
to take into account the fact that this is a retirement deduction which is made
for civil service cmployees, but not for commissioned personnel.  Since com-
missioned personncl do not pay Iederal and State taxes on subsistence and
quarters allowances, this tax saving has been added to the commissioned pay
rates. The pay rates have thus been adjusted for the major cash differcntials
which affeet civil service and commissioned pay.

In charts 1 and 2, the npper halves show the relationship existing in 1958
between the commissioned pay at the O-5 (chart 1) and 0O-0 (chart 2) grades
and the civil service pay at the GS—12 through GS8-14 grades (chart 1) and at
the G8—13 through GS-15 grades (chart 2). The relationships of the commis-
sioned O-5 and O-6 pay under ILR. 3006 to the civil service GS-12 through GS-15
pay effective January 1, 1964, arc shown on the lower halves of charts 1 and 2.
Tn addition, the commissioned pay rates necessary to maintain the same relation-
ship of the commissioned O-5 and O-6 pay proposed in ELIR. 3006 to the civil
service pay effective January 1, 1964, are depicted in the lower halves of charts
1 and 2.

A comparison of the O-5 and O-6 pay as proposed in I1.R. 3006 with the pay
neeessary to maintain the same relative comparability as was present in the
1958 civil service and commissioned pay schedules yiclds the amounts shown in
table. 1. Tncluded in the table are minimum and maximum pay, and the pay of
an officer entering the grade under the most favorable circumstance.

TapLe 1
Minimum { Most favor- | Maximum
able entry

0-5 pay:

HL R, 8006 oo e $9, 795 $11, 387 $14, 033

Noeessary for comparability . - oo 10, 042 11,612 15,630
0-6 pay:

JLR.3006.. oo T nIt 11,452 14,913 16, 869

Neeessary for comparabilily . . oo omvimi o 11, 646 15,815 19, 251
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Crart 1
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CIIART 2
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Mre Ravees, Does that take the plice of Dr. Thagan ¢

Mr. Brasoronn, Nogsies they testify at a Luter time.

Mr. Rivers. Yon don’t have General Harrison's name on here, do
you!?

Mr. Braxororn, No, sir: beeanse his statement is now in the record.

Mr. Rivers. The commitiee this morning will be pleased to hear
from onr distinguizhed colleague, Congressman John Ballwin of
Californiu,

My, Baldwin, we will be happy to hear from vou ar this tne.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN BALDWIN, CONGRESSMAN FROM THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. Barowis, Thank you, Mr. Clairman. T would like to devote
my testimony this morning to that section of 111 3006 which deals
with the retived pay amd retainer pay of members or former 1iembers
of the uniformed services. The seetion covering this nutter is seetion
5 of the bille which begins on page 11 and ends on page 16,

Seetion 5 oas it is now worded provides that member< of the arted
services who, before June 101953, were entitled to retived pay or re-
tainer pay inder the rates of basic pay that were in etfect wrder the
Career Compensation Aet of [944 are entitled to have tha pay recom-
puted under the rates of basie pay that were in effect on the day hefore
the ellective date of the bill which you now have under considaration.

As Funderstind this provision, thix wonld adopt the principle of
eualization of retived pay up to the present time. However. the bill
bars the use of this principle inzofar ax the active duty pay nereases
granted by this bill are concerned,

Those now retived would not receive their historic upward adjust-
nients computed as a pereentage of the new active duty pay rates.
The bill simply contains a provision (sec. 3(e)) which states that
future adjustments in retired pay or retainer pay will be determined
by changes in the cost of living.

This, therefore, means that the principle of equalization of retired
pay of military personnel will he dl'o]'pm‘l effective with the dase upon
which this bill is passed. 1 do not think this change in basie prineiple
should be adopted but rather T would like to recommend that this
commiittee revise seetion 5 of ILR. 3006 to state clearly that the
principle of equalization of retired pay of military persont el will
apply not only with the pay increases in the present bill but will con-
tinue as the principle to he applied in rhe future when subsequent Taws
are enacted to inerease the pay of military personnel on active duty.

It seemis to me that a Tundamental prineiple is at issne in conuection
with this whole miatter,  The traditional basis upon which retired Pty
of retired military personnel has heen computed has been on of o basis
that 1t shonld be a percentage of active daty pay of military pesonnel
currently serving in the Armed Forees,

Military personnel now retived or those contemplating vetirement
indderstood this priveiple would continue in effect in the fotnree as i
lias been in the past. For Congress 1o change this basic prineiple
would Te to eause not only the present retired personnel bt personnel
nowe on aetive duty and others contemplaing going on active duty to
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feel we have not given any consideration to maintaining the historie
relationship between retived pay and active-duty pay. 1 feel that such
a basic change will adversely affect future reenlistments and the future
desirability of service in the Armed Forces of our country.

President Kennedy in 1960, took a clear-cut position upon this issue
and stated he intended to support, when elected President, the equaliza-
tion of retired pay on the basis of the historic percentage relationship
to active-duty pay. This committee unanimously recognized this
principle in 1960, when this committee approved unanimously H.R.
11318, a bill authored by Congressman Kilday of Texas, to restore
this equalization principle.

The bill then passed the Ilouse of Representatives in that year
nnanimously and went to the Senate. ITowever, it was not acted upon
by that body.

I have introduced a bill, H.R. 1022, which contains the exact lan-
guage of the bill which was enacted by the House and by this com-
mittee in 1960, I should like to recommend that youn revise section 5
of the attached bill along the lines of my bill, FI.R. 1022, to restore the
basic principle of equalization of retired pay in accordance with the
rates of active-duty pay. Thisisthe only way that justice can be given
to those now retired from the military service and to those who will be
retiring in the future.

I might say that the principles contained in my bill, TLR. 1022, were
supported by the Defense Department both in 1960 and 1961, as the
Defense Department in both years submitted favorable reports on this
legislation,

The Defense Department has now changed its position but I think
its original position was the proper position and the only fair and
equitable position to take.

I hope very much, therefore, that this committee will revise section
5 of I1.R. 8006 to give recognition to the principle of equalization of
retired pay as a percentage of active-duty pay for both all personnel
presently retired and for personnel who may retire in the future.

Mr. Rivers. Thank you very much, Mr. Baldwin.

Mz, Bates, do you have any questions?

Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from California has made
an excellent statement as he always does. T would like to ask one
question.

What would you suggest for the situation we had a year ago, where
we increased the allowances but not the basic pay?

Mr. Barowiw. I would handle it in the same way it has historically
been handled in the past.

My understanding of the past relationship was there was a percent-
age relationship between pay and retived pay, and T think that
principally is the one that should be followed.

Me. Barks. But if we increase merely the allowances, and not the
base pay, upon which it is predicated, under those circumstances that
would mean people on the retired list at that particular time would re-
ceive no increase at all ? '

Mr. Barowin, That is correct, but they haven’t done so in the past,
those that were retired. So that would not change the historic
relationship.
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Mr. Bares, They wouldn't get the increase?

Mr. Barowix, That is true.

Mr. Bares, Idon’t know why the Defense Department has changed
its position. I remember we had that situation, if you will =ecall, of
cqualization of pay between Boston and Portsmonth. which t 1e Presi-
dent. supported when he represented Massachusetts. 1le doesn't
advocate that now?

Mr. Barowix, That is my understanding.

Mr. Harov. The gentleman from Mussachusetts, Mr. Bates, has
been recommending that a long time.

Mr. Bares, That is right,

Mr, Rivers, My, [ardy.

Mr. Tlamv. ©am sorry T missed the opening of our colleague’s
presentation.

Mr. Hvooresrox, No questions, Mr, Chairman.

Mr, Rivers, Mr, Bland ford ¢ -

Mr. Br.axororn, No.siv, no questions.

Mr. Rivers. Thank vou very much, Mr. Baldwin,

Inight say as usual the genetlman from California takes a strong
stand on behalf of those on active duty and those who retire. T want
to congratulate you on a very concise and, as usual. strong and un-
equivocal statement for {hose whom you seck to help on any subject
matter where it involves the taking of a stand.

e is always vigorons.  Ile is always unequivocal, and this has been
an excellent statement. T want to{hank you very much.

Mr. Barpwix, Thank you, Mr. Rivers.

Mr. Rivers. The next witness now is Admiral Denfeld.

Iave a seat, Admiral.

Admiral Dexrern, Thank vou, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENT OF ADM. LOUIS E. DENFELD, U.S. NAVY, RETIRED,
RETIRED OFFICERS ASSOCIATION

Mr. Ruvers, Admiral Denfeld represents Retired Oilicers \ssocia-
tion,

I might say, members of the committee, that we have the distinet
pleasure of hearing from an old friend of this committee, a former
Chief of Naval Operations, who has been such a stalwart defender of
the rights of both active and retired officers and enlisted men, in the
Navy Department.

I don’t think the admiral has been before our commitice since the
B-36 hearings.

Admiral Dexrern. 1949,

Mr. ivers. The B-36 incident.

1 think things are a little different now, Admiral.

Admiral Dexrerp. That is right.

Mr. Rivers. We are very happy to have you, and 1o see you looking
go well.  Now, youmay testify any way you want to.

Mr. Bates. You know, Mr, Chairman, he made such a wonder{ul
presentation at that time, that in the book which is given out now
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portraying the Capital and different scenes in Washington, the Ad-
miral 1s testifying before the Armed Services Committee In one of
those pictures there. Have you ever seen it ?

Mr. Rivers. I might say, Admiral, you did so much good for the
Navy when you were Chief, it will take a Jong time for anybody to
change it.

Admiral Dexrrrp. Thank you.

T appreciate being here, and I appreciate seeing so many of my old
friends, especially the chairman of this committee, and the senior
Republican, and the next senior Democrat, who are all friends of mine.

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I am Adm. Louis E.
Denfeld, U.S. Navy, retired, president of the Retired Olficers Associa-
tion, with headquarters in this city. Our association consists of over
54,000 members, representing rvetived officers of all of the seven uni-
formed services, including both Regulars and Reserves.

The association appreclates the opportunity to appear today before
this distinguished committec in connection with its consideration of
the proposed Uniformed Services Pay Act of 1963.

The sectional analysis of this bill which was transmitted to the
committee explains, in detail, the purpose of its various provisions.
Accordingly, the Retired Officers Association proposes to confine its
remarks to those provisions specifically applicable to retired personnel.

In view of the fact that the pendimg bill proposes, drastically, to
modify the military pay and retirement system so as to pattern it after
the Jaws relating to civil service annuitants, insofar as the computation
of retired pay is concerned, it would seem appropriate to observe that
an analysis of a previous study of the military retirement system re-
veals that it cannot, in any meaningful way, be compared with civilian
retirement systems. This point was forcefully presented in the Cord-
iner committee report which, in general, formed the basis for the Mili-
tary Pay Act of 1958 (Public Law 85-422). The report in question
stated, with respect to this matter, in part, as follows:

Military retirement is in itself a unique form of retirement possessing char-
acteristics not found in any form of civil retirement, Its importance stems from
the fact that retirement income is counted upon to provide an economic base for
the eventual transition from military to quasi-civil status. Tven a full military
career is a relatively brief one and service personnel, often at the heights of their
productivity, family obligations and financial commitments, are forced to alter
their standard of living to the reduced economic level imposed by retirement,

All but a few must continue at least part-time active employment to augment
their inadequate retired compensation. While the retired civilian is a free agent,
the military member, because of existing dual office and dual compensation laws,
cannot avail himself of certain types of employment for which he often is best
suited. This is in contrast to the “free agent” status of the retired civilian.

* * * * * * .

* * % No other Federal or private retirement system is beset by so many quali-
fications, restrictions, and forfeiture clauses. Unlike most civilian retirement
programs, the individual is unable to withdraw his equity nor is it conveyable.
On the contrary, it is a personal credit which attaches o the military principal
only, and cannot be bequeathed to survivors * * *,

The Cordiner committee report alse contains these significant
remarks:
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Military retirement is the finad and continning phase of an honorabls active
duty career.  Retired officers and enlisted personnel remain subjeet to the Uni-
form Code of Military Justice.  Of partienlar significanee is the faet that an
officer, in a legal sense. continues to “hold office” aml retired personnel are sub-
jeet to involuntary reeall whenever the Secretary deterinines there is a need ror
their services with the active duty forve !

On_this matter of possible reeall to active duty, former Prosident
Woodrow Wilson made some pertiner:t comments, The following ix
quoted Trom the opinion of the U8, Court of Military Appoals in
the ease of the United Siates v. Hooper (US.CALA. 613 G0) dated
October 13, 1958, when the court had before it the question of the
wmenability of a retived officer o tria! by general court-martial :

* * * Not withoul significunce 1s the language of President Wilson in his veto
of A measure which wonld have terminnted amenability of retired persennel to
trial by court-martial. This is what he sald. in part:

“% ® % It thus appears that both the legistative and judicial branches have
drawn o sharp distinetion in status between retired officers, who are regardod Al
and governed at all fimes as an effeefive reserve of skilled and experienced
oflicers and a potentinl source of military strength ton the one hand) and mere
pensioners (on the other hand).”

The court continued :

o % Oflicers ont the retived list are nol mere pensialers in any sonse of
the word.  They form a vital segment of our national defense, for their experi-
ence aml mature judgment are relied on heavily in times of cmergency,  The
sitlaries that they reelve are not solely recompense for past services, hut g means
devised by Congress to assure their availability and preperedness in future
contingencies,

The above quotation is consistent with the statement made 1o the
Iouse Armed Services Conmitiee on April 5, 1960, by the Secretary
of Defense- Mr., Gates- when he said :

* % % A retired membier of the Armed Forees is still o part—-and an importan!
mrt—of our defense team.

ITe also said that this was*an invaluable coneept.”

"The question has been raised as to the justification for the military
retirement system being the only one that gears retired pay to active
duty pay. The fact is that this is nof (he ease. Ay justice or fudge
of the United States who resigns after having attained the age of 70,
and after having served at least 10 years, continues to receive the
silary he was receiving when he resigned.

On the other hand, any justice or judge, who retires, under the same
conditions, continues to receive any increases provided by Congress
for active duty judges. This is for a very good reason, namely, the
retired Federal judge-—like the retired military officer- -remains avail-
able for the performance of the duties of his office following
retirement,

A Teature of retirement which is peculinr to the militarv—and nor
gonerally known—is that, when the pay of active duty personnel
8 reduced, that of retired personnel is similarly decreased. TIn other
words, the time-honored prineiple of gearing retired pay to active
duty pay is not confined to pay increases. This is shown by the ac-
tion of Congress on four separate occasions. The redwetions in ques-
tion applied equally to borh active and retired personnel and ranged
from St; o 15 percent.

PInveluntary recall to netive duty s restrleted to periods of war or natlonal CMerZency
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Another characteristic, nonexistent in other retirement systems, 1s
that the Congress, in setting the active duty pay rates, takes into con-
sideration the retirement equity officers are accruing. In other words,
they receive less pay than they actually earn based upon this consid-
eration. To state it another way, retired pay is earned pay for which,
in effect, a contribution is made. _

A statement by Mr. Charles R. Ilook, who was chairman of an ad-
visory committee on service pay, would appear to be pertinent to this
matter. The statement in question was made in 1955 when Congress
was considering the bill which became the Career Incentive Act of
that year. The statement read as follows:

Total compensation should be recognized as including all elements, basic pay
and allowances * * * and deferred compensation such as severance, retire-
ment, and survivor benefits. Eagh is an essential of a balanced and interrelated
program and should be judged in relation to the whole.

As to the question of retired pay being earned pay, the onorable
Robert I. F. Sikes, Representative from the First District of
Florida, expressed himself forcefully on this recently when he indi-
cated his opposition to proposed legislation which would have denied
certain retired officers the right to receive their full retired pay when
holding a Federal civilian position.

TTe stated, on this occasion, that

It demolishs the time-honored concept that military retired pay is earned for
services rendered.

During the course of a debate on the floor of the ITouse of Repre-
sentatives on April 7, 1960, the Honorable F. Edward IHébert of
Louisiana in explaining the reason he had abandoned the bill which
he formerly sponsored, stated as follows:

I abandoned the original bill because the gentleman from Texas—Mr. Kilday—
convinced me that retired—military—pay is something that was earned and
should not be taken away. (Congressional Record of Apr. 7, 1960, p. 6974.)

The Honorable Paul J. Kilday, at the time the ranking majority
member of the ITouse Armed Services Committee, and then generally
recognized as the foremast anthority in the Iouse of Representatives
in the field of military pay and retirement, appeared as a witness
before the House Subcommittee on Special Investigations on July 8
1959, when that committee was considering the matter of conflict of
interests, pursuant to Iouse Resolution 19, 86th Congress. The
Congressman, on that occasion, made a statement very pertinent to
the point now under discussion when hesaid :

I didn’t want the record to stand that there is no contribution made because I
think that our commiitec is pretty well convinced that we have adjusted—down-
ward—the pay scales in view of the fact that therc was no contribution made.
(See p. 39 of hearings.)

ITe then went on to say, in effect, that if contributions had been re-
quired, the pay of active duty officers would have been increased
sufliciently to cover the cost of the contribution involved.

. Finally, it is desired to point out still another characteristic which
is peculiar to the military retirement system. This is the fact that
retired pay is not computed on the full active duty compensation of
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the individual involved. Ilisactive duty compensation consists of (a)
basic pay, and (&) allowances for quarters and subsistence. The mil-
itary refirement pay is computed on the basic pay part only.

As an illustration, a colonel with 30 years of service who was retired
prior to June 1, 1958, would receive $136 additional retired pay per
month if his pay was computed—like other retirement systems pro-
vide---on his full active duty compensation.

Since the inception of the military pay and retirement system, it
has been practically the undeviating policy of our Government that
the pay of a retired officer is to be geared, directly, to the active duty
payv of an ofticer of the same rank and length of serviee.

Thus, when the law under whieh these two oflicers were paid was
amended to change the pay of an active duty officer, that of the retired
officer was, :lutomaticnﬁy, ndjusted correspondingly.

During approximately 100 years since the military retircment
system was instituted, there have beer two laws cnacted that pro-
hibited all retired officers from recomputing their pay on the scales
established in such laws for those on aclive duty.

The first occurred in the enactment of the Joint Service Pay Act of
1022, whicli denied the oflicers retired prior to its effective jat(-, the
right to compute their pay on the seales provided therein for active
duty officers. This was recognized as an inequity and the Senate, &
vears later, passed a bill to restore the traditional right, but there was
no [louse action thercon.

Both Iouses of Congress passed a bill Lo restore the recomputation
principle in 1926. 'This was when it enacted Public Law 204, GOth,
Congress. T'his bill was passed by a voto of 160 to 16 in the Ilouse, and
by a voice vote in the Senate.

The Senate report on this bill (S. 36t 69th Cong.) stated that the
result of the action of Congress in 1922 was that—

* + » while granting the beunefits of the new pay legislation to all officers who
retire after July 1, 1922, deprives all officers retired prior to that date of sald
benefits, thereby violating the basic law under which these officers gained their
retirement rights.

There is no justice in two pay schedules Zor equal merit and egqual service

The 1Touse report on the corrective legislation enacted in 1926 (1L
Rept. No. 857, 69th Cong.), dated April 12, 1926, pointed out that—

The pay of retired officers is not a fixed sum nor is it a speciflied sum but it is
75 percent of the pay of the rank upon which they are retired; that is three-
fourths of the pay of officera of similar rank still on the active list and not Lhree-
fourths of the pay at the time of retirement.

When the bill was being discussed on the floor of the Ilouse of
Representatives on May 3, 1926, the ajority leader made the fol-
lowing significant statements:

(1) It is not a question of what Congress can do but of what Congress in all
fairness ought to do.

(2) I say that we cannot afford to take any other position regardless of what
it may cost, than lto cqualize the pay betwcen these oid offi.'ers and the more
recently retired officers.

During the debate on the floor of the Ilouse the following state-
ments were made by Congressman Speaks.
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Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, this ig a very simple proposition in-
volving a matter of justice and equity only. Regardless of the faet tl}at argu-
ments will be presented which are in some way related to the subject, and
which may have a tendency to confuse members, the question of honorable pro-
cedure is the sole principle to be considered.

* % #* * * * %

The language of the statute (retired pay statute) was regarded as a definite
promise and moral contract, and throughout their years of service with the
colors, officers felt that they were being compensated in some degree for lost op-
portunities in civil life by the assurance that when their days of active duty
were completed the Government would stand by the terms of the law under
which they had been serving and grant them the retired pay and emoluments
agreed upon, * * ¥,

The association submits that the above reasoning is just as sound
today as it wasin 1926. )

The other departure from the basic principle of relating retired pay
to the active duty rates occurred when the Congress enacted the Mih-
tary Pay Act of 1958 (Public Law 85-422). This, like the Joint
Service Pay Act of 1922, prohibited personnel retired prior to its
effective date (June 1, 1958) from computing their pay on the rates
established therein for active duty personnel, while allowing such
computation for those retired on or after that date. ’

A bill to restore this traditional principle—ILR. 11318, 86th Con-
gress—was passed by the Iouse of Representatives on May 12, 1960,
without an opposition vote, after having been approved by the Armed
Services Committee in a sinilar manner.  The bill was, in due course,
referred to the Senate Armed Services Committee, and Jater to a sub-
committee, for its consideration, but no hearings were held on it.

An identical bill was, also, made a part of the Department of De-
fense’s legislative program in 1961 and 1962. Contingent requests
to cover the cost of the bill were included in the budget for the fiscal
years 1962 and 1963. Again, however, the Senate did not take any
action on the bill. Neither did the ITouse because of its reluctance to
act on it in the absence of any assurance that the Senate would do so.
This, as you will recall, was not forthcoming:.

The Department of Defense’s pay bill proposal, FL.R. 8006, if
enacted in its present form, would repeal the existing authority for
automatic adjustment of retired pay to reflect the changes in active
duty pay. It would substitute, in licu thereof, a formula based upon
the changes in the cost of living.

During a press conference held in the Pentagon on J anuary 3, the
Department of Defense spokesman was asked, in effect, how he could
reconcile sponsoring recomputation to correct the inequity resulting
from the 1958 law, and, at the same time, advocate the creation of g
similar inequity in the forthcoming bill which H.R. 8006 would do,
1f enacted in its present form.

He attempted to rationalize his position by stating, in substance,
that prior to the passage of the Military Pay Act of 1958, there was
a presumption that retired pay would be adjusted to reflect the
latest active duty rates. Ilowever, he contended that the action of
the Congress in 1958 when it prohibited recomputation, destroyed the
validity of such presumtpion for the future. The Department of
Defense’s letter transmitting the pending bill to the Congress was
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consistent: with the presumption theory when it indicated that it
was the position of the Defense Department that the effect of the 1958
Pay et was 1o serve notice that the gystem of computing retired
pay would be changed.

We submit that the pertinem legrislative history in connection with
the point does not support such a corclusion,

I the first place, if the Congress had intended to abandon the re-
computation principle as a part. of the military pay and retirement
systei when it enacted the pay law of 1958 (Public Law 8h—f22) ) it
would have repealed the basic st atutory authorizations for such re-
computation. It did not do so, ]i merely prevented their applica-
tion to the provisions of that particular law. =~ As u result, they are as
much a part of the law today, as they were enacted.

In the second place, the Ilouse of Representatives, less than 2 years
after ennctient of the 19558 pay law, showed by its clear-cut action
that it did not agree with the conclusion of the Department of Defense .
spokesman. T'his was when the House, without an opposit.on vate,
passed a bill which removed the prohibition against recomputation
of pay that was contained in the 1955 law, Ilowever, the louse in
passing this bill, did not repeal the coutinuing statutory authority for
recomputation of retired pay.

In [Re third place, the debate on the floor of (he Nenate on April 29,
1958—when it passed the bill that became the ay law of thae year—
showed the Senate did not niean to abandon t;llle recomputation prin-
ciple.  During the debate varions Nenators—including four present
members of the Armed Services Committee, namely, Senators Jack-
son, Symington, ISrvin, and Goldwater—expressed their misgivings
regavding the omission of the normal recomputation authority from
the pending bill, and their hope for early reconsideration of (he
matter by the Congress.

During the course of the debate Senator Synington stated his regret
at the treatment accorded retired officers bt that, ‘n order to assure
Dassage of the billy it appeared necessury to do so. Senator Go dwater
mdicated that it was for the same reason that he refrained from offer-
g an amendment to correet the situation.  Both of these Senators
subsequently sponsored bills to remove the 1938 mequty,

T ix thus apparent that a realistic appraisal of this Senate debate
5 not consistent. with the conelusion that it was the congressional
mient to serve notice of an imperding change in the method f com.
puting retived pay in the Future. On the contrary, it demonstrares
that the Senate, reluctantly, agreed--as a1 temporary expedient—-to
omit. the usual recomputation authority in order not to jeopardize
passage of the overall bill.

Let us assue, for the urpose of disenssion, that the action of the
Congress, in 1958, when it prohibited recomputation of retired pay
did, 1n fact, have the effeet of serving "notice” that the system of re-
computing retired pay would he changed.  This assumiption, natural-
ly, suggests the question of where this leaves those who had completed
their eareers and retived prior 1o receiving the so-ealled notice,

This included more than 50,000 oflicers, and in excess of 57.000 en-
listedd men. Many officers in this catezory had served on active duty
inboth World Wars, and a considerable number in borh World Wars
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and the Korean conflict. The careers of some embraced a period of
40 years or more, 'Throughout their service with the colors there were
on"the statute books laws providing that their retired pay would be
adjusted to conform to the changes in active duty pay. Adfter comple-
tion of the military careers to which they had committed them-
selves—upon entry to the service—they find that one of the benefits
they had rightfully relied upon during their careers will be denied
thein, if the bill H.R. 8006, is enacted in its present form.

Tt would seem fair to say that, for a notice under the conditions oul-
lined in the case to be of any significance there must have been some
reasonable course of action open to the recipients of such a notice.
With respect to the group involved—the pre-1958 retirees—there was
no action they could take. This proposed change would be tanta-
mount to a repudiation of a right established by the Congress. Asthe
committee knows, laws involving changes in the pay and retirement
provisions of existing laws have, customarily, contained savings
clauses. It is submitted that, if the Congress in its wisdom should
decide to change the existing standards and requirements for retired
pay computation, such changes should apply only to those who enter
upon careers in the uniformed services on or after the effective date
of the changed policy. )

Our suggestion, if adopted, would mean that those who commit
themselves to a military career after enactment of this bill would do
so with a full awareness of what they can expect with respect to retire-
ment pay. At the same time, it would keep faith with those who had
already carried out their obligation by completing a full honorable
career.

The basic objective of Public Law 85422, and of the Cordiner Com-
mittee report on which the legislation was, in general, based as you
will recall, was to provide a military pay system designed to attract
and retain qualified personnel for active career service.

By permanently divorcing the computation of retired pay from the
current level of active duty pay as the proposed legislation would do,
one of the most compelling incentives contributing to the attractive-
ness of military service on a career basis would be sacrificed. This
action was contrary to the philosophy and recommendations of the
Cordiner Committee, as is shown in its report wherein it is stated :

The Committee has therefore concluded that the incentive value of the existing
military retirement program depends to a major degree upon its integral rela-
tionship with active duty compensation and the confidence which has been built
up in the military bedy that no breach of faith or breach of refirement contract
has cver been permitted by the Congress and the American pcople. It is this
unique characteristic which serves to counterbalance many of the limited aspects

of military retirement pay and bas made it one of the most influential selling
points in the recruitment efforts of the services.

The uniformity of compensation thus achieved is considered appropriate and
the inclusion of retired personnel within the new compensation system is consid-
ered by the Committee to be a mandatory and essential feature fully in conso-
nance with the long-established principle that retired compensation must always
remain closely related to current active duty pay. To depart from this prineciple
would not only break faith with the individual currently retired, but would have
a most serious and adverse effect upon the retention rates of personncl currently
on active duty.

The fecling secems to be rather prevalent that the authority for
gearing retired pay to active duty pay is rather nebulous, and that
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it is based on a practice rather than on actual stwutes. It would
appear desivable to state the facts that dispel any such idea.

This particular point arose during hearings conducted by the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee on .%uuc 7, 1962, when the Secretary
of Defense, Mr. McNamara, was a witness. On this occasion, Seere-
tary McNamara made the following statement as to his understanding
of the matter:

I don’t recall that the law stated that retired pay would remain a constant, or
would continue tu have a constant relationship to active duly pay as active duty
pay changed subsequent to retirement. I understuod that was a practice rather
than an action required by law * * %,

The Secretary was requested to check this point, and have the appro-
priate data in connection therewith inserted in the record of the hear-
ings, which he did.

The information subsequently submitted to the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committeo by Secretary McNamara demonstrated, beyond any
doubt, that the authority for recomputation of pay by retired officers
was delinitely based on clear provisions of law rather than on a mere
practice. This statement submitted by Secretary MeNamara dis-
closes that the Comptroller General has also consistently held that
this was so.  His position has been that the matter was so thoroughly
established in longstanding laws on the subject that it was unneces-
sary for a particular pay biil to provide, specifically, therefor.

The submission by Secretary MeNunara on this point (raced the
provisions of law which authorized such recomputation.

Typical of the laws quoted was that relative to the Navy and
Marine Corps which is (}ound in section 6149, United States Code,
title 10, and reads as follows:

* * * the retired pay of cach retired officer of the Navy or the Marine Corps
should be computed on the basls of rates of pay provided by law, at the time
of his retirement, for officers on the active list. If after the relirement of any
such officer the rates of pay for officers on the active list are changed, the retired
pay to which the officer is entitled shall be recomputed on the basis of the new
rates,

In view of the above, the Retired Officers Associat on respeet fully
submits that the justification for the proposed change so as to pattern
the military retirement system after the system devised for civil serv-
lco annuitants is not apparent.

Thero 1s a group 0% oflicers to which it is desired to invite the com-
mittee’s particular attention. They constitute the group retired for
physical disability prior to October 1, 1949—who, under the Career
Compensation_Act of that year (sec. 111) were Fel‘mitted to elect
to receive tho Pay provided in that law, if they could qualify therefor
—or to continue to be paid under the laws in effect prior to enactment
ot the Carcer Compensation Act. Many chose the latter course. Asa
result of certain developments which could not be foreseen, this has
been to their disadvantage in many eases.  Under the terms of the Ca-
reer (Compensation Act, however. the election onee made was [final.
This law, however. provided that another group of officers retired for
nondisability reasons, automatically receive their pay based on the
seales contained in the old laws. or the Career Con'xgensa(ion Aet,
whichever is greater. In other words, the physically disabled are in
a disadvantageous position vis-a-vis the proup vetived for reasons other
than physieal disability.
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The association believes that this group deserves an opportunity,
again, to elect to receive their pay under the Career Compensation
Act as was originally authorized in that law.

The Secretary of Defense, Mr. McNamara, recently stated that the
enactment of a military pay bill was long overdue. We heartily
concur with the Secretary’s statement. Accordingly, it is recom-
mended that the committee approve an effective date as hereinafter
indicated, rather than October 1, 1963, as proposed in ILR. 3006.

It is considered pertinent to invite attention to the steady erosion
of military retirement benefits, an erosion taking place when retire-
ment benefits across the Nation, generally, are expanding. Physical
retirement benefits were greatly restricted by the Career Compensation
Act of 1949. The right of medical and hospital treatment on a facil-
ity-availability basis is fast becoming of minimal value and in many
cases nonexistent,

The expanding activities of Government and the increasing parti-
cipation of business and industry in Government contracts have nar-
rowed opportunities for employment because of the Dual Compensa~
tion and Conflict of Interest statutes. The proposed reduction of re-
tired pay benefits would be a further significant element of erosion.

We urge that the committee do not approve this additional step
in the direction of rendering the military service less attractive as a
career.

To summarize, the Retired Officers Association recormmends that the
bill, HL.R. 8006, be amended to provide that :

(a) Personnel retired prior to the effective date of this bill who are
in receipt of pay under the Career Compensation Act of 1949, as
amended, be authorized to recompute their pay upon the basis of the
active duty paf scales established in the pending bill.

(6) The following be excepted from the new proposed system of
adjustment of retirec% pay that is contained in this bill :

(1) Retired personnel who, on the day before the enactment
of this bill are in receipt of pay under the Career Compensation
Act of 1949, as amende(f and

(2) Personnel who are on active duty on the day before enact-
ment of this bill.

(¢) Personnel retired for physical disability prior to October 1,
1949, and who did not elect to receive pay under the Career Compen-
sation Act of that year be authorized, for a period of 5 years subse-
quent to enactment of this bill, to reelect to be paid under that law, as
originally provided therein.

d) The effective date of the bill be July 1, 1963, or the first day
of the first month following its enactment, whichever is earlier.

. 'The association is prepared to submit, for the committoe’s considera-
tion, langnage which it is believed appropriate to carry out the
proposed amendments.

In conclusion, I would like to say that this committee has a long
and distinguished record of leadership in the processing of legisla-
tion beneficial to the members of the uniformed services. We are confi-
dent, therefore, that the action the committee takes on the pending
bill—and proposed amendments—will be consistent with the enviable
position the committee has justly established in this field,
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Thank yon very munch, Mr. Chairman, and members of the com-
mittee, for the privilege of appearing before you today.

Mr. Rivers. Thank von, Admiral Denfeld,

Admiral Denfeld, do vou have a law degree?

Admiral Dexrern, No, 1do not.

Me, Rivers. I don't think [ have evor seen a stronger legal document.

Admiral Dexern, 1 have a legislative assistunt who is a lawyver,

Mr. Rivers, We know Admiral [Honser is o distingnished member of
the bar, but this is one of the strongest statements it has been my
pleasure to listen to.

You take a strong and unequivoeal stand. | would just like to usk
you one question about those L49 retirees who went out on disability.
They had the right of election /

Admiral Desrren, That is right.

Mr. Rivers, And then when they found out they made the wrong
election, they want to come back and say, we want something else ? -

Admiral Dexeecn, That is right.

Mr. Rivexs, You know they didn’t pay any income tax on that ?

Adniral Dexreen. T know that.

Mr. Rivers. So 1 don't feel as st rongly about them as I do about
some of the others. Nevertheless, You made a very fine statement,
and as usual you represent not one segment but all of them,

Admiral Dexrern, That is right.

Mr. Rivexs. ©am glad to see you take such a position.

I have no further questions, But I do want to congratulate vou
on a very fine statement. Tet me say this, also, This is an imporfant
question, and I think it is one of rhe most. important pavts of this Lill,
This is one of the most important questions this committee is going
to have tosell. Weare going to have to cometo a decision,

Mr. 1Lroy. I was going to say, Mr. Clhairan, it is mighty good
to see Ndmiral Denfeld back before the committee. T am delighted
he is back., And I compliment. him on having such a comprehensive
statement on this very diffienlt subjeet. It s going to be hard to
wrestle with it Tow we wingd up with it I wouldn’t want to fore-
east at this point.,

Mr. Rivers, My, Blandford,

My, Braxvrorp. 1 would like to sy, Mr. Chairmuan, that of all the
arguments preseuted on the pros and cons on this (piestion of recom-
puting retivenient pay, this is beyond a doubt the most comprehensive
and the most factual that has ever heon submitted on this entire
qiestion,

This certainly makes rhe issne as clear as possible. T don't selieve
that. if you had 15 attorneys, vou could have found 1 addirional argu-
ment in your behalf, 1 think the sta(ement covers every single possi-
ble argumnent in support of your position, and it is certainly there
for the committee to make a decision,

Mr. Rivers, That is exactly what I tried to say. |Laughter.]

1 don’t know of any that has been more comprehensive,

Mr. Hawoyv, My, Chairman, | think while we are complimenting
him. we ought to give a little eredit (o our friend Admiral Houser.

Mr. Rivers. We don't want. Admiral Houser 1o be out of « job.
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We don’t want you to rest on your own, we want you to prepare
some other legal arguments for the future. This is a splendid state-
ment. ]

‘Admiral Hovser. Thank you, Mr. Chalrman.

My, Gavis. I want to congratulate Admiral Denfeld, too, on a
very fine, clear statement, undorstandable, and we appreciate 1t very,
very much. .

Admiral Dexrrrp. Thank you, sir. .

Mr. Gavin. We appreciate your being here with us today. You
have earned and deserve the respect and admiration not only of the
committee, but of the American people, for your very distinguished
record over a long period of years, and this statement merely supple-
ments the fine work that you have always carried out.

Admiral Dexrerp. Thank you, Mr. Gavin.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bennett.

Mr. Bexnwrr. I also want to congratulate the admiral on his fine
statement, and I was impressed by the thoroughness with which he
went into it, and I also was impressed by the authorities he cited.

But, you know, there isn’t any Member of Congress that really
wants to end the privileges which you seek to continue, and the prob-
lem is, as was stated earlier in this hearing, as to whether or not a
continuation of this policy would jeopardize the continuation of any
retirement benefits or any substantial retirement benefits that are
now enjoyed. The legal situation, from a strictly legal standpoint, I
believe, is that Congress could Jegally abolish all benefits for retirees,
because you have never made a technically legal type of contribution
to the program. I am talking about law, now, and decisions of courts,
which would decide this.

T went into this sort of thing long before 1 came to Congress. This
came up in my practice, and I think as a matter of law, I am not
trying to lay down any law, but it was at least 80 or 20 years ago,
that if you hadn’t actually contributed anything in dollars, specifi-
cally alohg the line, you had no contract status in court to sue to en-
force the things in the retirement system.

So this leads me up to this point: I, myself, have not yet been
convinced that the picture is as dire as people say it is if we do con-
tinue this program. DBut if the committee should find that it is this
dire, and this serious, that it might jeopardize the entire retirement
program in the future, what would you think about the possibility
for these that come on later of having a required statutory contribu-
tion involved to & retirement system? Then they would be able to sue.
Then they would be able to go to court and say, “Well, here is a pro-
vision in my retirement system, this is what { paid in under, and T
have a right to be acknowledged in court.”

What would you think about that as a procedure, keeping faith
with people, and also preventing this collapse of the retirement
system ?

Admiral Dexrrtp. Well, T rather agree with you that I can see
no reason for the collapse of the retirement system. I think while
we are spending a lot of money for retirement pay, that is what we
have to pay for having won two World Wars, and two very major
ones, because, as T remember it, in the First World War we had about
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4 illion people under arms, and in the Second World War we had
over 11 nuilion people under arms. And if we hadn’t won them, we
wouldn’t be worrying about the retived pay, we wouldn’t be here,
there wouldn’t be any.,

1w sure the Germans and Japs haven't got any retired yay. But
I think in everything that has been done, and everything that the
military personnel has considered, while they haven’t made any con-
tribution as far as money is concerned, they certainly have made con-
tributions in other ways which is just as good as the business of
contributions of so much money.

A, Bexxerr. But it is not, of course, from & legal standpoint,
a contribution which would allow yau to come into court and enforce
the pension rates, as far as I understand. And you could if you con-
tributed dollars every month.

L would like to repeat the question, though, maybe I was too
loquacious is how 1 stated it. the question would be in my mind
whether you would prefer going to a system of having some contribu-
tion made by those on active duty as a thing to be preferred over
ending these benelits which. as vou stated, have been earned in the
pa-t.

In other words, we come to a situation where we have to end this
program, would it be better to try to save the program by requiring
some contribution in the Muture 1f we have to o that, if those are
the only two alternatives?

Adimiral Dexrern. 1 think, Mr, Bennett, if that was to be con-
sidered, that they ought to have high-pressure, or a high-powcred
board to pass on that sort of thing, then the Congress ought to take
reil serious—make <erious considerations of the whole questions be-
fore any action was taken.

I'don’t know enongh about that sort of legal cortribution ro malke
an ophiion at the present time. But I think we certainly do need to
look into it, if it is zoing to be necessary.

Mr. Beswserr. Thank you very much, Admiral, for your very
thoughtful help and contributions.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Dates,

Mr. Bares. Admiral. do T understand that title 10 stil] includes
that section to which you referred on page 15?

Admiral Tovser. Mr, Bates, it does.  We took it from the state-
ment submitted by Secretary McNamara to the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Comniittee, here.

AMr. Bares. That sort. of contliets with the 1953 act, doesn’t it?

Admiral TTovser. Well, Mr. Bates, no. sie. This is a continuing
authority. The 1958 act merely proriuded application of those laws
to the provision of that specific act,

Mvr. Rrvers. Suspends the operation ?

Admiral Hovser, Yes, sir. Otherwise, Mr. Bates, there wouldn’t
be in this bill here a proposal to repeal all of those laws,

Mr. Bates. In other words, that is really an exception to the
standing report ¢

Admiral ITouser. That isright.

Mr. Ilsroy. As I recall it, there was a provision written into the
1958 act which specifically
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Mr. Rivers. Would apply to that.

Mr. IIawvpy. Yes. Itcliminated the application.

Admiral Hovspr. That particular law.

Mr. Harpy. That one act. i

Admiral Ilouser. Yes, sir; that is right.

Mr. Rivers. That is my understanding.

Admiral ITouser. That is right. o

Mr. Barrs. Is that notwithstanding any other provision of law,
or was it a specific reference ? .

Admiral Houser. Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
that was the language.

Mr. Bares. That would be merely because of the controversy that
has surrounded this point, but not necessarily because it was in fact
a matter of law ; isn’t that correct ?

Admiral ITouser. Well, Mr. Bates, the continuing statutory au-
thority for recomputation pay has been on the statute books for years.
and is still on the statute books today. On two occasions the Con-
gress in enacting a pay bill, one in 1922, said words to the effect, not-
withstanding other provisions of the law, no one on the retired list
before the effective date of this act would be allowed to compute on
the scales provided therein.

That was roughly the same language in 1922 and again in 195¢.

Mr. ITarpy. There wasn’t any question about the legislative intent,
because that was fully discussed.

Admiral, you were around before all of us here, and yon are fullw
aware of it.

Admiral Houser. Yes, Mr. TTardy.

Mr. Rivers. Mr, ITuddleston.

Mr. Huppresron. Mr. Chairman, the statement Admiral Denfeld
has given to the committee will be extremely valuable to us in arriving
at the equitable and fair decision on the matter of recomputation
of retired pay. The research and thought that has gone into it is
certainly something that the committee 1s deeply appreciative of. I
wasn’t a member of this committee at the time of the B-86 controversy,
Admiral, but if your statement was as strong and forceful and logical
at that time as it has been this morning, I am amazed that you didn’t
prevail in your arguments in that controversy.

Mr. Haroy. Ie did all right with the committee, but somebody
dgvizln on the other end of the Avenue is the one lie didn’t do too well
with.

Mr. Hoppreston. In 1960 T was coauthor of legislation to equate
the retired pay. T served as a member of Paul Kilday’s subcommittee
when we handled this legislation. We worked through this full Com-
mittee of the Armed Services, and then on the floor.  Along with Mr.
Kilday and other members of this committee we were all disappointed.
Actually, the final action taken was not to correct this inequity.

I am sure everything you said is so logical and forceful the commit-
tee will give full consideration to your statement. : :

Thank you for coming before us, Admiral.

Admiral Dexrerp. Thank you very much.

My, Rivers. Mr. Stratton.
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Mro=ravrros, Admirval ©think we have a real problem hiere wiih
respect 1o these two considerations Mr, Bennett has reforred ta, one,
the operation of the Active Forees, and the other fhe obligation that
we have to our retived persomiel,

Lam wondering, Mr. Chairman, if we might be able to get from
the committee connsel, and 1 don’t see him here al the moment, some
indieation of the extent of (he problem of the Secretary of Defense, nx
outlined tous. How many people do we have receiving retired pay
i comparizon with the nuniber of people on active duty, for example,
and are the bulk of thent officers, or the bulk of them enlisted person-
nel 4 What is the ditference in the cost. computation bet ween the recotn-
mendations of the Seeretary and the proposal thal we retwn 1o the
original svsten ¢

Mr. Bares, About. 93 billion, I think.

Mr, Ravers, We will have that in the record.

Mr, Stiarron. Mavbe that is contained in he statement, but [ don't -
recall it. 1t seems to me this is the crucial issue as M- Bennert has
indlicated. We are being rold, as I understand it. there are two prob-
lems involved. One is if we retiurn to the original proposal, we could
get nto such an overwhelming financial problem that, as Mr. Ben-
nett says, it would jeopuardize the entire retired pay system. We don’t
wint {o do that,

Secondly, if T remember the Secretary’s statement, this also 1as o
limiting factor—provides a limiting factor on our management of
the Active Forces, [ think the Seeret:ry's statement said that if we
feel that we need some particular incentive to get a number of oilicers
ina particular grade, we ean’t proceed with that wil hout taking into
account the effect this is going to have in financial terms on our retired
pay.

The Seeretary. at least, indicated to us that this was becoming u
burden or could become a burden in the future. Now., 1 am not con.
vineed that he has made his case to us, and that s why I am asking
for this information.

My question is this, Admiral: You held a position of great respon-
sibility in the Navy. Do you feel that it is a rensonable point of view
to say that in dealing with personnel problems relating to the \-tive
FForces that the effect that these actions are going (o have on the retired
personnel should be a limiting factor, or doesn’t it make sense (o say
that provided we deal with our retired personnel fairly, thar we
ought to be able to handle the eurrent personnel problems without hav-
ing (0 be tied to this other question of what the total cost is going to
biein terms of retired pay?

Admiral Dexrern, Mr. Stratton. as vou know. T had during my
active duty a lot of personnel experience.

Mr. Strarrox. Tknow that.

Admiral Dexrern. And my opinion is that the administration and
the Government can find the money to treat the people fairly, both
active and retired,

My, Strarron. Well, it ceems to me that, Admiral, if T may say =o.
that is a prefty sweeping statement. Tlere we are confronted now
with a military budget that is 54 billion, the fourth highest in the
history of the Nation. We have had some proposals made in this con-
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mitteo which T didn’t go along with that would increase it still fur-
ther, and there are people who feel very strongly we ought to have even
more weapons. ) i )

Now, we are being confronted with a pay proposal that 1s going
to cost a lot of money. And therc are other recommendations that
are being made that are going to up the cost even further. Obviously,
if we are going to try to reduce our expenses to meet the reduction
in taxes thut we are in favor of, there has got to be a line drawn
somewhere. It does seem to me that there isn’t an absolute failure of
o limit in terms of costs. I am wondering whether you wouldn’t
agree—maybe this is asking too much, but you know the personnel
problems—whether you wouldn’t agree that the problem of handling
personnel for the active service ought not to be entirely dependent on
the question of what these changes are going to do in terms of retired
pay for those who retire later on?

Admiral Dexrero. Well, I think that we should furnish the money
necessary for the active duty, but I see no reason, in this day of free
spending, why we should jeopardize the retired Tist and the nfluence
on the entire military personnel by picking out the retired personnel
to pinch pennies with.

Mr. StraTron. Well, this T think is the question before the com-
mittee, and I must say that the distinguished chairman’s comment at
the time of his statement scemed very persuasive to me, that the pro-
posal of the Department of Defense is not in any sense an unfair pro-
posal, and if we are faced with this problem it seems to me that perhaps
our primary responsibility has got to be to the operation of the Active
Forces.

Before I make up my own mind, I would like this information that I
have requested.

Mr. Rivers. It is in the record; Mr. Blandford will furnish it.

Mr. StratroN. It seems to me we have to weigh these two
alternatives.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Kilgore.

Mr. Kircore. T have no questions.

1 want to thank Admiral Denfeld for his fine statement to the
committee.

Mr. Gavin. T suggest we might do a little cutting on foreign aid,
and give it to these men who have served their country faithfully and
devotedly and loyally, and cut in some other spot, rather than try to
effect any cuts in the retirement of our Army personnel—Domestic
Peace Corps, and do other things—various programs that have been
submitted.

Perhaps we can investigate some places where cuts can be made
so we can readjust the retirement on a fair and equitable basis for
all of those people who have served.

Mr. Rivers. Thank you, Mr. Gavin.

Mr. Kilgore, had you finished ?

Mr, Kmgore. T did.

Mr. Rrvers. Dr. Long.

Mr, Lowa. Admiral—thank you, Mr. Chairman—Admiral, T want
to tell you how pleased I am to see you here today and read this very
effective statement. )
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Iserved briefly under you. You were Chief of the Bureau of Naval
Personnel, but you were so high up and I was so low down I never did
geL lo see you,

It is a pleasure to see you here toduy.

I was persuaded to some extent by what Mr. Stratton had to say.
I think t‘ie factor of cost will probubly be important in very subtle
ways, because there is so much money. Wrongly or rightly, tlére is
just so much money you can get the country to spend on national
defense. The possibility that these things are going to affect the
retired might at some time have something to do with what we would
be willing to spend currently on cur crrent armed services.

I was reminded, as 1 listened to you, that professors would al:o like
an arrangement whereby their retired pay would be geared wo the
active duty pay of thuse who are succeeding them, because many of
them have suflered badly. I think retired people in all walks of
life would like this, but, of course, it is very hard as a practical 1atter
to get it. I think there is onc argument you made that perhaps is
somewhat more persuasive to the uniformed services than it wou}d Lie
in other walks of life, say professors, and that is that, as you poiut
oul, a lurge percentage of retired oflicers are in fact called back inlo
service. There is a readiness to serve factor here in the case of yvour
uniformed services that you may not have in other walks of life,

I wondered if you could tell us for the record just how large a per-
centage of retired oflicers are in fact called back into service from time
to time? Is this an important, practical factor here?

Admiral Dexriern. Well, of course, in times of emergercey, a
national emergency, we recall practically all that we need. And that
is a large percentage. Those who are physically able.

In the First World War we didn’t recall so many, but in the Second
World War we recalled practically everybody because we were so
much in need of sending all the able aetive boys to the fronts, in the
Pacific and Atantic, that we used a great many of them on shore
duty, and a great many of them on shore jobs overseas. It is a group
wo really need in times of emergency, there is no question about that.

Mr. Loxe. I think it would benefit your argument if you could
get some actual statistics in the record as to how many people were
called back in the Korean War and World War II, because in many
ways that is your most persuasive argument. You are paying people
for readiness to serve here?

Admiral Drexrenn. That is right.

Mr, Loxe. And you don’t have this in many other walks of life.

Admiral Dexrenn. That is right.

Mr. Lo~xg. Thatisall I have.

Mr. Rivers, Thank you, Doctor.

Mr. Gubser.

AMr. Gupser. Admiral, T would like to compliment you on your
splendid statement, that was not only well written and well con-
structed, but I thought delivered with o conviction that can only come
from a deep-rooted believer. I know you believed every word you
stated.

You heard our counsel mention, I believe yesterday, or the duy be-
fore-—incidentally, I might preface my remark by saying I am com-
pletely with you on the principle of recomputation.
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You heard our counsel state the other day that we were fast ap-
proaching the situation where the impact upon the Federal budget
of military retired pay would be about $3 billion. Of course, that 1s a
matter we must be concerned with. . _ ‘

T am wondering if your association, which of course is dedicated to
the national interest, as well as the welfare of retired officers, has
given any thought as to how we can meet that 1mpact, and whether or
not tho recomputation would still be justified in spite of that impact
on the Federal budget )

Do you have anything to say on that subject ? ) )

Admiral DenFrLp. We have given it a lot of consideration, and at
the present time we feel that the retired personnel should be treated
the way they have been heretofore in this recomputation. ]

If the tite comes when we can’t get the kind of pay we think we
are entitled to, then I think all branches of Government better tighten
their belts, and see what we can do for the overall picture.

Mr. Gunser. You will forgive me if T attempt to rephrase what I
think you mean, and give you the opportunity to say “no.”

You feel that the scope of the Federal Government is constantly
expanding. Wo are constantly taking on new services and new con-
cepts of Federal responsibility, one you mentioned, the domestic Peace
Corps, as an example. Do you retired officers feel perhaps we better
continue to make good on previous moral commitments that we have
had, rather than taking on something new at this time?

Admiral Denrerp. 1 think you have put it very well.

Mr. Gusser. If the cconomy can absorb all of these new fancy, fan-
dangled programs that are coming down to us, and Presidential mes-
sages every other day, perhaps it can absorb its traditional responsi-
bility of the retired military personnel. Would you go so far as to
accept that?

Admiral Dexrerp. Well, I think this country is taking on a great
many things, because they are really the leading country m the world
today, and we have to be in the forefront of some of these things,
like the space—money spent on space, and the like. But I don’t think
it, is necessary to spend all the money we do for the things like foreign
aid, that sort of thing, because I don’t think the results have indicated
that they have been that successful.

Mr. Guspser. Admiral, would you think it would be a fair statement
to say that the retired personnel, military personnel, look upon this as
a whitting away of a fringe benefit, to military services?

Admiral Denverp. Well, I think we have been subject to the fringe
benefits being taken away for a good many years. This is just another
way of cutting down on the retired personnel.

Mr. Gusser. After a lifetime of military service, wouldn’t you
say that the fringe benefits were one of the incentives that were of-
fered to you and others to maintain yourself in military careers?

Admiral Dexrerp. I am sure that is the way we felt when I entered
the Navy in 1908, but times have changed since then.

Mr. Gueser. Well, now, yesterday we talked about another fringe
benefit, and taking it away is an announced policy of the Federal
Government, because we are not going to build any new hospitals
with beds to take care of military retired personnel and their depend-
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ents.  With the tremendous increase of retired military personnel,
which we know is coming, with the gradual obsolescence of existing
hospitals, with the program of not building new hospitals to acconi-
wodate beds for retired personnel, isn't it obvious this is another
{ringe benetit that is going{)y the board?

Admiral Dexrern, I have personal experience with that. Lecause a
grealt many of my friends are now getting to that age when they need
hospitalization.  They are having an awful hard time getting it
hecanse of some of them living in parts of the country where there
15 no hospitalization available, and even in places where taere are
hospitals, as vou say, there are very few beds available for the retired
personnel.

Mr. Gueske, So il we abolished the traditional eoncept of recom-
putation, we are abolishing it al a time when we are taking away
still another fringe benefit that has been traditional to military per-
sonnel, isn't that vight #

Admiral Dexvenn, That is rignt.

Mr. Gunser, 1T we have to do this thing, abolishing the principle
of recomputation, by the recogmition of some of the fiscal realities of
life, would you believe perhaps the blow might be softened g bit if we
would—-if the Congress would reassert the policy that we are going to
Murnish medieal serviee und hospitalzation for retired persornel and
their dependents? 11 we could restore that, would that soften (e
blow somewhat ¢

Adnural Dexreero. Well, I think most retired people at the present
time feel that they have been entitled to it, and it 1s slowly beit g taken
away from them.

M. Gueser. Welll 1 think they look upon it, not as an enticlement,
but more or less us an unquestioned privilege. 1 think that might be
i better way of wording 1t,

But have you found, as 1 have found, that actually that abolition
of rights to medical treatment and hospitalization, and this privilege
of medical treatment and hospitalization. is a matter of deep concern
to retired personnel?

Admiral Dexren, Yes, T am sure it is.

Mr. Gueser. To me | think it is an even greater concern to them
than the question of retired pay.  That is what we are discussing here.

Admiral Dexreeo. 1015 of equal concern. I think.

Mr. Gussen. That isall.

Mr. Rivers. Thank you, Mr. Gubser.

Thank vou: Mr. Blandford. do you have any questions?

Mr. Braxprorn, No, sied have no questions,

Mr. Rivers. Thank vou, Admiral Denfeld.

Adimiral Dexrero. Thank voulsir.

Mr. Rivers. The next witness is Sgi. Willian M. Hein.

Mr, Rerx. Yes, sir

Mr, overs, We will hear vou at this time.

Mreo Ciaves. Are vou a civilian now, Sergeaut £

Mr, Ruine s of November, last vear: yes, sirn

M Rivers, flave a seat, Sergeant,

I notice on my lst heve T have all rhe oflices” associations ahead of
vorn but since Mr. Gavin is the most distinguizhed sergeant on thie
colnmitiee
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Mr. Gavin. Along with Mr. Rivers, too. o

Mr. Rivers. We figured we ought to hear from you, too, at this time

Mr. Rean, Thank you, sir. o

Mr. Ravirs. It will be a pleasure to hear from you at this time.
Sergeant Rein.

STATEMENT OF M. SGT. WILLIAM M. REIN, U.S. ARMY, RETIRED

Mr. Rrin. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am
M. Sgt. William M. Rein, U.S. Army (retired), national executive
secretary of the Association of Regular Army Sergeants. Our asso-
ciation 1s a worldwide organization of career sergeants devoted to en-
bancing the moral leadership, prestige, and usefulness of the non-
commissioned officer corps. In furtherance of this objective, our
agsociation has in the past presented to this committee the feelings of
its members on legislation affecting the benefits of military personuel.
I'am appearing today to express our association’s strong support for
a pay raise for all the members of the Armed Forces and to acquaint
the subcommittee with the changes we feel are needed to make H.R.
3006 the fair and adequate pay legislation so vitally needed and re-
quired by all military people.

We would like to express our appreciation to this-subcommittee for
giving the pay raise bill priority attention and scheduling these early
hearings in the midst of a very heavy and burdensome load of legisla-
tive work for all members of the Armed Services Committee.

We are sure we do not have to expand at length to this subcommittee
on the need for a pay raise for military personnel. Adequate testimony
on the need for such a raise has already been given during these
hearings. Military men have not had a raise since 1958, Civil serv-
ice personnel have had two raises in that time and a third will go into
effect January 1, 1964. Congress, of course, would not have voted
these raises if it did not feel that they were justified. Cost of living
has climbed significantly for the military man just as it has for the
civil servant since 1958.  While we feel the average increase provided
in the pay bill submitted by the Department of Defense—14 per-
cent—is fair, we hope the subcommittee will keep in mind that this is
merely the overall average and that in some cases the raise is sig-
nificantly less than 14 percent.

We recommend that the subcommittee, in adjusting the pay tables,
assure that the minimum increase be at least 10 percent. We par-
ticularly ask this assurance in instances where compensation systems
are changed, such as in section 9 of the bill which would eliminate
foreign duty pay. Under the bill as now drawn some long-service
career noncommissioned officers who would get a basic pay raise but
lose foreign duty pay would get a net increase of only $9 & month. We
would remind you that from the standpoint of the Government’s
objective in passing this bill—which, as stated by the Secretary of
Defense, is to encourage trained technical personnel to make military
service a career—a raise of only $9 a month would have precisely the
opposite effect than that intended.

We urge that the minimum raise provided for all those with more
than 2 years’ service be at least 10 percent.
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The association appreciates the statement of February 21, 1963,
made by the chairman of this subcommittee, in which he pledged his
efforts for an earlicr starting date of the pay raise than the Qctober 1,
1963, date originally contemplated in the Defense proposal. We urge
that the subcommittee make the bill retroactive to March | of this
year. As the association’s exceulive committee stated in its state-
ment on the pay bill in January, delaying the raise to October 1, 1963,
would be a tragic blow to morale.

The association also appreciates Chairman Rivers’ opinion, as ex-
pressed in his February 21 statement, that officer subsistence should
not be raised without any change in the subsistence allowance for
enlisted men. The enlistedd commuted ration, now set at $1.03 a day,
has not been increased on a current basis and has actually been ad-
justed downward. We hope that the subcommittee will raise the
commuted ration and ask that this be stated in law to assure that it
will be provided. We recommend » ration of $1.25 per day. -

In reference to the recommended basic pay scales, we must record
our honest conviction that the recommended increases for senior
general oflicers are too low, Tf increase on a percentage basis are fair
Tor all others these senior officers, with the enormous responsibility
they shoulder in today's cold war. should also have pereentage in-
creases averaging 14 percent and not less than 10 percert. We
particularly point this out bearing in mind the reports that the pro-
»osed subsistence increase for officers are not justified and that only

asic puy can be included in computing retired pay.

‘I'he Association of Regular Army Sergeants applauds the announce-
nient by Secretary of Defense McNamara that military pay will be
reviewed annually in the Defense Department and raises recommended
in line with raises for civil service personnel and inereases in the
privato sector of the economy. The executive couneil of Assceiation
of Regular Army Sergeants recommended such a review in its state-
ment on pay issued in early January of this vear

On other changes in the military compensation system proposed in
the pay bill draft, the Association of Regular Army Sergeants recom-
mends the following:

Proficiency pay: Addition of a statutory requirement in the ay
bill for higher rates of proficiency pay. The Defense Department has
never used the proficiency pay authoriry voted it by this subcommittee
in 1958, In order to give the subcommittee’s original proposal a fuir
chanco to work, an amendment should be added to the pay bill, re-
quiring the use of the -3 step with a minimum pay for P-3 of at
least %90 a month, This is still $60 a month below the $150 figure
originally authorized by this subcommittee. It is impossible to say
how effective the proficiency pay autherity might e in holding highly
trained technical personnel in service until that authority is fully
used. There is clear evidence the authority won’t be used unless the
Congress requires it.

Longevity steps: We wholeheartedly support the additional fogies
(Tongevity steps) for enlisted grades proposed in the pay bill. We feel
the cuatbuck of fogies in 1958 in the enlisted corps was a mistake and
encouraged the early retirement of many men who might Lave served
useful 30-year careers. We oppose the cutback in the S-vear foxy for
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the Ti—4 as proposed in the bill. That fogy comes for many jush be-
fore the reenlistment point. We also suggest that the subcommittee
consider the feasibility of an additional fogy after 28 years for senior
enlisted men (E-7, -8, and E-9). Woe feel it would encourage many
of these men to deiay their retirement from the 26-year point, (date of
the last fogy in the proposed bill) to the 30-year point, retalning ex-
perienced men In service for another 4 years and aelay‘mg their
eventual addition to the retired rolls. )

Sea pay: We have already expressed our feeling that any change 1n
foreign duty pay that means a cut for those now receiving 1t should be
accompanied by corresponding raises in basic pay. We must say,
however, in behalf of our fellow noncommissioned officers in the Navy,
that cutting out of sea pay is unwise, Duty at sea always entails
separation from one’s family. Tt entails special burdens and strains
for which the man should always be compensated. We would suggest
to this subcommittee that separation from one’s family for an extended
period—a month or more—is a just criteria for awarding special pay,
call it sea pay, remote or isolated duty pay, foreign duty pay, or what
you will. “We hope that any change In compensation systems for men
overseas will always provide for the extra pay historically provided if
they are separated from their families.

Retirement computation: We recommend an amendment to this
bill to provide that enlisted men, in computing their retired pay, may
use their reserve service the same as officers can in making such compu-
tations. Mr. Chairman and members of this subcommittee, no item
that has been brought to our attention by our members has caused
such & morale problem with members of the enlisted corps as this one
diserimination. The cost of the change would be minimal. A
soparate bill to accomplish this needed equity has been introduced by
Representative Wilson, a member of this subcommittee, and by
Qenator Inouye, & member of the Senate Armed Services Subcommit-
tee. This subcommittee could solve the problem quickly with an
amendment on this pill.

Retired pay: The Association of ngular Army Sergeants supports
the princi.ple of recomputation of retired pay on the Jatest pay scales
for all retired personnel. This historic principle has been in effect
for aL M ot rotired pay law passed in 1861 and is a right that military
mon have been led to expect during their entire careers. We are
aware of the deep concern of this subcommittee for the long-range
cost of military retired pay. We would ask you, however, to carefully
consider two points: The comparative cost—the actual cost to the Gov-
ernment of the civil service retirement system, even though it is a
contributory system and the impact on military career planning on
the dotermination to make military service a career by those most
needed by the Armed Forces of our Nation in these troubled times.

Retirement study: Finally, we urge this committee to undertake a
study or to commission a study of the comparative merit, to the serv-
jceman and to the Government, of a contributory retirement system
for military personnel. Weo do not feel this problem has had defini-
tive study and now, with the sweeping changes recommended in the
retirement system, is the time for such a study. We are mainly con-
corned with the military man’s equity in his retirement, we are con-
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cerned that his retirement should be considered a right and not a privi-
lege, and we are concerned that he is not able (o leave any equity in
his vetirement system to his survivors, We Lope the subcommittee
will ask itself this question: If the eivil service retirement. system
was not a contributory system, wonld not a move have been made long
ago to change it because of costs, us is now to be done with military
retivement 2 And we ask the subcommittee to consider the case of o
S0-vear military man who dies in an accident shortly after his retire-
ment. He can leave none of his retirement to his survivors, though a
eivil servant, in a similar situation, can leave his survivors an equiLy
that is worth many times what he has contributed fo the retirement
fund. - The eareer, length of serviee, military retiree is the forgotien
man in determining retirement equity. We hope that regardless of
the system (inally adopted, military retirement will be recognized as
earned retirement and the earcer soldicr will be giver a just equity in
his retirement,

I would like to express my thanks to this subcomm ttee for hearing
the views of the Association of Reguiar Army Sergeants. Our as-
sociation is aware that this subcommittee is one of the great bulwarks
of military personnel morale and that your members serve on s non-
partisan basis for the good of the Armed Forees. [t has been a privi-
lege to testify before you. Our association stands ready to heln the
subcommittee further in any way that it can.

Thank vou, gentlemen.

Mr. Rivers. Thank you, Sergeant Rein. I want to congrarulate
you on a very fine statement. Thank you for the time and effort you
have put into the actual contents of the position of your association.

Mr. Gavin, do vou have any questions?

Me. Gavix. T think it is a very excellent statement and very practi-
cal and realistic and sound. I heartily coneur in the recommendations
that he makes. We will give it further study.

Mr. Reix. Thank you, sir.

My, Gavin, Tam glad 1o see a sergeant make such an excellent state-
ment. It gives the general oflicers the opportunity to hear a sergreant
in action, which they sometimes don't have,

Mr. Rivers, We have the most eloquent one on the committeg,

Mr. ITaeoy. Did Mr. Gavin ever hold a rank in Your orgauization?
I seems to me he at least ought to be an honorary member

Mr. Rivers. Thank you, Mr. Rein. '

Any question by members of the comm’ttee?

Mr. Grnsen. T have a question.

Mr. Rivers. Mr, Gubser.

Mr. Genser May T ask 2 question, Sergeant, tha 1 woma ke you
to answer as an indivdual, and not as a represemiative of vour
association. Do you want to do that 7

Do vou look upon the possibility you will receive hospitalization,
for yvourself, and your dependents, on retirement, as an imporvtant
incentive for a continuation in a military career’

Mr. Reix. Yes, sir.

Mr. Gunser. Do vouthink itisa very important one?

Mr. Rerx. Yes, sir. [ may need it one of these days.

Mr, Gropser. Thank vou.

Mr. Rrvers, My, Blandford.

(»
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Mr. Braxprorp. 1 would like to ask the sergeant whether @he $1.25
commuted ration for the enlisted personnel was something you
agreed upon before you heard Mr. Rivers’ statement or after Mr.
Rivers statement? ) . ,

Mr. Rein. Definitely, sir, our statement was in before Mr. Rivers
statement. .

Mr. Braxprorp. How did you arrive at $1.25¢7 You can be very
helpful to this committee.

Mr. Rery. Mr. Blandford, we sent a study out to the fleld. We
took an average of the answers that came in. o

Mr. Harpy, That is about the basis Mr. Rivers had for his figure.
I believe. ]

Mr. Braxprorp. Mr. Rivers was foresighted.

The point I am making is that you did base this on a sample?

Mr. Ruin. Yes, sir.

Mr. Brawprorp. And the average was that $1.25 would more nearly
approach the actual cost of the food of the individual who was eating
home, for one individual ¢

Mr. Rurx. Yes, sir; one individual. )

Mr. Braxprorp. You feel $1.25 would be a very fair amount ?

Mr. Rrin. Yes, sir; I do. )

Mr. Braxororp. Do you think the $2.57 should also be increased
by 26 percent which was the increase in cost of eating out since 19521

Mr, Rein. Yes, sir; I do.

Mr. Rivers. Thank you very much, Sergeant.

The next witness is a distinguished representative of the Reserve
Officers Association, Col. John Carlton.

Colonel Carlton, you may proceed.

Mr. Gavin. I note our very good friend, Colonel Boyer, is here this
morning. ITe is usually active and turns in a very fine performance
for the Reserve Officers. We have had the colonel before the com-
mittee for many, many years.

Colonel Boyer. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead, Colonel.

STATEMENT OF COL. JOHN T. CARLTON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
RESERVE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES

Colonel Carrrow. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
we appreciate this opportunity to appear before you in connection
with IT.R. 3006, a bill to increase the rates of basic pay for members
of the uniformed services, and for other purposes.

The matter of the compensation and other benefits for the military
personnel of our armed services has always been of primary concern
to this association. This is not only because it affects officers of the
reserve forces who constitute the majority of our membership, but
because it is of vital concern to people, who—we contend—are still
the most vital instrument of any armed force, notwithstanding the
rapid advances of technology in the art of warfare. This, then, is
close to the heart of our objectives; ROA was charted by Congress
to work for a sound military policy that will provide for adequate
national security.
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The bill before you, which was only made public a few short weeks
ago when it was introduced by your distinguished chairman, is com-
plicated and lengthy and contains many proposals in addition to an
upward adjustinent of basie pay rates.

The bill is complicated in some respects and contains a number of
unrelated items which tend 1o make this something of an cmnibus
bill.  We would like, with your permission, to address oursslves to
what we see as the major features of the bill.

Theso are: first, of course, the pay scales; second, the relation of
active duty pay to retired pay; third, the relation of active duty pay
to Reserve training pay: and, fourth, the timing or effective date of
tho pay provisions of the bill,

We have been told—and the public has been told-~that the Depart-
ment of Defense proposal is the product of long and exhaustive study
by experts in the field of military pay and compensation. It is well
known that a study group did labor long and hard, in comparative
isolation, (o develop a comprehensive pay proposal,

Wo also know that this study group had as advisers a nuraiber of
senior, malure, and experienced oflicers, all retired and of the general
or flag rank. We know that the advice of these senior oflicers wis
submitted to the Secretary of Defense.  We also know that. this pro-
posed pay legislation was referred to the Secretaries of the three serv-
ices and to the military chiefs of the various armed serviees, all who
dissented in varying degrees to many aspects of the bill.

Yet after all of this. we are convineed that the pay scales poposed
by the Department of Defense have no relation to those considered
adequate by any ol these agencies. Al these studies, all these expert
adyices. then, appear not to be reflected in the proposed bill.

We in the Reserve Officers Association have confidence in the judg-
ment of the senior members of the pay studv group and the Seere-
taries and military Chiefs of the services. We do think, therefore,
that increases ought to be more on the order of those originally pro-
posed by the pay study group.

It is obvious that the pay scales proposed by the Department of
Detense do not represent increases in the magnitude that have been
afforded employees of the civil service sinee the last military pay
raise in 1958,

1t the civil service pay rates were justified on the basis of com-
parability with private industry, it appears that military personnel
shall sutfer even more in comparability with them,

Mr. Chairman, we are aware of the very grave responsibilities placed
on your conmmittee  indeed. on the whole Congress. in regard 1o the
liseal stability of (he Government.  We know of the tremeundons cost
of supporting our Military Establishment.  But if we are 1o depend
on this Istablishment to secure our freedom and that of much of the
rest of the world, we cannot do it wirh second-rate personunel.  And
we cannot keep and retain first-rate personnel without adequate
compensation.

Not ouly would it be foolthardy to do so, hat we cannor in all justice
expect them to take the risks of @ military vareer nor expect tiem to
subject their families to the insecurity. separations, and vicizsitudes of
a military life without adequate compensation.  We cannot expect
them to live by patrioti=m alone,
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Thus, we urge you, i your experience and judgment, to assure
yourselves that the legislation you develop here does provide adequate
and fair compensation to these ontstanding professional citizens who
sacrifice so much and upon whom we depend so much. )

To go to another aspect of the bill, we would like to com.meht_bmeﬂy
on the proposal that “obligors” shall receive no Increase 1n drill pay.
It is stated that this “is based on a concept that a reasonable differ-
entinl should exist between the rates of drill pay for members serving
an ‘obligated’ period of service and those who voluntarily assumed
service obligations.” ) .

We think this statement falls of its own weight, begs the issue, and
is totally unrealistic. ) o

Most persons who have “obligated” service have that obligation as
the result of a voluntary action of their own. Iven if this were not so,
wo categorically oppose any action that would put those who fulfill
this “obligation” (or privilege as we would prefer to call it) to their
country in a second-rate status, financially or otherwise. No such
invidious discrimination is made against obligated personnel on active
duty. Certainly the application of this descerimination during a
reservist’s period of obligation will destroy his incentive to continue
to be active in the Reserves after his obligatory period is completed.

A proposal roughly parallel to this was submitted to your committee
during hearings on the 1958 pay bill, and was wisely and promptly
discarded. We trust that it will be discarded again.

We feel most strongly that purely budgetary considerations
influenced the Defense Department in its proposal regarding the
computation of retirement pay. We agree that the problem of the
rising cost of retired pay is one of serious concern. We understand
the caution with which the administration and the Congress approach
this subject. These appear to be fixed costs that will represent a great
burden on the taxpayer. ITowever, we think that the problem has
been inflated beyond reasonable proportions. We agree with the
Randall Committee that perhaps some of the problem can be solved
in other ways by the Department of Defense.

Over the years, there developed in the historie pay structure for the
Armed Forces the absolute requirement of an equitable retirement
system for people who are exposed to far different problems than any
other group in the country. We do not need to remin d this committee
of the unsettled life of the military and of the financial burdens it
places on them. It has long been recognized that “you never get
rich” in the service.

It was because of this inability to accrue an estate while in the
military, and in recognition of uniformed services as a way of life for
both the serviceman and his family, that the historic retirement policy
was adopted. A part of that policy has been that a retired person’s
pay shall continue to be proportionate—depending on his length of
service and grade at retirement—to his active duty counterpart.

This has been part and parcel of the deal a man accepts when he
undertakes a military career. I am sure if any member of the com-
mittee were to ask this of any military man beyond his first hitch, the
answer would always be the same—it is and should always be part of
the system.
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Surely the costs—-rvesulting from World War 11, Korea, and the
cold war--are high. But a more objective organization, perhaps,
than ours, the University of Michigan Study Group, to whom this
problem was referred by the Senate Armed Services Commit(ec,
stated that these costs should be aceepted by the Nution as an inovitable.
deferred cost of these military actions to preserve our country.  Weare
imclined to believe that & majority of our citizens would agree with
them,

And realistically. the costs are not high. compared to some other
governmental programs of perhaps less direet elfect on our national
defene.

Thix particular problem suffers also, we think, lecause of the jm-
pression that the only defenders of this systent are refired personnel,
That i not so. They may be the most vocal, but are by no means the
most numerous. — As we have said before, every military man on active
duty looks to the traditional retired pay formula as sacrosanct. [T
our military- -and military leaders—-conld say so, they would unani-
mously agree that this is one of the prime ineentives toward @ enreer
in the service.  To destrov this principle will inve a drastic etfeet on
the procurcment and retention of our most effective nnd dedicated mili-
tary personnel.  The retention of (his principle wonld not “lay a dead
hand on administration of active personnel.”™  Instead its elimination
would lay a dead hand on the conscience of our public artitude toward
the military service.

We feel sure that this committee and the House of Represer ratives
agree with ux, else you would not have passed TL.R. 11318, 36th Con-
aress. which wounld have restored the relationship of retired pay to
active duty pay.,

Lastly, and briefly, we see no justifiable reason for deferring the
effective date of any pay increase finally incorporated in this measure.
Military people are long overdue u raise in pay.  To delay it is only to
ask those who sacrilice most to sacrifice again.

To conclude, Mr. Chairman, we recommend-—

(1) That the pay scales provided the membersof the Armed Forcos.
Regular and Reserve, be determined on the basis of adequate compen-
sition for selected, devoted, professional personnel. who. by nature of
their duties and responsibilities and heeanse of the risks and hazards
they always face, make personal and family sacrifices hevond that of
any =egment of our Ameriean society, and that these payseales not he
reduced or inhibited by any arbitrary budgetary de-eriaination :

(2) That the diseriminatory feature relating to Reserve fraining
pay be eliminated :

() That the retired pay of military personnel sha!l now and hence-
forth be computed on the pay rates authorized for active duty jer=on-
nel and shall be a(ljustv({ accordingly in any future adjustmnent of
active duty pay rates: and

(}) The pay increases provided in vour bill become effective on the
first day of the month fn]{owing the month in which it is enacted.

Now, Mr, Chairman. one other request I would like to make. This
morning the committee of retired leaders in ROA had a meeting, a
breakfast meeting.  There were some 70 or 80 officers there, retired
oficers  They unanimously adopted a very brief telegram, u very
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compelling telegram, we think, and dispatched it to us as chairman of
this committee and to Mr. Vinson as chairman of the full committee,
and we would like to ask you if you would place that telegram n the
record. I think Mr. Blandford probably has it.

Mr. Rivers. It will be placed in the record.

(The telegram is as follows:)

ITon. CarL VINSON,
Member of Congress,
TTouse Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

The retired committee and the National Council representing the entire mem-
bership of the Rescrve Officers Association, meeting in Washington, D.C,, this
date, voice concern over administration proposals contained in ILR. 3006 now
under consideration by your Subcommittee No. 1. The abandonment of the
historic relationshiup between retired pay and active duty pay breaks faith with
all military personnel not only those retired, but all who have chosen a career in
the armed services. If such a proposal is adopted this action, coupled with
corrosions of other time-honored emoluments and perquisites, will eventually
destroy military service as a way of life for many thousands of devoted citizens.
We urge that the provisions relating retired pay to active duty pay be restored
in law as a permanent part of the military pay system for the Armed Forces.

NorMAN M. LYON,
Captain, U.8. Naval Reserve, Retired, Chairman, Committee ROA,
Jonx J. FosThR,
Major General, AFRIS, President, ROA

Colonel Carrrox. There is a very moving article from Readers
Digest by Francis Vivian Drake, the military editor of the Readers
Digest, who makes a very moving plea for emphasis on men over equip-
ment, and pointing out that the most valuable part of our Military
Fstablishment is personnel.

The committee can file this or place it in the record, whichever you
wish, but I wish the committee had time to read it. T know the time
is up, and we are not going to take up your time. But we feel strongly
on this. 1 want to thank you for the privilege of being here, Mr.
Chairman, and for the courtesy of the committee.

Mr. Rivers. Without objection, you may put it in the record.

('The article is as follows:)

WEVE GOT TIIE PLANES-—WIIAT ABOUT THE MEN ?

Given the present state of the world, we need the Tactical Air
Command to protect this country. As a rcsult of a shortsighted
economy ruling, our national sccurity isin jeopardy

(By Francis Vivian Drake, military editor of the Reader’s Digest)

Late last Tall, a group of young men standing watch at a domestic Air Force
base sprang into action when phone bells shrilled suddenly and commands rasped
from an overhead squawk box. There followed a mass dash for the locker room,
a hustle into garish survival suits, the clamping on of chalk-white Martian
helmets.

Before the hands of the base clock had jerked ahead an hour, only jet con-
trails, streaking like ghostly arrows for the West, suggested the whereabouts
of the young men. Nineteen flying hours later there they were, transplanted,
as if by magic, 10,000 miles to the far side of the earth, braking to a stop on the
wind-flogged runways of Okinawa, the free world’s island fortress in the Kast
China Sea.

The flight was a practice mission, made no headlines, yet was astonishing on
three counts: the planes weren’t long-range bombers, they were single-engine
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fighters ; each erew consisted of butl one wan, trained 1o discharge, singlehanded,
the functions of a six-man team; each plane, in addition to heavy srmament,
was fitted to carry missiles and nuclear weapons sufficient (o obliterate the
loughest military target in the world.

liven more remarkable, this performance, which only a fow years back would
have been scoffed at as imposstble, today is routine (approximately 1,000 flights
i year) for the officers and enlisted personnel of the Teetical Air Comimnand,
whase top-level tralning directive reads: “Every plane und air crew is to e
veady o deploy on a moment’s notice, day or night, in alt types of weither, to
Any area in the world,”

No swilt ins been the trunsition of the UL, hglhiter from a secondary plane into
i deadly long-range striking weapon that the publie is largely unaware of the
priceless advantage that TACs super planes have added Lo our national-defense
pictare. Its space-annihiluting Century fighters --the F-100 Super Sabre, RF-101
Voodoo, F-104 Starlighter, F-105 Thunderchief—represent the most versatile
airplapes ever devised by man.  Although each weighs 13 tous or more, it cun
attmancuver anything that flies. The Sturfighter holds the world's altitude
record of 103,395 feet fur operational aireraft, and the Thunderchief has stretehed
its range to 1,500 wmiles. (It was a TAC RF-101 that lirst procured low-level
photographic proof of Cuba's missile basex; during that crisis 1,000 TAC lighters
stood ready to tuke olf v o moment's notice.)

While the big nuclear bombers of the Strategic Alr Comn.and stund as a major
tdeterrent to all-out war, TACS globe-trotting Lroubleshocters ure prepared (o
deitl with Hmited or “brush-fire” outbreaks. As an answer to continuing cold-
War pressures, a large part of ‘TAC has been integrated into the newly created
Sirike Command.  Headguartered ut MaceDill Air Force Buse in Tin 1pd, Fla,
NTRIKI includes not only the fighter-bombers but entire airborne d visions—
paratraopers, ski troops, commandos, specialists in guervilla fighting, 150,000
men in all. Each complement is a self-supporting team, trained to operate any-
where in the world, enguge the enemy (onight, fighting on anybody's terms, con-
ventional or nuclear,

The Lebanon erisix in 1938 provided a graphic illustration of the effectiveness
ol these troubleshooters.  The Communists, using Irag as a tool, threatened to
take over the whole Middle East and capture the greatest oil reserves in the
world, The Lebanon Republie, facing himminent invasion, appealed for helj.
Within 12 hours and 30 minutes 1'AC Hew 6,700 miles nonstop ta the NATO baxe
at Euocirlik, Turkey, between Soviet Russia and Lebanon.  Before eny Comn-
nranist invasion could get underway, TAC was interlocked with brigades frow
the Army and Marines, and the forees of the U.S. Sixth Flect.  The enemy threat
cullapsed in 4 days.

How can TAU's spearhead have such decisive deterrence” The answer lies in
its awesome power. The sutomatic eannon of an F- 104 or =103 fire more bullets
in 40 seconds than a 400-man ritle company can deliver in 20 minutey. Against
cnemy atlack-planes, they carry beat-seeking Sidewinder missiles, which pursue
i jet und ly up the exhanst pipe. Against tanks and troops they are armed with

Jullpup air-to-groand missiles, TNT or nuclear. guided by radio from the cock-
pit.  If the big whistle blows, TA("s bomb racks are alremdy fitted to let fly
clusters of nuclear bombs of such power that each fighter can cause more destrice-
Lion than thousands of World War IT flying fortresses.

TAC itself consists of 533,000 men, expertly communded by Gen. Walter C.
sSweeney, Jr., from his headgquarters at Langley Alr Foree Base, Va.  Most
of the men are stationed in 12 other bases between Florids and Califoenia. To
keep itself honed to a sharp edge, TAC normally rotates squadrons cvery i
months to bases in Ltuly, Spuain, Franee, Turkey, and Okinawa, sending them
off with the same spares and ammunition they would need in case of war. This
is an exceptionally difficult job for the young men who iy chese long brain- and
body-torturing misslons.

Aside from being in superb physical condition, g Century-class-lighter pilot
is required to be Jack of a dozen specialties, and absolute master of oll--pilot,
gunner, bombardier, engineer, navigalor, meteorologist, radar. and electronics
expert. 1lix cockplt Is a nightmare agglomeration of dials, gages, controls, levers,
sunsights, grips, valves. On either side of him are shelves packed with long
lines of switches and bultons, which he hias been trained vo locate blindfolded.
Fven his control stick is stndded with grim surprises: assorted trlggers that
operate the plane’s weapons,  His seat is a rock-hard buatpack, his pillow a para-
chute, its oxygen bottle digging into his spine. DPoulticed into his survival suit,
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he must remain nerveless at all times, for the forces at his command are more
deadly than the entire armament of a battleship. So exhausting are the long-
range missions that often at journey’s end a pilot has to be lifted like a baby
from his sonic monster.

Most nightmarish en route job is the refueling operation, which often takes
blace at night high above a churning ocean. Until 1964 TAC will not have a fleet
of KC-185 jet tankers, which can fly fast and high above the weather; it has
been obliged to refuel its world-record speedsters from propeller-driven KB-
50’s, thereby adding risk to an already hazardous procedure. Glutted with fuel,
the KB-50’s cannot climb above 20,000 feet, an altitude at which dense thunder-
heads and furious turbulence frequently gang up to challenge man’s right-of-way
reducing speed virtually to stall point in order to latch onto a trailing fuel line
at the tanker’s maximui effort—400 m.p.h.

In spite of the these and other hazardous procedures, TAC’s accident rate is
an amazingly low 1 percent per 7,000 flylng hours. This speaks volumes both
for the caliber of the men who fly the planes and for those who keep their finicky
mechanisms in tip-top running order, for without supermen even superplanes are
Just so much impotent metal,

And now comes the unhappy fact: TACs manpower outlook is so gravely
critical as to give cause for national alarm. Why? The answer is that, despite
superlative skills and the intense pride the men take in their work, circumstances
are forcing them to quite the service in droves. Shockingly, in the first 8
months of last year, 71.3 percent of the flrst-term skilled airmen (who maintain
today’s fighters and should logically become the career men of tomorrow) walked
out when their time was up. During the same period more than one-third of
TAC’s master pilots indicated their intention to resign,

They are quitting for two reasons: the cumulative strain of ever-increasing
family separations; and the Defense Department’s recent and shortsighted
cancellation of per diem allowances for temporary duty, making it virtually im-
possible for even the most dedicated men to afford to carry on in the service of
their country. The drain on family exchequers is eclipsing the patriotic challenge.

On temporary duty (TDY), officers and men are required to make oversea
trips lasting for months at a time. Iiven when they are in the United States the
necessity for keeping abreast of the latest techniques frequently takes them away
trom home for further training. In 1960, F-100 pilots, backbone of TAC, were
ordered to spend an average of 168 days away from home; in 1961 the figure rose
to 176, in 1962 to 197 ; the estimate for this year runs to 215 days.

About 98 percent of TAC's combat pilots are married men on whom these
absences inflict a double-edged hardship. First, they are seldom around to share
in family interests, broblems, emergencies. Second, TDY now imposes the ad-
ditional expense of having, in effect, to maintain two establishments simultane-
ously. Formerly the costs thus incurred were offsot by a special allowance—§6
per diem for officers, $1.50 for airmen—which just enabled personnel to scrape by
financially. Last July, abruptly and incomprehensibly, the Department of De-
fense canceled these allowances. The effect hasg been catastrophie, and from a
study of the following outline it is not hard to understand why.

When an officer is ordered on TDY, family expenses go on as before—for, as
any houeswife knows, savings from having one less mouth to feed are negligible,
Rent, utilities, upkeep of home and car remain unaffected by the husband’s
absence ; the necessity for hiring sitters, to relcase wives for marketing, becomes
an extra factor. Official surveys show that TDY today is costing officers $292
extra per month; in terms of 1963's TDY commitments, that is over $2,000 per
year. 8o little is left from income (base pay for a captain is $440 per month, plus
$180 flight pay) that it is no longer possible to make ends meet,

Since the men of TAC are shouldering the overwhelming responsibility of pro-
tecting world beace, it i1s not to be wondered that thig shabby treatment has left
them with a deep-down hurt. Ilere are some of the comments taken verbatim
during an official survey :

From an F-100 pilot with a B.S. degree in engineering: “If the allowance is
not restored, I must, with deep regret, resign my commission. A service career
has been my goal for 20 years, but I ecannot continue to pay the Air Force for the
privilege of living away from my family.”

From a major with 12 Years’ service: “A few years ago it was a privilege to be
a fighter pilot. Now I am on DY approximately 9 months a Yyear, and it is im-
possible tor me to save enough money when I'm at home to take care of added
expenses when I’'m away.”
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From a stafl sergeant (11 years' service) with three children: =1 eat as
cheaply ag 1 cap on TDY, just one meal n day at spackbars, but even s I can
wnve little to send home.  We're just about broke.”

FFrom a mechanic (9 years' service) : “Fach time I've been on TDY it has cost
me money, bul pow the allowance is pone 1 can no longer afford to stay i
1've been offered a civilinn job that pays twice the money for identica)l work,
five days a week, and double on Rundays.”

When it canceled the TDY allowances the Department of Defense prodlaimed
{hat the cuts would effect & =aving of %3 million a year in TAC alone. Mothing
could be further fronn the truth. Nince the measure wis passed last summer, the
actunl loss of taxpayers’ investnient is heading toward 40 tin ex that figure -the
forfeiture of more than 120 million af skilled manpower.

Few taxpayers realize the sky-high costs they must pay to train tupnoteh
fighter pilots and mechanics, N0 less than $20:2,000 is required to put a lieutenant
through 2 years uf Air Training Command. After that he graduates to TAC,
s hy the time he has racked up dau average 7 years of service- -1,700 hours of -
fighter time, qualifying him to fly any mission anywhere the figure stands at
more than half a million dollars.

The loss in war readiness when tap-trained men walk out, and the conseguent
Toss Lo our national security, are incaleutable.  In these times of everlastirg Com-
munist-inspired flareups, TAC dares ot relax its readiness for a minute.

The time has come for responsible citizens to make themselves heard. They
<honld seek out Lheir Congressmen before it {8 too late amd insist that this un-
American “econamy’ muaneuver be reveked and that a squarer deal be granted
the men to whomn we all owe so much.

Mr, Rivers, The RO, as nsual, makes a strong and helfpul state-
ment. 1 want tothank you for your contribution.

Colonel Caryrox. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My, Rivews. s Dro MeCrary here!?

Dr. MceCranry. Yes,sir.

Alr. Rivers, Dr. MeCrary, we will be pleased to hear you at this
time.

STATEMENT OF V. EUGENE McCRARY, 0.D, AMERICAN
OPTOMETRIC ASSOCIATION

Dr. McCrary. Mr. Chairnman and members of the committee, first
of all, I would like to rhank you for the opportunity of appearing be-
fore you this morning in presenting this testimony.

My nume is V. Kugene MceCrary. I wi an optometrist practicing in
College Park, Md. T commenced practicing with my father in Green-
ville, S.C., in 1950, Subsequently 1 moved to Maryland, T served as
president of the Maryland Optomet rie Association, a member of the
Loard of examiners in optometry for the State of Marvland., and ax
optometric consultant to the industrial vision program of the 1.5
Nuval Laboratory.

My appearance here is as trusiee consultant to the Departinent of
National Affairs of the Ameriean Optometric Association,  In World
War 11, 1 enlisted in the Navy at the age of 17 in the combat nir crew
program. Following my discharge T obtained my professional traimn-
ing as an optometrist and served again during the Korean conflict 2
years as an optometry ollicer in the Medical Corps of the Navy Reserve.

At the present time I hold a Reserve comnnission as u full heatenant,

Ax we understand it, the purpose of this bill is twofold: first, to
adjust the compensation of a1l members of the Armed Forees ro bring
it up to the Increases which have taken place in the cost of living.
anel second, to provide an incentive for spectally qualified personnel
to make the military a carcer.
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There are on active duty in the armed services approximately 400
optometrists holding commissions with ranks ranging from second
lieutenant to colonel in the Army and Air Force and ensign to captain
m the Navy.

In 1942 when Admiral McIntyre was the Surgeon General, the
Navy was the first of the armed services to commission optometrists
as Reserve oflicers in their JTospital Specialists Corps. )

By V-J Day there were approximately 135 optometrists on active
duty in the Navy with commissions ranging from ensign to lientenant
commander. i

The Army, which at that time included the Air Corps, now the
Air Force, refused to commission optometrists and permit, them to
practice their profession. The result was that over half of the optome-
trists who served in the Army during World War IT held commis-
sions in various branches of the Army but were not allowed to prac-
tice optometry, although their professional services were badly needed.
In order to pretend to provide corrective cyewear for the Army per-
sonnel, which included the Air Force, the Army took an assortment of
their enlisted personnel, including undertakers, blacksmiths, farmers,
and laborers, whom they attempted to train as refractionists in a period
of 90 days. They were known as the 90-day wonders.

The situation was so intolerable that, in spite of the strong opposi-
tion of the War Department and the American Medical Association,
the House passed an Optometry Corps bill without a single dissenting
vote and the Senate did likewise. However, the bill did not reach
President Truman until after V-E Day, with the result that he vetoed
the bill, but only after he had the assurance from the War Department
that in the postwar reorganization they would provide commissions
for optometrists in the Army as was being done in the Navy.

The result was that, in 1947, Medical Service Corps laws were en-
acted. These provided for commissioning of optometrists both in
the Regular Army and the Regular Navy. Subsequently, the Air
Force became a separate Department, and they, too, have commissioned
optometrists in their Medical Service Corps.

The fact that optometrists were commissioned during World War
IT in the Navy is responsible for the fact that many more optometrists
continued in active duty in the Navy after V—J Day and the optometric
“hump” in that service is in the grades from licutenant commandor
to captain rather than in lower grades.

The Army and Air Force, on the other hand, have had difficulty in
persuading their optometrists to embark on military careers. It is
not in the best interests of the visual welfare of the Army and Air
Force that the overwhelming majority of their optometry officers
revert to civilian status at the earliest possible moment,

In this day and age of manned aircraft which exceed the speed of
sound and are capable of flying into space and returning, not to men-
tion our missile program, there can be no question but that vision
Is an mportant factor in the produetion and operation of our modern
weapons and their systems.

Our association has a committee on visual problems in aeronautics
and space, the chairman of which is an associate professor of the
School of Optometry at Ohio State University.
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anif)

A member of the committee is Lt. Col. Floyd M. Morris, ['SAT
ASC, School of Aerospace Medicine, Brooks Air Force Base.

May 1 quote from the remarks of Major General Kneiss, Surgeon
Greneral of the Air Foree:

The optometric profession is performing an fnereasingly importaunt role in the
acrospace age.  While the researeh of Air Force oplometrists is necessarily de-
voted to problems related to military requirements, the results of our research
nuy have far-reaching benefits i man's eiforts to CONQUEr space,

I'would also like to call your attentiton (o some remarks by a former
Seeretary of Commerce

I am informed that research by optowetric and medical experts in many highly
specialized industries has broved conclusively thut there is a close correlation be-
tween gowd visual performance and suceessful working performance on specifie
jobs. Tudeed, a worker with an undetected visuul defect can be not suly a lia-
bility to production, but also a liability to himself and hiy coworkers,  Statistieal
evidence has come (o my attention which reveals thul Lwo out of three adulis have
ineflicient: vision, which can handicap their work and personal job advancement
opportunities.

Millions of dollars have heen suved annually by \merican industry through
increased efficiency, e¥e protection, and qualitative as well as quantitative
production.

Beginning July 1 of this year, doctors of medicine and dentistry
will be commissioned, originally, with the rank of captain, and, to-
wether with the veterinarians, will be drawing $100 a month special
pay.

This special pay was provided by the draft doctors law which
authorized the payment of %100 n month bonus to physicians, den-
tists, and veterinarians who volunteered for service racher than waif-
g tobe drafted.  No doubt some of vou geutlemen are thinking that
it takes a minimum of ¢ vears for a physician to qualify for an M.,
or a dentist,

Perhaps you are not aware of the fact that it takes 3 or 6 vears,
the college level, for a man or woman to quahfy for a professional
degree in optometry which is necessary in order to secure an MSC
commission.  Many of onr optometrists have successfully completed
more than 6 years at the college level, and yet they are commissioned
only as second leutenants or ensigms.  This also results in their being
assigned many nonprofessional dut ies, although their backlog of
patients is very heavy.,

There is another fullaey which prevails in the Defense Depart-
ment—namely, that they have an adequate supply of optometrists.
Lt is true that while optometrists have never been drafted under the
draft doctors law, to my knowledge, neither have physicians or
dentists.  Last year it was necessary for our association fo assist (he
Army in their eampaign to secure their necded optometric manpower,

The armed services conld well use half again as many optonetrists
as are now on active duty.  The reason they are not doing so is becanse
of the difliculty in securing billets, sprees, or slots for them.

‘The officer strength of the Medical Service Corps 1s determited, not
by the need for optonettists but by the overall need for medical ad-
ministrators, pharmacists, sanitary engincers, biochemists, physicists,
optometrists, and other specialists that are included in the malieup of
the Medieal Service Corps.
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The need for optometrists in civilian practice as well as in the
Armed Forces is so great that the States of Florida and South Caro-
lina are offering scholarship grants to high school students who will
enter one of our schools of optometry. The House Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, in the 87th Congress, amended
ILR. 4999 to provide Federal matching funds for new schools of
optometry of the enlargement of the facilities of the present institu-
tions. The bill with this provision in it was reintroduced in this
Congress as ILR. 12, and hearings have already been held on it but, so
far, no action has been taken by the committee.

Counsgel informs me the committee is meeting in executive session
this morning.

Let me give you a brief sketch of the educational background of the
optometrists who have been commissioned in the armed services during
the present fiscal year. Iach one has been graduated from one of the
accredited schoolsand colleges of optometry.

They are Massachusetts School of Optometry, Boston Mass.; Penn-
sylvania State College of Optometry, Philadelphia, Pa.; Ohio State
University College of Optometry, Columbus, Ohio; Indiana Univer-
sity Division of 6ptometry, Bloomington, Ind.; Southern College of
Optometry, Memphis, Tenn.; University of Houston College of Op-
tometry, Houston; Tex.; Los Angeles College of Optometry, Los
Angeles, Calif.; University of California School of Optometry,
Berkeley, Calif.; Pacific University College of Optometry, Forest
Grove, Oreg. .

T might pause here to mention the fact that the retiring dean of that
school 18 a West DPoint graduate, class of 1920, who served in both
World War 1 and World War TI and is a former president of the
American Optometric Association.

And, finally, Hlinois College of Optometry, Chicago, Ill. T am
pleased to state that I am an alumnus of this school.

Tach has had at least 5 years’ training at the college level and the
great majority of them have had 6 to 7 years’ training. Our schools
and colleges of optometry have a very thorough and scientific com-
prehensive curriculum, and T would be very happy to file a copy of
the curriculum for the committee’s reference if you so desire.

While this presentation hag dealt primarily with optometry and
those of our profession who are in the armed services, we are not ask-
ing for any special treatment in this legislation. We believe that the
members of all professions whose special training and knowledge has
been eained through 5 or more years of college training should be
eligible for constructive service credit purposes of appointment, pro-
motion, and basic pay provided his education is in a field “designated
by the Secretary.”

The amendments which I suggest are broad enough to cover all of
the various categories in the Medical Service Corps of the three serv-
icos and other arms of the service as well. They are as follows:

Tnsert after the words “postgraduate degree” where they appear
on page 4, line 14, the words “or a baccal aureate or professional degree
awarded by an accredited institution, the curriculum of which con-
sisted of not less than 5 years.”
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The same amendment would be made on page 4, line 21; page 5, line
5 page 6, line 2; page 6, line 15; page 7, line —; and page 7, line 12.

Before concluding, Mr. Chairman, I would like to state 1 was unable
to attend the hearings Tuesday, but following the preparation of the
statement which T have just made, my attention was called to the
remarks of the chairman Tuesday morning, in which, if I wia correctly
informed, he said with reference 1o what, degree should be recognized,
and I quote, “I do not believe we should delegate this aurhority. I
believe Congress should make the determination as to what postgrad-
wate degrees will be recognized.”

Far be it from me to altempt to argue that point with the chairman
and members of the committee. But I would like to add if the views
of the chairman on this point prevail, [ hope that optometry will be
one of the degrees specified in the bill.

Mr.Rivers, Thank you very much, Dr. Md( rary.

I can’t understand why you are about (o give up Greenvitle for
Marvland.

Dr. McCrary., I have to admit when I hear *Carolina Moon,” I am
overcome with nostualgin,

Mr, Rivers, We are very glad (o have you, Dr. MeCrary. and your
distinguished attorney, my friend Bill MacCracken. told 1ae he was
commg up. We are glad to see you, We are very happy to aave your
statement. Your suggestions will be taken under serious considera-
tion.

Dr. McCrary. Thank you very mueh, Mr. Chairman, We feel this
itent of granting constructive credits will certainly help serve as an
inducement to get some of our brizht young mento choose military
optometry as a career, and it will also help in the retention of our
e who are now on duty. We would like very much to maintain a
higher level of retention with regard (o onr optometrists in service,
and we feel the granting of constructive serviee for their professional
training would certainly help enhance this retention situation.

Mr. Rivers. Thank you very much,

Mr. Blandford.

Mr. Brawprorn. I would just like to make one comient, Mr, Chair-
man, that the doctor was very kind in his statenient that he did not
mention the fact that at one time the optometrists wore being drafted
s privates and were being used s optometrists.  With Mr. Mae-
Cracken’s able assistance we eventually solved that probleni.

Mr. Rivers. I owanted o say that. " T am glad you did mention
that.  He did an excellent job. ™ Your persuasion brought the inequity
referved to by our counsel to our attention.

Dr. MeCrary. T think it is generally agreed by all threc services
it wasin the best interest of the visual welfare of (he services. 1 think
it is also in their visual welfare that his encouragement e given
to the men to make military optometry a carcer, If they can got some
constructive eredit, as a result of the amendment of this bill, it will
o a long way, first to getting the men out of college to volunteer for
the service. and secondly, to get those once they are in to stay in. There
is o big difference in the pay, and not only in the pay but the extra
duties assigned, and one thing and another. between eaptain and a
second lieutenant.

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0



Approved For Release 2005/04t, : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0

‘When they see they are all working in the health field, in the medical
service, and when they see their fellows who just had mzfybe 1 year
or at most 2 years more than they did, drawing captain’s pay, and
being relieved of a lot of duties that they have to take on as second
licutenants and ensigns, it has a tendency to discourage them from
making the military a career.

Mr. Rivers. Thank you very much. )

Any questions by any members of the subcommittee?

Thank you very much gentlemen. _

The committee will meet at 2 o’'clock. We have four more wit-
nesses. I hope we will be able to complete the hearing with the re-
maining witnesses here this atternoon. We will not meet on Friday.
The full committee will meet on the extension of the draft bill. We
will meet again at 2 o’clock. ) i

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p.m., the committee recessed until 2 p.m.
the same day.)

AFTERNOON SESSTON

Mr. Rivers. The committee will come to order, please.

The next witness we have, Mr. Blandford, is Mr. Lovei.

Mr. Branororp. Yes.

Mr. Rivers. IsMr. Lovcihere?

Mr. Lovcr. Present.

Mr. Rivers. Come in, sir, have a seat at the table, sir. IHow do you
pronounce that ?

Mr. Lovor. That is Lovei, it is pronounced phonetically the same as
it is spelled.

Mr. Braxprorp. Mr. Chairman, may I put in the record at this
point the statement by Mr. Patten, executive director of the Naval
Enlisted Reserve Association?

Mr. Rrvers. Without objection.

('The statement is as follows:)

STATEMENT OF ToM PATIEN, EXECUTIVE DIrECTOR, NAVAL ENLISTED RESERVE
ASSOCIATION, oN H.R. 3006

Members of the subcommittee, we in the Naval Knlisted Reserve Asgociation
wish to thank you for the privilege of making this gtatement concerning H.R.
3006, and we do further believe that this presentation echoes the sincerc senti-
ments of all enlisted members in all Reserve components.

Without the use of cxtensive verbiage, and quite pointedly, we (as enlisted
reservists) seek parity in all instances, in this matter, with our active duty coun-
terpart, and also duly express our revulsion at any suggestion, however slight,
that there be any differences in the proposed pay scales whether a person be obli-
gated or nonobligated, on active or inactive duty.

Yet we differ with the concepts which caused the proposal’s evolvement, and
its underlying philosophy—it is quite doubtful that, even with implenmentation,
this bill will (as is presented) enhance the enlisted retention factor. We do
offer that the proposal should be projected on a purely humane approach—in
other words whether an enlisted person is career bound or not, let this great
Nation support him in a reasonable, just manmer consistent with the much-
heralded prosperity levels in this freedom-loving productive land of ours.

However we measure the serviceman’s compensation, however great it be, it
will never be great enough ; life itsclf cannot be graduated in terms of “dollars
and cents.” While we obligate this serviceman through our system of laws for
our protection, then in like fashion we must pay tor his service and protection—
while he remains a part of the scervices of the United States,

In conclusion we, as enlisted reservists, have faith and pride in this committec’s
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past efforts on behalf of our servicemen. We are confident that the same will
continue I the future, and that enlisted reservists will be assured cqnitable
treatment in all respects in ILI. 3000.

Thank you.

Mr. Rivers, TTave aseat, My, Lovei.

Mr. Lover, Thank vou, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH M. LOVCI. DISABLED OFFICERS
ABSOCIATION

Mr. Rivers. Would you give the reporter your statemert?

Mr. Brazorouwn, e has it

Mr. Rivers, You may proceed, Mr. Lovei.

Mr. Lover, T am Joseph M. Lovei, national adjutant of the Dis-
abled Officers Association.  Members of onr group have been retired
because of line of duty disability.  Ou behalf of the entire member-
ship, T appreciate the opportunity to express our convictions concern-
ing the bill TLR. 3006, w proposed amendment 1o title 37 of the United
States Code.

In some respects, the aforementioned bill is considered forthright
and equitable. First, I will make mention of these certain provisions
without reference to their placement in the bill.

Rates of basic pay are to be adjusted--this is ore segment that war-
rants our complete snpport, and 1 might add, one that is somewhat
overdue in light of the general economie situation.

Our stand is also allivmative with respeet to the citehiphrase title of
lines 7 and 8, page 4. of the bill, which provides [or “Constructive
sService Credi, II’urpnsvs of Appointment, Promotion and Bisic Pay.”
Likewise, we support certain provisions, other than (hose enumerated
below : imperfections or omissions that are evident in the bl proper
are mentioned hereafter.

I urge the inclusion of legislation to return to the realistic 1nd rime-
honored policy that members of the Armed Forces who Fave been
retired for reason of disability inenrred in niilitary service be paid on
the basis of 75 percent of the base pay and longevity they would re-
ceive, were they on active duty at that'time. TI.IZ. 3006 does not satis-
fy (his requirement.

The Career Compensation Act of 1919, Public Law 3at, 81st Con-
gress, as amended, initially was heralded as the statute to provide solu-
tion for the matter.  And it did reasonably well.  But it did not. and
conld not, as written, authorize bestowal of 75 percent of eurrent base
pay to many disabled officers who as a matter ol material necessity
were obliged to request compensation from the Vererans' A«dministr-
tion in lieu of retirement pay, which until recently has heen aceepted
s a deferred income provision attaching to the remuneraiion ntl the
Armed Forces.

It is now readily ascertainable that this concept f 75 pereont of eur-
rent basie pay for disabled officers has lost much favor in certain quar-
fers but not with onr association which is comprised solely of the oflicer
war crippled.

If TL.R. 3006 is to be a truly equitable revision of pay, including
other important military issues, it 1» sugeested that you seriously con-
sider placing all dizability retivees on the basis of 73 percent of eirrent
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1958 pay. Disparities occurred in the 1955 Pay Act, some company
orade officers were not permitted the small percentage pay increases
oranted that year solely by reason that they were considered “short
service” personnel, i.e., had less than 3 years of active service.

Gentlemen, the service of these officers cannot be reduced to a system
of measurement in most cases. Company grade oflicers, 1t 1s gen-
erally allowed, are numbered most heavily among the casualties by
virtue of the duties which they perform and the hazards which this
entails. Should this engender retivement pay discrimination? I
earnestly request your exploration and consideration of this situation
which T have outlined. ) .

The recomputation pay reform included in FLR. 3006 has been
requisite for some time, but yet for some who could benefit from such
legislation, nothing is afforded them. Upon enactment of the Career
Compensation Act, a proviso was made for those who chese to, that
they might elect to receive retirement pay pursuant to the higher
scale. Since that time, their choice has in many cases resulted in the
receipt of a lessor amount of pay than that to which they would be
cntitled were they given the chance to again reelect under the 1958
base pay rates. ‘ ' '

s this economic penalty imposed on such individuals a just one—
should they be held to a statute which in itself deprives them of re-
election rights to which they are presently denied? Ibelieve not. The
right of reelection here again is advocated and provides substance for
the circumstances which we commended to your attention that it be
included in the proposed legislation presently under consideration.

It is interesting to note that the current average Consumer Price
Index, which takes for its base the years 1957-59, was reported at 105.4
for the year 1962. DBut prior to the adoption of this new base, on or
about February 1962, the previous base encompassed the 1947-49 peri-
od and an average index of 129.8 was recorded for the calendar year
1962.

In other words, a shift to a higher base period was made, thereby
tending to show a relatively smaller paper increase in the cost of liv-
ing. How does this affect our members whose amount of retirement
pay is geared to the 1942 Pay Act, as amended, and who have received
only the intercurrent percentage pay increases of 4 percent in 1952,
6 percent in 1955, and 6 percent in 19587 In reality these compounded
pay increases total 16.85 percent, whereas the Consumer Price Index
(1947-49 base) has risen 29.8 percent.

The difference, therefore, constitutes a slide of approximately 13 per-
cent in the purchasing capacity attributable to this form of retire-
ment pay.

H.R. 3006 would authorize a 5 percent increase that by the farthest.
stretch of imagination, or even through the most adroit manipulation
of figures, could not restore to equitable balance this pay situation
which has deteriorated so deplorably.

Specifically these excerpts are supplied from the report of the Dis-
abled Officers Association and Policy Committee, in convention as-
sembled, and unanimously adopted at the San Francisco convention
on June 29, 1962,

() Retirement pay for disability from the Armed Forces shall be
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based on the puy and longevity as if the individual was on present
active duty. We urge the enactment of legislation to return o the
traditional policy that members of the Arined Forces who have been
retired for reason of physical disability incurred in the military
=ervice, shall be paid on the basis of 73 percent of the base pay they
would receive if they were on active duty.

(4) We favor and recommend favorable action on recompusition
(equalization) and further, we urge Congress to grant the right of re-
election to all personnel retived tor «isability prior to the Career
Compensation Act of 1949, as amended.

(¢} All pay increases promulgated and granted by Congress o the
Armed Forces in the future shall be granted retired per:onnel
proportionately.

In summation, I particularly invite the attention of this subcom-
mittee to the following items which we believe would indeed provide
an acceptable complement toward the perfection of ILR. 3006.

L. Permit the right of reelection to members of the Armed Forees
retired prior to enactment of the Carcer Compensation Act of 1949,
and as an alternative, we have (a) but preferably allow recomputation
for all members retired under statutes 1n elfect preceding the 1949 act.

2. Alternative to this, it is advocated that a realistic 12 to 15 percent
raise be authorized for retirees paid pursuant to other than 1949 acrt,
as amended.

3. Permit the adjustment of retirement pay for certain disability
retirees credited with less than 3 years' serviee who were not accorded
the normal pay increase provided by the 1935 I"uy Act.

I desire to express my gratitude for this opportunity to appear
before the Iouse Armed Services Subcommittcc&o. [, Mr. Rivers as
chairman.

1 invite any questions that might be of interest.

Mr. Ravers. Thank you very much, Mr. Lovcei.

Are they any questions the members of the committee would like
to ask?

Mr. Bates. Mr. Chairman, in response to one of his alternative
plans here, for those who assume the 1958 rate, plus the 5 percert ad-
ditional as has been suggested—how does that come out, on a percent-
age basis?

Mre. Lover, Are yvou addressing me, sir?

Mr. Bares. Do youknow the answer?

Mr. Braxpronn, I happen to have the statisties, [t would be in-
teresting—and this is very much in line with what Mr. Lovei i =ay-
ing—it is interesting to note that in the 1938 pay inerease, assuning re-
computation is permitted, 50,781 officers will receive an inerease in
tlieir retirement pay as a result of recomputation, but in the case of
11,558 retived officers, the 6-percent inerease that they got i 19538 was
larger than the pay inerease that they would have heen provided under
the 1955 pay sceule.

Mr. Lovern Yes, that 1s true.

Mr. Braxprorp, Now, this of course is the figure you want, and it
happens to be exactly what Mr. Lovei is talking about, that the zreat
bulk of these people, of the 11,0000 73778 arve eaprains, 1337 ave firs
lientenants, and 1,285 are second lieutenant=, but you will be happy
to learn there is one major general in that group.
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Now, the point of this problem I think has probably been called
to your attention by the Disabled Officers Association here today,
and previously, and also by a First Lieutenant McCloud, whom 1
presume is a member of your organization?

Mr. Lover. Heis a member.

Mr. Branororp. And I might say a very able member from the
viewpoint of being able to present the facts and do tremendous statis-
tical studies on this matter. i

Mr. Lovcr. A very able member who was seriously disabled in
World War 1. ]

Mr. Branprorp. I think he feels in his own mind quite justified in
taking a strong position that the law does not recognize the man who
assumes responsibility and then because he has few years of service
is retired for disability in combat. .

This, of course, is a part of the pay system. Exactly what Mr. Lovel
is talking about here, that a man, particularly in wartime, may go up
fast to the grade of captain with 2 or 8 years of maximum service, then
when he is retired for disability—and let’s forget whether he recom-
putes at 75 percent or whether he computes on the basis of the degree
of disability, because in the cases that you are talking about these
people for the most part would still be entitled to 75 percent; that is,
maximum retirement.

Mr. Lovcr, True, but his case is an exception to this, and we have
others like it, or similar.

Mr. Braxororp. I am saying, most of your members are members
that are quite severely disabled, and would probably run 60 to 75 per-
cent even under current ratings of disability

Mr. Lovar. Well, I would expect.

Mr. Braxororp. In the past the pay increases have been so small,
because we have not increased the pay of the obligated man, if you
remember, the man with under 2 years service, and with only small
increases at the early stages, that as a result the cost-of-living increases
have always exceeded the increases in basic pay.

Now, their case is valid from their viewpoint, because in many cases
these people must go to the Veterans’ Administration, where actually
the amount of compensation they can draw from the VA is higher than
their retivement pay. There isn’t any question about it. I don’t know
what the statistics are, but T am sure there are many of these officers
who are drawing compensation from the VA. This would be par-
ticulary true of an officer who needs an attendant, or the special pro-
visions for those who are blind, or the paraplegic cases.

Mr. Lover., Statutory

Myr. Branororp. Yes, the statutory extra compensation allowances
that are provided.

IHowever, this has becn a problem T believe since the first retirement
laws went into effect in 1862, that the short-term officer who is paid the
lowest—at the lowest rate because pay increases by longevity, then
goes out on a Jower pay if he is unfortunate enough to be retired for
disability very early in his career, because the 75 percent multiplier
is always applied to a basic pay scale that is considerably smaller than
if then he had stayed on even in the same grade, and continued to serve
for 30 years.
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Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0



Approved For Release 2005/04724 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0

Mr. Lover. And if T might interject in this particular ease. he is
deemed 30 pereent disabled. of course, which entitled Lim to 75 pareent
of retirement pay.

Mr. Branrorn, Yes.

My, Lover, But under the 1955 Pay Aet. as vou know, there was
only a raise of 6 percent for first or second leutenants and first
hentenants with ander 3 vears of service.

Mr. Braxvorn., Yes, I reiuember it very well.

Again, Mr. Lovei gets into the same problem we face with every
single pay bill.  The only time that you have complete equality in a
pay bill is when you agree upon a flat percentage for everybody re-
gardless of their status—so long as you apply a flat percentage either
to their retired pay or basie pay scales. this is the only way you ever
get complete equality at least to keep them where they were.

Mr. Lover, Truoe.

Mr. Braxprorp. We did this in 1932, and vour people were not
adversely atlected in 1952, beeause evervbody got a 4 percent increase.
It didn’t make any diflerence what law vou retired under, you got a
straight 4 pereent.  In 1955, and here we are fuced with the same
vroblem again, it was a question of vetention, Always looking ahead
to the future, of the problem of retaining people. So we made spot
mereases in the basic pay seales, Here we are doing it again. It is
recommended again, because they have got to develop a method that
will improve the quality of the people who stay in the armed services.

What your judgment indicates is the same tiling that Mr. McCloud
who has been writing to the Committee on Armed Services about for—
since 1949, to the best of my knowledge, perhaps not quite that early,
and T might say, very intelligent letters. e has been complaining
that the disabled man. disabled early in his carcer, must for pratical
purposes go to the VA and be treated as an enlisted man, even though
hie assumed the responsibility of an officer.

On the other hand, you can take the position that if he is correct
on this assumption, then we should also apply the same prineiple to
the master sergeant, the man who rose quickly from an E-1 to a mas-
fer sergeant in 2 vears, and vet longevity increases there are so
isignificant that he too has to goto the VA,

Mr. Lover, That was not an exclusion by oversight. But, of course,
we do represent the disabled oflicers.

Mr, Braxvrorn. Yes, What I am saying is this problem is just o
built-in part of the problem of the whole retirement system.

Mr. Rivers. Let's confine ourselves. Let's not get too far ofl of the
things we are talking about.

Mr. Braxprorp. Well, this is a very ‘mportant pavt of it. Whaat 1
am indicating here, is the reason for the inequality they are telling us
about here today, for the disabled oflicers, There isn'c auy real solu-
tion to it unless you decide to set up separaie retirement systems for
people retived with short years of service.

T'o answer Mr. Bates question, the pereentage was 11,000 as opposed
to 50,000: 50,000 officers would receive inereases under recomjputa-
tion, 11000 will not receive increases.  This is where the cost-of-living
increase will be higher than the adjustment in the pay scales.
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Mr, Bares. What would be the maximum? Some of those are
senior officers, and that would be rather significant. '

Mr, Branororp. The maximum for example, the difference for ad-
justing to present pay scales in the case of the chief of staff, for ex-
ample, an 0-10, the monthly retirement would go from $1,014 a month
to §1,275 a month plus the 5-percent increase in the bl“.‘ .

Mr. Bares. That is rather significant for somebody in the senior
grades. .

M. Buanororn. The inerease will range

Mr. Barres. Say from O-5, up to there, what would that be?

Mr. Braxprorp, I haven’t got that figure.

Mr. Bares. Is it also in the lower ranks that you have that
diversion ¢

Mr. Buanprorp. Yes. Basically you will have 108,000 enlisted men
who would receive minor increases ranging from $130 for the E-T, to
the lowest which would be $13 for an E-1, a year. 108,000 enlisted
personnel who would do better under recomputation than the 6-per-
cent increase in the cost of living, 37,390 enlisted personnel who do
better under the 6 percent cost of living than they would have done if
they had recomputed under the 1958 pay scale.

Mr. Harpy. That is the increase in the 1958 pay scale for that
particular group was rather small?

My, Buanprorp. That is exactly right.

Mr. Lover. Then, of course, yon have the factor of the 5-percent
increase which is advocated, which, according to the Bureau of Labor
Statistics indicates that if you are going to take the compounded in-
crease and compare that to the schedules that they had, that increase
hasn’t been very great.

Now this is for those individuals who are being paid under laws in
effect prior to the enactment of the 1949 Career Compensation Act. In
other words, the 1940 or 1942 Iaw was amended in 1946,

Mr. Branprorp. The only difficulty in that, Mr. Lovei, which I call
to your attention, is if you figure it that way you better take into con-
sideration the 10-percent increase in 1946, which was substantially
more than the cost-of-living increase. So to be actually accurate in
your comparison, if you go back to 1942, it levels off at a much more
significant increase than would appear if you used the date of retire-
ment as the example, that is all T am saying.

Mvr. Lover. But then we are getting into the recomputation.

Mr. Harpy., We are getting into a detail here now.

Are there any further questions?

Thank you very much.

Mr. Blandford, who is our next witness, Mr. Seanlan?

Mr. Braxororn. Mr. Scanlan.

Mr. Haroy. Mr. Scanlan, will you come up, please.

Mr. Lover, It has been a pleasure, gentlemen.

X i\eh:r. Harpy, Mr. Scanlan, the committee is glad to have you. Have
a seat,

You can present the views of the Fleet Reserve Association: we

will be glad to receive it. ,
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STATEMENT OF FRED J. SCANLAR, NATIONAL SECRETARY, FLEET
RESERVE ASSOCIATION

Mr. Scaniax, Thank vou, sir.

Mr. Chairman and distinguished meabers of this committee, T any
Fred J. Scanlan, 178, Navy, retired, national sceretury of the [Fleer
Reserve Association, represent ing our more than 32,000 members, both
active and inactive, who are vitally concerned with the provisions of
the bill before yvour committee. 1" am confident that our associition
represents the views of a large segment of the personnel of the Navy
and Marine Corps,

I have prepared a statement which 1 would like to present to the
committee,

The Uniformed Services Pay Act of 1963, introduced as ILR. 5006,
88th Congress, appears to be an excellent »ay bill which, with come
modifieations, wi]ll be of benetit to all mnmi)crs of the Arwed Foeces,
both active and retired.

Certain provisions of this bill will provide incentive which will
help solve some of our service-manning problems, provide for reenlist-
mentsin critieal skills and thereby reduce the costly traising progroms,
We must obtain our recruits from what is referred to in industrial
circles as a “seller’s market.”  We must he wrepared (o puy the price
and offer additional inducements which wiil enhance the possibility
of these voung men making the service a carcer,

The Fleet Reserve Association believes that there should he an
immediate adjustinent in military pay seales to bring them into closer
balanee with Government civilian pay scales, and those prevailing
m private industry.

The so-called fringe benefits for military personnel on active duty,
ind for those on the retired list, have been seriously curtailed during
the past 20 years. The hage chain supermarkets, the chain drugstores
and the discount houses equal or surpass our military stores in many
items on the market. Hospital benefits, once considered a long-
cherished and earned right for those who have served from 20 to {0
years on active duty, are in serious jeopardy becanse of the permissive
character of such services which have crept into the law since 1918,
Many of the larger industrial organizations have better retirement
and hospital plans for their personuel than those in effect for the
wilitary.  Our civil serviee counterparts enjoy better hospital plaas, .
survivors” benefit plans, and take-home rotirement pay than do our
service personnel.  One example of this is a comparison between the
civil service survivors’ plan and the serviceman’s familyv protectian
plan: The pay of a Navy commander (0-5) in the medium retirad .
group would be 2504 per'month.  Under the serviceman's family pro-
tection plan he would have withheld from his retired pay %54 per
month: his widow would recive ©29; per month, which would be
inereased to 329 per month at page 62, when she qualified for social
seenrity benefits.  The civil serviee retiree, possibly in the erade 2
aronp, would retire in a slightly older age group (33 ascompared wirh
the 18 vears of a age for the Navy commander). The eivil <erviee
anuunitant wauld receive %300 per month,  ITis survivors® benefit plin
wonld cost him $37 per wonth, and his widow would receive 3325 per
month, regardless of her age ar that {ime.
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The Secretary of Defense, Robert S. McNamara, in forwarding the
military pay bill, commented on the retired pay situation. Ie cites
the example of a colonel retired on May 1, 1958, after 30 years of serv-
ice; and a colonel retired on June 1, 1958, the difference in pay between
the two officers who have identical services is approximately $1,000
per year. Are we going to perpetuate thisinequity ? ) )

We believe the Department of Defense’s approach in computing
retired/retainer pay is most unrealistic. Ivery man on the retired
rolls and on active duty has been told by the recruiting officials that
his retired pay would be based upon the active duty pay scales. I
well recall while serving on recruiting duty explaining that fringe
benefits, consisting of hospitalization rights, commissary, PX (ship’s-
store in the Navy) and retired pay based on active-duty pay was par-
tial compensation for the low pay and long and arduous hours of
work demanded of the military man, There are thousands of enlisted
personnel now retired who earned only $21 or $36 per mouth for many
vears during the 19207, the 1930’s and early 1940°s. It is dishearten-
ing to the service man to be told he is expecting too much after he has
faithfully completed his part of the contract. By other action the
Department of Defense is taking steps to curtail hospitalization privi-
leges for retired personnel and their dependents. The commissary
privileges for the military are under constant attack and costs have
mereased to the point where savings realized in many areas are mean-
ingless. If the faith is not kept with these men then I must predict
the present active duty man will think twice before he decides to make
a career of the military life.

Gentlemen, we may spend billions of dollars for the best military
hardware in the world, but if we do not have the trained and dedicated
career personnel to man this equipment, it will not reach its full
utilization when it is most urgently needed.

The male citizen who performs no military service has an unfair

economic advantage over those who are inducted or enlisted in the
military services. Some of these men serve for 2, 8, or more years.
Others make the military service their career in the service of their
country. The man who stays at home has many advantages in life.
He can remain with his family. Ile can buy a home as he is not on
the move every 2 or 3 years. Ile gets a head start in competing for
cvilian employment. The career service man can seldom hope to
overcome this handicap when he returns to civilian life.
. I am quoting herewith from a national magazine, “Nowsweek,”
issue of February 4, 1963. This magazine has a cireulation of ap-
proximately 2 million, with perhaps a reader coverage of twice that
amount, :

Around the world, while other Americans clucked over the prospects of a
record b.udget’s spending, military servicemen—some 2.7 million strong—griped
that so little of it would boost their pay.

Last week Lloyd Norman, Newsweek’s Pentagon correspondent,
reported :

The Armed Forces are downright uphappy with Secretary of Defense Robert
8. McNamara’s new pay bill proposing an average of 14.4 percent increase—
at a cost of §900 million more in fiscal 1964 added to the $12 billion annual

military payroll. The cost of the pay boost beginning October 1 would rise to
more than 1.2 billions in later years.
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They keep nibbling away at our pay and privileges until we are secoad-cluss
citizens—
gritted a Navy petty oflicer in Norfolk.

Talk about segregation.  Whaut do You think they are doing to us?

What worried many professional military men is that the servicemen's stafus
is declining not only below the professional, technical, and managem i per-
sonnel in industry, but below eivil service,

A relleetion of the erosion in the presilge of military service was diselused
in a recent Department of Defense opinion survey. Teenagers ranked military
officers with college professors in fourth place on a list of 19 oceupaticns, but
cquated enligted personnel in 14th place with bookkeepers and mailmen.  Adults
rited officers in seventh place between grade-schuol teachers and farwmers, put
enlisted men near the boltom with guarage mechuanices and buarheres,

Newsweek, in addition to the above. has commented upon tle fact
that many service families are living in substandard housing areas
and because of limitation of income, would qualify for relie pay-
ments,  Such startling facts as are brought out in this article present
i very poor image of the career military man. It cannot help but
liave a deleterious etfect on our reeruitment and nunning problems.

Recommendations: Under section 206(a) of title A7, United States
Code, commeneing in line 1, page 3, of this bill, the Fleet Reserve As-
sociation believes that all military personnel ordered to active duty
should receive the same basic rate’of pay, based on grade and serviee.

On retired and retainer pay. commencing on line 16, page 11, of this
bill, we recommend that retainer and retired pay of t{u: members of
the uniformed services be geared to nctive duty basiz pay, the time-
honored custom for more than 100 years: that the rates be as pre-
seribed in section 2(a), section 203 of title 37, United States Code,
commencing on line 5, page 1, of this bill. That basic pay in future
years be not changed: that future increases in basic pay be busad on
a study of the consumer price index, as st forth in puragraph 1401a,
chapter 71, title 10, United States Code, commencing on line 15,
page 13, of this bill; and that future percentage increases obtained
m this manner be applied to those personnel entitled to retainer and
retived pay.

The pay increases recommended in several grades do not compensate
for the increase in the cost of living during the past 10 years. Civil
Service employees have had several increases in pay since 1952 em-
ployees in civil industry have had several increases during this period
of time.  The union officials are constantly seeking to mprove the
pay scales and fringe benefits.  In furthering this concept of paying
an adequate wage for career military personnel, the Fleet Reserve \s
sociation recommends an increass of approximately 5 percent for the
oflicers and enlisted personnel indicated on attached enclosure (.\).

‘The Fleet Reserve Association rejeets the concept of speeial pay for
duty involving unusual hardship as being unrealistic :ux{ very diflicult
to administer. This type of pay is deseribed on page 13, line 5, of this
bill. * Instead. wo recommend the retention of special pay for sea and
foreign duty, page 17, line 6. of this bill and covered in <ection 303,
title 37, United States Code. At present these monthly paynients
rango from $8 to $22.50 per month. We further recommend that all
warrant. oflicers and commissioned officers in pay grades O-1 and () -2
be entitled to such pay.
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Under proficiency pay, as contained in paragraph 240, title 37,
United States Code, we recommend that such pay be abolished as
it has not accomplished the job it was designed to do—retraining
critical skills in the military service. We have received several thou-
sand letters in the past 5 years, including more than 50 percent from
those now in receipt of proficiency pay, who are unhappy because of
the inversions occurring and the constant fear that their next duty
assignment may not carry such an increase and they would be required
to revise their scale of living downward. Instead, it is recommended
that all personnel, including critical skills, who are in all respects
qualified for advancement in grade, be paid an amount equal to one-
half the basic pay and allowances which would be due them in their
next higher grade. On line 1, page 18 of this bill, we recommend
retention of authority for responsibility pay. While the Department
of Defense has not used this authority smee the passage of the 1958
Pay Act, it may be useful in insuring the retention of officers below
flag rank who are contemplating voluntary retirement with less than
30 years’ service.

Career incentive payment (reenlistment allowance) as described
on page 19, line 3, of this bill: We believe that an inerease in the re-
enlistment allowance or bonus is long overdue. We recommend that
the allowance for critical skills be increased from $2,400 to $4,000
and be spread over a period of 16 years; further, that the allowance for
noneritical skills be inereased from $500 to $3,000 and be gpread over
a like period of time. To differentiate so greatly between the two
types of career enlisted personnel will certainly result in a decrease
in recnlistments of those in noncritical skills.

The Fleet Reserve Association is of the opinion that the subsistence
allowance for enlisted personnel should be at the rate of $2.57 per day.
The subsistence allowance currently in effect in some instances 18
figured at $1.95 per day.

In paragraph 811(f), section 12(a), chapter 5, title 87, United
States Code, commencing on line 17, page 21, of this bill, we recom-
mend that the wording “Secretary of Defense” be deleted and the
wording “Secretary of the uniformed services concerned” be inserted.

Tffective date: This item is contained on page 39, line 6, of this bill.
The Fleet, Reserve Association, realizing that an increase in pay for the
Armed Forces is long overdue, recommends that the effective date of
this bill be January 1, 1963, or the first day of the month following
the passage of this bill.

T have appreciated the opportunity of appearing before the com-
mittee and expressing the views of the Fleet Reserve Association. I
shall be happy to answer any questions relating to any items contained
in this statement. I donot have any figures on the cost of some of my
recommendations. I believe that the retention of sea and foreign duty
pay will not differ greatly from pay proposed for special pay for
duty involving unusual hardships. i

I'am of the opinion that incentive advancement in grade would ap-
proximate the present cost of proficiency pay.
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(Exhibit A above referred to is as follows 1)
Exuamir A

Proposed pay ratcs
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That finishes my slatement, sir,

Mr. Rivens, Thank vou very much, Mr. Scanlan,

Ave there any questions from any of the members of the committee?

Mr. Haroy. Mr, Chairman, the only question I have, T notice the
recommendations for the reenlisiment allowance, for critical skills, to
be increased from $2,400 (o $4,000. What is the basis for selecting (he
iigure of $1,0007

Mr. Scaxnax., Well. it has been 22,000 for several vears, now, for all
vatings.  On a scale of 20 years, you could get $2,000. It is about the
only time that enlisted men get a sullicient bonus to put a downpay-
ment on a home, or buy a new car. Ile doesn’t have timt opportunity
as a4 serviceman, where he would have that in industry where they do
pay bonuscs occasionally.

I' think by phasing him out for 16 years we would keep the people
who are borderline cases, who think they may want to quit agter 12
vewrs, when they are 30 years of age.

Mr. ITakoy. If you phase that over 16 years, I don't know what
your maximum payment would be at any one reenlistment. Ilave you
ligured that out?

Mr. Scaxran, No: I believe that would be an administrative prob-
lem.

Mr. Harny. I am thinking in terms of how much it would mean
to the individual reenlisted man as he reenlisted. Ilow much would
he get in order to make the downpayment on the house?

Mr. Scancvan. I believe the first bonus should be $1,000 after com-
pleting the first cruise.

Mr. Harpy. It depends on using a figure multiplied bf’ a number
ol years for service, and related to the number of vears in his reenlist-
nent !

Mr, Scantax. Yes, sir.

Mr. Ilieny. But I was just trving to understand whether you had
any basis for this particular figure, or whether this just secmed to you
to be a reasonable figure to promote reenlistment 2

Mre. Scaxran. That is right ; yes.

Mr. ITarpy. Thank you.

Mr. Rivers. Mr, Bates.

Mr. Bares. No questions.
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Mr. Braxprorp. Mr. Seanlan, you say that in letters you have re-
ceived from the members of Fleet Reserve about proficiency pay,
most of them have complained about it, or are opposed to the payment.
We have heard that before.

Would you say most of the complaints are because of the fact the
law has not (a) been adequately implemented, or (b) they have to
take an examination every year, or (c) they are never sure they are
going to continue to get it, or is it the entire concept of proficiency pay
they are opposed to?

Mr. Scannan. I believe it is the entire concept. Where you have
a low-rated man, where there is a limitation in the amount of money
available, and you have a lower rated man in a division, one or two,
the only two that can get it, drawing the proficiency pay, and some
senior-rated men, chief petty officers, or first class, who may be drawing
less pay than the second-class petty officers.

Mr. Braxprorp. Well, aren’t you recommending practically the
same thing, however, when you say it should be half the basic pay in
the noxt grade?

Mr. Scanran. If he is qualified.

Mr. Braxprorp. What is the difference between half—what is the
difference to the man who draws the pay, whether he gets it based
on half the pay of the next higher grade or as proficiency pay, it is
still a greater amount of moncy? Ilow does your solution solve the
problem of the objections you receive to the concept of proficiency
pay? I don’t quite follow you.

Mr. Scanrax. Incentive promotion would be available to all of
them.

Mr. Branprorn. That is available to everybody now.

Mr. Scant.an. Well, T am talking about their block by quotas, now.

Mr. Braxprorp. Well, the law also permits them to pay proficiency
pay by giving the pay of the next higher grade, that is already in the
law.

Mr. Scanran. I don’t see it implemented.

Mr. Branororp. Yes, it is in the law. This is probably one of the
biggest blank checks Congress ever gave the Department of Defense,
and it is one they haven’t filled out yet, on proficiency pay.

Mr. Rivers. I might say, Mr. Hardy wasn’t the only one on the com-
mittee who belonged to the Fleet Reserve.

ITad you finished ?

Mr. Branprorp. I was going to ask about the $1.95, when messing
facilities are not available, the law says not to exceed I think $2.57.
Are you advising this committee that there are people who are in
areas where there are absolutely no messing facilities available what-
soever, and are only drawing $1.95%

Mr. Scannan. No.

Mr. Branprorp. Isn’t this the case where the man may have break-
fast in the messhall and then be assigned to a duty where he gets a
pro rata of the $2.57, and that knocks it down to $1.95¢
_ Mr, Scantaxn. I wrote to the Department of Defense about it. It
is a figure they are using to pay the man terminal leave pay now.
They do not pay him based on the $2.57, they pay him based on the
$1.95, and in figuring his terminal pay. That figure has been in
effect, to the best of my knowledge, for over 30 years, $1.95 a day.
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My, Braxprorn, Well, that is a subject that I must confess my
ignorance about.  If he is getting $1.95, us a terminal leave allowance,
per day, isn’t this for quarters and subsistence ? ‘

Mr. Scaxntax. Yes.

Ar. Braxprorn., That is not justsubsistence?

Al Seaxtas, Quarters and subsistence,

Mr. Braxororp. 1 couldnt figure out where the $0.95 came in to
subsistence.

! hitve no Further questions on that.

Mr. Rivers. Thank you very much, Mr. Seanlan.  We apprreciate
very much vour stafement.

The next one is Dr. ITagran.

Dr. Hagan, we will be pleased to hear from vou on behalf of the
Commissioned Officers Association of the U.S. Publie ITealth Service.

You may have a geat and proceed, sir.

STATEMENT OF DR. THOMAS L. HAGAN, COMMISSIONED OFFICERS
ASSOCTATION OF THE U.S. PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

Dre. [lagax. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman and members of this subcommittee, L am Dr. Thomas
L. Tlagan, retired dentul director of the U.8. Public TTealth Service.

I am indeed grateful for this opportunity to appear before the com-
niittee to present the views of the (Commissioned Officers Association
of the TS, Public TTealth Service on 1R, 3006, a Lill “to increase the
rates of the basic pay for members of the uniformed services, and for
other purposes,”

The Commissioned Oflicers Axcoriation of the 1.5, Public ealth
Service represents approximately 3,100 members, which number in-
cludes over 70 percent of the career active duty personnel of that
service,  ‘These members are physicians, dentists, scientists, engi-
neers, nurses, and other categories of professional personnel in the
Commuissioned Corps of the Public ITealth Service.

At rhe outset, the Commissioned Officers Association urges Congress
to enact pay increase legislation.  The association generally supports
LL.R. 3006 but feels that in certain areas this proposal will not meet
the eurrent needs of the Public Iealth Service.

The association agrees with that portion of the Randall Committee
report which was presented to the President, which states that in order
to achieve further feasible reforins, the Departinent of Defense and
other interested agencies will undertalke further studies

Looking toward achievement of a pay system which will make it possible (a)
to compare total military compensation with total compensation in otler pay

sysfems, and (b) to attaln comparabiliy between military compensation asd other
compensation in the broad sense of equality of treatment {hroughout careers.

The Randall Committee further stated that—

carefally documented annual reviews of the adequacy of military compensa-
tion levels can be combined with further substantive siudies to accelerate
remedial action. Such annual reviews also are needed to give assurance that
timely adjustments will be proposed in military compensation which are com-
mensurate with those recommended for Federal civilian compensation.

The proposed increase in the lower grades may help to some extent
to solve the reeruitment problem at this level. ITTowever, the Public
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Ilealth Service is faced with an acute problem in the recruitment and
retention of experienced scientific and professional personnel to pro-
vide leadership for major research and national health programs.
This is particularly true at the senior and director grade levels, O-5
and O-6. The Public Health Service Commissioned Corps is unique
in that its entire personnel is derived exclusively from professions in
which they are trained outside the service and qualified prior to com-
missioning. Its programs involving extensive research and national
health leadership not only require medical and dental competence but
engineering, scientific, and related professional staff which are in
short supply. In order to maintain the continued high standard of
programs vital to the health of our Nation, pay insuring proper re-
cruitment and retention should be provided to these officers. We urge
that the committee and the Congress provide higher proportionate
increases in the base pay for the O-5 and O-6 grades.

The Public ITealth Service faces a scrious morale problem in re-
taining its high caliber commissioned officers due to the lack of com-
parability between the civil service pay system and that of the com-
missioned corps as has been stated publicly by the Surgeon General
and the Director of the National Institutes of Health. The year 1958
was the last in which both the civil service and commissioned pay rates
were adjusted. However, as a result of the last of three civil service
pay raises since 1958, the final step of which goes into effect in 1964,
previous levels of comparability between the two systems have sub-
stantially deteriorated. This lack of comparability jeopardizes the
essential career system of the Public Health Service when officers who
supervise civil service personnel receive $150 to $200 a month less
pay.

It is further hoped that this committee and the Congress will con-
sider additional pay for scientific, engineering, and other highly
trained professional eategories in short supply. This will greatly as-
sist the Public ITealth Service in recruiting and retaining better
qualified scientific personnel for longer periods of service. It is sug-
gested that the committee may construct some provisions authorizing
the Secretary of the Department of ITealth, Education, and Welfare,
on recommendation of the Surgeon General, to establish additional
pay up to $250 a month, similar in principle to provisions already
established in other Federal personnel systems, to provide for these
groups. This provision would allow for elimination of discrepancies
mm pay among officers of allied professions operating at the same
echelon.

The relatively higher salaries offered by universities, research cen-
ters, and major State and local health departments, for highly quali-
fied biomedical, scientific, and professional personnel, constitutes still
another difficulty to the Public ITealth Service in the recruitment and
vetention of its commissioned officers. This situation was graphically
pointed out by the Advisory Committee on Public Health Service
Personnel Systems which was chaired by Marion B. Folsom and
contained in the committee report of March 20, 1962,

The Randall Committee report, took cognizance of the importance
of the Public Health Service situation and listed as one of the
further problems deserving consideration “the need for special pro-
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visions in the military pay system applicable to the compensation of
professional personnel in the commissioned corps of the U.S. Trublic
[Tealth Service.”

Afr. Chairman, I would like to enter in the record a short addi-
tional statement of some importuance.

[ committee questioning of certain witnesses yesterday, an chser-
vation was made that the nonmilitary groups are the only ones in
favor of this bill. Mr, Chairman, as a representative of the Conmis-
sioned Oflicers Association of the Public ITealth Service, I would like
to emphasize that the officers of the Public Ilealth Service are rot in
favor of all aspects of this bill, nor is the management personnel of
the Public [lealth Service: although Public TTealth Service direet .
testimony indicated that ILR. 3006 was a forward step in the resolu-
tion of complex pay problens, serious concern exists, Mr. Chalrman,
with respect to the disparity between the pay of the O 5 and O 6 pay
grades, and pay {or comparable responxibility level of the civil service -
cerades.

This feature of the bill will provide very little help: in recruitinent
and retention of highly qualified officers who are so sorely needed.

In summary, the Commissioned Oflicers Association of the TS
Public Tealth Serviee recommends:

1. Inereased pay in the O-5 and O- 6 pay grades,

9. Provisions for additional pay at the discretion of the Seerctary
of Iealth, Education, and Welfare for certain shortage and highly
trained categories.

I wish to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to present
testimony on behalf of the Commissioned Officers Association of the
17.S. Public Health Service.

Afr. Rivers. Thank vou very much.

Mr. Iarpy. Tet me ask him one question. Mr. Chairman.

Doctor, you referred to testimony, I suppose, from Dr. Diamond ?

Dr. ITacaw. Yes,sir.

Mr. IT1arpy. I just wonder if Dr. Diamond’s testimony with respect
to the general acceptance of this bill was a reflection—do you have
any knowledge whether this was a reflection of any instructions {rom
upstairs?

In other words. I am wondering whether you have the sune prob-
lem in IIFW that the military serviees have in the Department of
Defense?

Dr. ITagax. Mr. Chairman, Mr. TTardy. T think if there had been
time for direct questions of Dr. Diamond you would have received
thesame kind of comments.

Mr. TTarny. We just didn’t ask him the right questions?

Dr. Hagar. Tdon’t want to be critical, sir.

Ay, Tlaroy. T am not eriticul, and 1 don’t want youa to be eritical,
but I want to {ind out what the situation is.

Dr. ITacax. Tthink that is it, essentially, sir.

Mr. T1arpy. The aspects of Diamond’s testimony showed ununali-
fied support of this legislation as a step in the right direction.

You think that may have been a reflection of top-level policy rather
than hisown personal views?

Dir. Hacax. Well. of course, it was an administration bill he was
talking to.
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Mr. TIarpy. Of course, of course, a reflection of the chain of com-
mand, I take it?

Dr. Hacan. Yes,sir.

Mr. Harpy. Thank you. )

Mr. Bexyerr. Doctor, were you here during most of the hearings?

Dr. Ilagan. Yesterday’s hearing, sir.

Mr. Bexnerr. Were you here when the Air Force testified?

Dr. ITacan. I gotin thelast partofit. Thope I can remember it.

Mr. Bennerr. Do you remember the improved kind of bill he had
inmind ¢

Dr. Hacax. No, sir; I couldn’t hear him very well from where I
wassitting. I gotin late.

Mr. Bennerr. He had a sanctioning through the Air Force of a
number of people, with a bill that came up in two increments. They
had a bill something like the bill before us here, and another incre-
ment attached to it which was going to go into effect next year, which
would lead this committee to have another hearing next year.

Tt seems to me if you fecl this bill needs improvement you might
get in touch with the Air Force, because they have been instructed
to get this idea over to other branches of the services and let us have
the views of other branches of the services.

T would suggest if you really want to improve this bill from the
standpoint of 1mproving the amounts, you might find that a possible
vehicle by contacting the Air Foree and getting their proposed sub-
stitute, and then let us have your views on that, as a matter of put-
ting it in the record later on. It seemed to me to be a pretty good idea.

Dr. Hacan. Thank you, siv. I don’t know if the Air Force will give
us the bill, but the Public Health Service may be able to obtain it.

Mr. Bates. What is your problem with O-b and O-6?

Dr. ITagax. I think Mr. Blandford this morning received from the
Public ITealth Service a statistical chart, if it is the one T think it is,
that makes a very definite comparison between the pay grades and
the inequity between the pay.

Mr. Rivirs. T have a chart here somebody handed me, Mr. Bates,
yesterday.

Dr. Hagan. That isn’t mine, sir.

Mr. Rivers. Comparing the O-6 with the GS-14.

Dr. ITacan. Yes,sir.

Mr. Rivers. It starts off in 1949, and how they were close then, and
how the 14 had pulled off to the extent of, oh, T think some $1,500.

Dr. Hagan. 1 think thatis what this chart will show, sir.

Mr. Bares. Isn’t that the Air Force statement ?

Mr. Ravers. It probably was, yes.

I am going to show this to the committee, Originally it was his
idea legislation would keep these two areas very close. Now, the
GS-14 has left them.

Dr. IIacan. That isright, sir.

Mr. Harpy, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Barrs. Was this in General Stone’s statement ?

Mr. ITarpy. I have a chart here that is supposed to be—it hasn’t
any signature on it—but it is supposed to be the Gorham comparabil-
ity study.

Mr. Rivirs. Restricted to civil service people.
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Mr. Haroy. Yes. It shows a comparison. 1t is not broken down,
where you can get the actual dollars, but it indicates that a GS-11
currently is just slightly above an -5, considerably below un O-6.

An executive GS-14 would be a little more. above the 0--3, but still
wouldn't beat the () 6,

Dr.lagax. 1don't have those data, Mr. Hardy, I am SOITY.

Mr Ravens, §said 4,00 was GR-15.

They started back here in 1949, they were pretty close.

Mr. Blandford, do you have any questions?

Mr. Braxororn, Only this point, Mr. Chairman, that the andall
Commission indicated there was a problem for the Public ealth
Service.and I think the problem probably can be summed up by saying
that in the Public Health Serviee more than anyplace else you have
civil service physicians, dentists, and scientific personnel—

D Hacax. Principally scientific personnel.

Br. Braxvrorn (continuing). Working side by side with the com- -
missioned officers of the Public Tealth Serviee living in the same city,
doing exactly the same work, and receiving $3.000 1 year more salary.

It that about it ¢

Dr.Haaan. Aboutit. I think vou areessentially correct, sir.

Mr. Braxprorn. This, of course. is true of the ofher services. excen
youdon't have such a poignant reminder of it in the Navy. for examp}v.
because you don’t have a Navy civil service doctor in the same

dispensary.
Dr. ILsgax. That is trne.
Mr. Brasprorn. So the problem is the same in the other services,

Any doctor today in the armed services ean go (o the Veteran's Ad-
ministration. fill out a form 57, and be assured of af least $2,000 o year
more than he is making now.

Dr, Hagax. That is vight.

Mr. Braxprorn. Nomatter what grade he isnow in,

Dr. Ilacax. Yessir,

My Rivers. Isthere anything else, Mr. Blandford /

Mr. Braxprorn, No. sir.

Mr. Rivews. Thank you very mueh, Dr, ITagan.

Dr. Hacax. Thank you very much.

Mr. Rivers. Our next witness is the conclhuding witness. Mr. John
Keller.

Is Mr. Keller here ¢

Mr. Braxprorn, Yes, sir-—not Mr. Keller, but we have a representa-
tive from the Coast Guard.

Mr. Rivers. Come up and give the reporter VOur name.

Mr. Worrwer., Chief Warrant Officer Whitwer, U.S. Coast Cruard.

Mr, Rivers, Thave a seat, sir. You are going to speak on behalf of
Mr. Keller,

STATEMENT OF CWO0 JOHN A. KELLER, U.S. COAST GUARD

Mro Winrwer, Mr, Chairman, it is a privilege to appear on behalf
of Mr. Keller and the Warrant Officers A ssociat ion.

I would like to enter on behalf of Mr. Keller and the axsociat LN, an
addendun Tor our statenient. 1 have two copies here, one for M.

Blacdford and one for the clerk, or to whomever it should Zo.
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Mr. Rovers. All right, go ahead.
(The addendum is as follows:)

This statement is in response to the statement of Hon. L. Mendel Rivers, q]}qir-
man, Subcommittee No. 1, Iouse Committee on Armed Services, and is in addition
to the statement that was previously submitted to this committee.. )

Our association would like to go on record as heartily approving the following
recommendations :

(1) That the H.R. 300G will be made effective on the first day of the first month
following the month in which it is enacted.

(2) That any individual who retires during calendar year 1963 will be ‘ab]e
to compute his retirement pay under the new pay scales when they go in effect.

TFor reasons given in Chairman Rivers’ statement both these provisions are
most necessary and equitable.

We applaud the increases in the basic pay scales of $15 for W-1's and W-2's
and $10 for W-8s and W-4’s. However, we still firmly believe that the four
warrant officer pay scales should be identical to the firgt four commissioned
officer scales.

John A. Keller, chief warrant officer, U.S. Coast Guard.

Mr. Wirrrwer, T would like to have noted, Mr. Chairman, my service
caveer runs very closely parallel with Mr. Keller from the standpoint
of rank, time in service, and general chronology, the fact that we pro-
gress generally through the same pattern throughout our past 22 and
23 years.

The statement of C.W.0O. John A. Keller, U.S. Coast Guard, indi-
vidually and on behalf of the Chief Warrant Officers Association, U.S.
Coast Guard.

My appearance here, and this statement, is with the knowledge of
Admiral Roland, the Commandant of the Coast Guard, I might add at
this point.

Mr. Bares. Where is Mr. Keller today ?

Mr. Wirrwer. Due to illness in the family, he is unable to attend,
sir. (Reading:)

My name is John A. Keller, and I am a chief warrant officer on active duty
with the U.8. Coast Guard. I appear before this subcommittee of the House of
Representatives Armed Services Committee both individually and as an author-
ized representative of the Chief Warrant and Warrant Officers Association of
the U.S. Coast Guard, of which I am the vice president and chairman of the
legislative committee. I have served as an active member of the U.8. Coast
Guard. for 22 years.

I enlisted in the service at the age of 18, at the rank of apprentice seaman,
upon my graduation from high school in Lynch, Nebr. It was my intention, as
it still is, to make my career in the Coast Guard and to serve my country as an
active member of this service. After 181% years as an enlisted man, I was
appointed to the rank of warrant officer. During that time, I served in various
parts of the United States and the Pacific area.

The Warrant Officer Corps makes up approximately one-fourth of the officer
corps of the U.S. Coast Guard. It takes an average of 15 years for an individuat
to attain the rank of warrant officer in the U.S. Coast Guard. Many serve as
long as 18 or 19 years before attaining that rank.

By this time, each individual is proficient in at least one specialty with many
years of practical experience.

These specialized experiences are both vital and necessary to the Coast
Guard in order to carry out its functions in the realm of national defense and
domestic protection.

The Coast Guard warrant officer carries responsibility with his rank equiva-
lent to that of higher officers in the armed services. Warrant officers in the
Coast Guard serve as commanding officers of certain types of buoy tenders,
lightships, and harbor tugs. They also serve as commanding officers of supply
depots, radio stations, group commands, and lifeboat stations.
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Yet for all this responsibility under the present pay status they are compen-
sated at substantially lesser rates than those of individvals serving in the
arwmed services holding comparable commissioned grades.

Although commissioned officer grades and the corresponding warrant. officer
grades have identical entitlement to quarters allmwance and weight allowances
For <hipment of bousehold goods, the warrant officer is diseriminated against
in the pay scales. For althongh the individual assignments and responsibilities
generally are the same as higher ranked officers both in the Coast Guarid itself
and the other services, his rate of pay is signifleantly less.

On behalf of the Chief Warrant Officers Association, it is our feeling that
there is a detinite need for a revision in the basic pay scales of the Armed Forecs.
Specifically, the Chief Warrant and Warrant Officers Association believas that
it would be fitting and proper that the basic pay seales of the warrant officer
grades be made equivalent to Lhose of the first four officer grades, i.c., W-1
cquivalent to O-1; W-2 cquivalent o 0-2; W-3 eguivalent to O-3: and W—i
cquivalent to O-1,

In order to correct this apparent ineqnality, we submit that there should be
n revision in the basic pay scales to reflect compensation for the warrant officoer
in the Coast Guard ecquivalent to his line of responsibility and his tenure as a
member of that organization.

The warrant oflicer, in general, has been neglected in the deld of eqnality of
1ay. Some services, such as the Navy, have secen fit to phase out the warrant
oflicer and to substitute his duties with that of a limited duty officer. IIowerver,
it is my understanding that the polley of the U.8. Coast Guard is to kaep its
Warrant Officer Corps as an equivalent part representing approximately 25
pereent of its commissioned officer corps. Under the present situation, men
serving in the grades of E-8 and E-9 can and do draw salaries higher than those
of Const Guard warrant officers under whom they serve in the various respon-
sibilities of the Coast Guard.

In order to attract ilie best ealiber of men to serve in the Warrant Officer
Corps of the Coast Guard, and to serve as warrant officers in all of the other
services, it is necessary that their basic pay rates be more ¢quivalent te what
they could earn as civilians.

We further believe that retired pay should be directly related to activa duty
seales. To omit a provision of this kind would be to diseriminate against
retired members who have devoted their lives and energies to the service o? their
country both in times of peace and war in harrring occupations.

I would like at this point to read from the addendum. Ilowever, it has been
provided for the record.

In conclusion, may I express my humble appreciation and gratitude to this
estcemed committee and ite hopored members for listening with such patience
to my statement. I sincercly hope that my single volee will not be drowned in
the sca and the multitude of the other witnesses appearing before this
Commission.

Respectfully submiitted.
Jonx A, KELLER,

t'‘hicf Warrant Officer, UN. Coast Guard, Vice President, Chicy Warrant and
Warrant Offleccrs Association, U8, Coast Guard, Chairman, Legislatire
Committee, Chicf Warrant and Warran! Officers Associalion, US, Coaxt
(fuard.
Mr. Rvess, Thank you, Mr. Whitwer. It looks like we have gotten
a lot done that vou wanted done.
Mr. Wrrrwer, Yes, sir, vou have.
My, Rivers. We have got down to 3 and 4.
Mr. Wirrtwenr. Yes, sir.
My, Ruvers, How mueh did our revised bill allow ¢
Alr. Braxprorp. I think actually it was more——it was merely an
oversight on the part of Mr. Keller. e did not include the endorse-
ment T am sure of moving the K685, of the W L hack to the over-26
point.  Lassume vou are not opposed tothat.
Mr. Warrwer., No.sir: Mr. Blandford.
Mr. Rivers. You don't object to that?
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Mr. Wirrrwir. No, sir; I think Mr. Chairman, our endorsement Liere
is far short. We heartily agree in many other instances, Mr. Keller
was attempting to keep this brief and touch on the major polnts.

My, Rivers. 1 was impressed with a letter sent to me by one of your
organizations from Baltimore. It brought ou the problem of TE-9’s,
Mr. Blandford. I wish you would explore that.

Mr. Branororp. This will not be new to the Coast Guard Warrant
Officers Association. I might say in preface to my remarks, that
strangely enough this little organization consisting I think of
about 1,900 members out of a total of about 2,100 warrant officers in
the Coast Guard, almost singlehandedly convinced the Department of
Defense and this committeo that we should have a Warrant Officer
Act which this subcommiitee wrote in 1954.

All other warrant officers have benefited as a result, because the
warrant officers never had a statutory promotion system, they had
no guarantees, no guaranteed consideration for promotion, new they
have. ' o '

However, the Warrant Oflicer Act is the basis for the alleged dis-
erimination in the pay scales now. LRemermber, we wrote the Warrant
Officer Act in 1954. We created the 16-9 and 1%-8 grades in 1958,

My, Rivers. That is right, we wrotethat. =~ - . . ..

Mr. Buanororp. . The [E-8 and B-9 grades were to relieve a tremen-
dous eompression in the enlisted grades where there was 1o place for
tho enlisted man to go, and the average man was obtaining a grade-of
E-7 at about the 12-year point. S

Therefore, he was losing interest. ITe couldn’t go beyond that. So
we created E~8 and E-9 grades. '

Prior to that, in 1954, for the first time in-the history of warrant
officers, and parenthetically I might add warrant officers are even
older than commissioned oflicers in history—that the warrant officers
had no guaranteed statutory promotion system. So we provided in
the law that for permanent promotion they would serve not more
than 3 years as W—1, not more than 6 as W-2, not more than 6 as W-3,
and 6 as W—4, and then we also said that upon the completion of a
total of 30 years of service—60 days after completing a total of 30
years of service, warrant officers must retire. That is the reason that
we suggested that the increment be moved back to the over-26 point.

Now, we wrote the Warrant Officer Act in 1954, At that time it was
our intent, and I must say that this has never been implemented by
anyone except the Marine Corps to any extent at all, but it was our
intent that the warrant officer program would be available to an en-
listed man who had about 6 or 7 years of service. Ile could then
clect to choose whether he wanted to go into a career as a warrant
officer. He might want to go in to OCS. Tle might want to go into
the Navy LDO program if in the Navy or Marine Corps, or he could
continue on in the enlisted program and get the highest enlisted
grade. But the warrant grade was supposed to start with W-1, with
about 6 or 7 years of prior enlisted service. This was fine, and every-
body thought it was a great idea, except that no one paid any attention
to it, because they are still commissioning people as W-1’s with 17, 18
and 19 years of service. T

Now to the best of my knowledge, there is no reason why they ean't
commission a man as a W-2, of W-3, if necessary, in order to make
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this law intelligently administered.  But the diserepancy between the
F=s and I-9, and the W= and W-2, is hecause they are aking
them warrant ollicers, when they Lave many vears of ellisted serviee,
and they arve not implementing the law which contemplated that these
warrant officers would be made ar about the 6- or T-year point, when
they would be E-1's, not 15-7"s.8's, or 9,

Toduy a man who wants to Liecome a earcer serviceman, should
niadke up his mind whether he wants 1o become a career enlisted man.
and he can go up to the E-9 grade, with a maximum pay of $360.
or he can decide he will become a warrant officer. It is harder fo
get, but he can go there because maximum pay under the proposal
15 5685, or he can try to go to OCS, where hie (nkes his chances as a
commissioned oflicer, but the pay scales that were written in the
law are geared fo the implementation of the program, and frankly
[ submit that it would be impossible to equitably write a pay scale
to fit a situation that has been created by poor management. -

Mr. Rivers. Well, T will tell you, {he Navy is getting ready to do
away with the warrants.

Mr. Braxprorp. And the Marine Corps is expanding.

Mr. Rivers. The Marine Corps is expanding; yes, t%lat is correct.

Mr. Branprorn. Yes.

Mr. Rivers. T was more impressed that the need was in the Coast
Guard.

The Coast Guard has these little stations all over the United States,
on the mainland, in Alaska, IIawaii, and everywherc. Some of them
are in charge. This was brought out, and it is indispensable to the
Coast Guard. Tt impressed me very much, what you said.

Mr. Wimrwer. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Rivers. No branch of the service has really got the service out
of the “warrant™ rank as has the Coast Guard. Tliated to see it phased
out in the Navy. If you can’t use them, they must have a reason for
1t.

It brings me to this. In the development of the philosophy of your
retirement, pay and everything, you don't have anybody really plug-
ging for you, when these things are written. Like, for instance, you
come here, about this business of the pay.

Mr. Wirrwer. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. T feel very strongly about what you have said.

Mr. ITaroy, I think Mr. Blandford put his finger on the preblem;
it is more a problem of administration.

Mr. Ruvers. There is poor administration all overthe lot.  You take
the $1.03, for enlisted men, that is the silliest lh'mg I ever heard of.

Mr. Wmtwer. Mr. Chairman, we felt that we did have an area in
which you, the committee, might be interested in knowing where there
werce some problems, and we presented it sincerely, and,éI hope. effec-
tively. We do not hope for a final resolve of a problem of this kind
on a minute’s notice, but we would like to get it in the record.

Mr. Bra~xprorp, Mr. Chairman, I would like to suggest that if the
Coast Guard or the Army or anyone clse wants to solve the warrant
oflicer problem, and put the warrant oflicers on an equitable basis, that
they merely have to accelerate the promotion points. This is not new.
Temporary promotion has been with us for many, many years, now.
If they want to bring the warrants up faster, so that they can achieve
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the higher pay to put them on a parity with the officer scales where
they really belong, that all they have to do is make them eligible for
promotion that much sooner, and they have solved it. You don’t have
to write a new pay scale to do it.- This a question of administration.

Mr. Wurrwer. Mr. Blandford, our promotion schedule now is in line
with what you recommend now, 2, 4, and 4, as against the maximum
3,6, and 6. I presume you know this?

Mr. Branprorp. Yes, I do. )

Mr. Worrwer. They gave us the benefit of the doubt on that point;
at least to this point.

Mr. Branororp. They are trying to solve the problem. So actually
you will .eventually, when you move into the $685 maximum for a
‘W—4, be very close to the O—4 grade?

Mr, Wurrwer. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. I still think I don’t like that E-8 and E-9 being the
highest rate of pay.

r. Haroy. Mr. Chairman, that wouldn’t make any difference. If
the 18-8 and the E-9 are supposed to be comparable with a higher
level of the warrant officer than the W-1 and W-2, that is where the

problem is.
Mr. Braxprorp. Not only that, but you see every second
lieutenant—

Mz, Ruvers. A warrant officer is not an enlisted man. An enlisted
man gets more than an officer. It just doesn’t make sense to me.
Maybe you can persuade me at some other time.

Mr. Branororp. If you will look at your pay scales, you will see
there arc many, many enlisted men who draw twice as much as the
second lieutenant.

Mz, Rivers., They are worth more than the second lieutenant fresh
out of college. You can’t compare them with a warrant officer or a
boatswain’s mate, to save your life. You know god and well you
couldn’t compare an ensign with a boatswain’s mate.

Mr. Harpy. You let the man get more than a commissioned officer.

Mr. Rivirs. e is entitled to more in that case. :

Mr. Wirrrwer, Our sole defense in anything we have ever tried to
do has been the fact that we fecl that we have something to offer to
our organization, and constantly try to offer it to our best.

At some point in a man’s career, presently in the Coast Guard, at
about 12 to 15 years, he must make a decision whether to become a
warrant officer or an I8-8 or E-9. Now, if he continues in the E-8
and E-9, he continues to develop his technical skills, he does not take
on any additional command. Tle takes on no command responsibil-
ity—none of the responsibilities of an officer, even though he be a
junior type officer.

Mr. Rovers. I think Mr. Bates agrees with me. The Coast Guard
is giving us extremely valuable service.

Mr. Wirrrwer, Thank you, sir, for the kind words,

Mr. Rivers. I think I would like some time for somebody to tell
me how many Coast Guard stations we have got in this country;
everywhere you look they have a station. They have these boats
running over every harbor in America. I get this thing from the
Merchant Marine Committee, where T am a very unimportant mem-
ber. I know a little something about what you people do.
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I think the Coast Guard. Mr. Blandford, as you have observed,
does a wonderful job.

AMr. Guiser. | wonder if, in a short period of 1ime, you could
explain the difference between the Coast Guard retirement system
and the Avmy, Navy, Air Foree, aad Marine Corps retirement systen.

Me, Winrwer, The refirement system?

M. Guepser. Yes,

M, Worrwree, As applied to the Officer Corps?

M. Gupser. Yes

M. Wirrwenr, As far as I know, the laws and regulations governing
are the same.  There may be some difference in the other service as far
as implementation of this is concerned. I couldn’t testify to that.

Mr. Braxprorn. There is one difference to which T think Mr. Gab-
ser is referring, that is one the GAO brought ow not long ago, that
commissioned warrant oflicer, temporary commissioned warraat of-
ficer, for example, who holds a permanent enlisted status, or cven a
temporary oflicer in the Coast Guard, which [ never knew un(il I
read about it the other day, a temporary commander, Coast Guard, or
Coast Guard Reserve, who had beld a permanent enlisted status, and
had a 4-O record for this whole carcer, draws 10 percent more re-
(irement pay because of his having held this enlisle({ statug, than the
commander who graduated from the Coast Guard Academy.

Mr. Gupser. While you are on active duty you, of course, are en-
titled to use the facilities of the U.S. Public Iealth Service.

AMr. Wiirwer. Yes, sir; and under medicare, other military medi-
cal facilities.

Mr. Guestr. What medical benelits do you have as a retivee, if any !

Mr., Wirrwer. In the present progression of things, T will be en-
titled to less as Lime goes on, with the present programing for new
hospitals and that sort of thing. T am aboul, I figure, 615 years away
from retirement, but I feel our medical benefits will be far less if the
present trend continues, when 1 retire, they will be less than thay are
now. I will be allowed hospitalization and medical care for myself
and my wife at this point.

Mr. Gusser. You have a Public Service Hospital: is that vight?

Mr, Winrwenr, Yes, sir. I believe I would still be able to go to the
nearest medical facility, Govermment medical facility, on this hasis.

Mr. Gonser. In other words, a person who is now retired from the
(loast Gnard, has the righl. to go to the nearest Government medical
facility, is that right?

Mr. Wirmrwer. I know he has the right to go to the nearest Public
Iealth Service facility, and T believe this active duty privilege ex-
tends into his retivement.

M. Braxprorn., It is now true, Mr. Gubser. We wrote the Medi-
care Act here, if you remember, and there was some confusion teveral
years ago when Coast Guard personnel had to go to Baltimore to go
fo the Public Tealth Service with the main Navy dispensary silting
down on Constitution Avenue. We finally got that squared away.
Now. all members of the uniformed services may use medical fa ailities
under the jurisdiction of the uniformed services.

Mr. Wirrwer. [Sven into retirement,
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Mr. Braxprorp. Yes, on a space available basis. How much space
will be available, is something else.

Mr. Wairwer. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. Thank you very much.

Mr. Wirrrwer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ]

Mr. Ruvers. Mr. DBlandford, this is the last and concluding
witness ?

Mr. Braxororp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivirs. We will have a full committee meeting tomorrow. I
don’t think we can conclude the draft tomorrow, do you?

Mr. Braxprorp. No, we won’t complete it probably until Tuesday.

Mr. Gupser. I would be interested in knowing whether the full
committee is going to meet Saturday.

Mr. Haroy, Mr. Chairman, before we adjourn, we have requested
certain documentation which I trust will be forthcoming before very
long. I have received a copy of a communication from Admiral Set-
tle, expressing his dissent from certain recommendations, which I
would like to turn over to Mr. Blandford.

T also have before me a document which purports to be the section
on comparability from the study. T turn that over to Myr. Blandford
for his perusal. "It has charts, Mr. Chairman, of comparability, which
don’t seem to me to jibe with the ones that you had here a moment
ago. I believe they are in the data either presented or requested,
which was information with respect to the projected cost of the re-
tiroment system under this proposal in 3006. 1 believe there is also
some information concerning what the projected cost would be if
the recomputation on the basic rates were provided all the way down
the line, instead of cutting off with the ones before the 1958 act.

There has been a question in my mind, and T am not sure whether
this has been requested, but there has been a question in my mind
as to the current cost to the Government, projected cost, of the civil
service retirement. Ilas there been any request for that, Mr.
Blandford ?

Mr. Braxororp. Not to my knowledge. The only thing, as I under-
stand ‘the situation—I may be incorrect, but I have read portions of
the report—the contribution for civil service retirement comes no-
where near establishing the fund that will be necessary to pay eivil
service annuitants, because there are constant additions made or bene-
fits granted under this program, such as guaranteed minimums, when
there are increases, that were never covered by the annuities.

Mr. Haroy. 'That is what Tunderstand. That isthe reason I raised
this question, because if we are going to talk about the projected
cost of military retirement, using a recomputation on the changes in
basic pay, then T think we ought to have before us at least so that
we will have all of the factors to consider—we ought to have before
us a similar projection of the cost to the TFederal Government of civil
service.

Mr. Rivers. Well, for a million people, T think that is about how
many there are, the cost is abont—here it says 1.38 billions in 1958.
Fstimated annnal cost of the military increase is practically 1.2. It
covers 2.68, is that right?
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Mo Brasvrorn, Well, 2.65, would be the active luty force. What
you have are approximately 330.000 people now in the retired list at
it cost of 81,020 million,

My, Ravers. This that I have, in order for the military pay increases
to be comparable with those alveady enacted for the civil service, their
annual cost should be approximately 2.68 times 1.38. or 3.7 billion.

Mr, Haroy, That is an annuai cost.

Mr., Rivers. Yes.

Az, Hawov. [ don™t know what the source of that js.

Mr. Rivers. 1 would like for yvou to see this.

Mr. Haroy. Since we are nol going to meet for 2 while, I think if
we conld have as mueh of this data assembled as we can it would be
helpful.

Mr. Braxororo, I will try to get the information for you, Mr,
[Tardy. 'The problem, of course, is, you are comparing

Mr. aroy. Apples and peaches.

Mr. Braxorarn, That is right. It is possible to retire in the civil
service with only 5 years of service. Then we have different. retire-
ment ages.

My, Rivers. The Post Oftice has about 15,

Mr. Braxoromn, Yes. The dificnlty is. for example, wlen vou
project a cost for a chief petty officer’ who retires at the ags of 38,
and transfers to the Fleet Reserve, then the cost of that man over his
life expectaney is going to be considerably more than one whe retives
at a later age.

Mr. oy, I think we need to recognize these facts.

Mr. Braxprorn, T will try certainly to get ax much as 1 can.

Mre, Rivers, You ean find out whar the civil serviee annual cost s,

Mr. Brasororn. 1 think vou will find--1 am not <ure you will find—
you will find out what the Government pays out, but whether you find
out how much the fiovernment has to contribute in ovder to come
out even for just the payment that year is something else,

Mr. Haroy, Somebody must have made an actuarial projection.

Myr. Tuvers, 1 think so, too.

Mr. Braxprorn. I would assume so.

Mvr. Rivers. Seeif you can find out.

Mr. Blandford, thinking out loud, we may have to have another
meeting with Mr. Paul.

Mr. Braxprorn, We haven't covered the proposed family separa-
tion allowance. 'We have not even discussed the readjustment pay for
rogular enlisted personnel who are separated or who are not reealisted.
And we actually did not discuss with Mr. Paul retirement costs, and I
think that perhaps between now and Tuesday, with this much notice,
that they may be able to get some figures on retirement, such as Mr.
ITardy and you have suggested, Mr. Chairman, so that we cou'd have
as much information on this question of projected retirement and
civil serviee retirement as we can possibly get together to make some
sense out of it.

My, Rivens. Youdo the best you can.

Mr. Bex~err. Try to find ouf about that comparability study, see
how mueh this will cost, for the Air Foree.

Mr. Braxprorp. I was told, I don’t know how correct this is, sery-
ice which is the firsl increment would cost about $49 million, but the
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second inerement would go over a billion dollars. I don’t know if this
is correct or not. It is a rather staggering sum.

Mr. Brxxerr. Let us make it comparable. We voted very glibly
for the civil service people.

Mr. Braxprorp. You get into the same problem Mr. Hardy indi-
cated, comparing apples with peaches. This is where I always get
lost, on a comparision study. I know there are GS-15’s working for
colonels, and T know the GS—-15’s make more money than the colonels.
Maybe the reason why the GS-15's are working for the colonels,
is there is a general in charge who wants 2 colonel running
the shop, and he doesn’t want a GS-15 running the shop, which is
understandable in a military organization. But in my own mind, T
find it difficult to try to correlate even the civil service rating.

T grant you it is easier to compare civil service ratings than it is
with_industry, but I don’t know whether a GS-3 is comparable to
an B-1, E-2, -3, or E-4. T don’t know what to compare it with.

Mr. Bexnerr, There is one thing pretty clear, after these hearings,
and. that is we have rather generously, and I don’t think there is any
doubt about it, treated the civil service employees, and here we are
taking a rather niggardly approach to the military.  Frankly, I can’t
quite understand it.

Mr. Rivers. What we do—it is clear to me, as it is clear to Mzr.
Blandford, where he first went over this thing. The first crack out of
the bov Mr. Blandford increased this bill $289 million, even to get it
where we could look at it.

Mr. Ben~err. I still think it is too little.

Mer. Rivers. This bill was written with one eye on the budget.

Mr. Branororp. I think, Mr. Chairman, there can be no question
about. that. We face this now, as we did in 1949, We always face
the question of how far can you go beyond the amount of money that
is presumably contained in the next year’s budget. It constantly
faces us.

Now, Mr. Bennett’s point, and I think the point where you can
make a comparison, is that you can look at the pay of, say, an O-b,
with a (3S-14, as it was, say, in 1949.

Mr. Rrvers. That is right.

Mr. Branprorp. Then you develop the spread

Mr. Rovers. That is what T have in my hand.

Mr. Braxprorp. The difficulty with that is, I suppose, the Federal
employees’ representatives could come in here and say, “Well, has it
over occurred to you that the civil service was grossly underpaid for
all these years?”

Mr. Rivers. T had a magazine come to my office this morning,
and I open my mail early, before anybody out here ever gets up,
and T saw on the front of it, as long as there is inequity in the pay
of the postal employees, there is a need for a union to represent them.

Mr. Bennerr, You also have to remember, tomorrow we are going
to be considering the draft. ‘

Mr. Rivers. That was quite interesting. And the postal employees,
T don’t think they have had an increase in 3 or 4 months. [TLaughter.]

What is it you started to say? ' '

Mr. Braxororp. The situation is going to be a very lot worse in
1964, believe me. ’
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My, Rivers. The only people 1 know who are not entitled to an
merease are the Mewbers of the Congress,

Mr. Bares, That is rvight.

Mv. Brasprorn, And their statfs /

Mr. Rivers. And their stutl,

Mr. Ruivers. The committee will be in recess undil the eal” of the
Clhair.

My, Blandford, do what you can.

Mr. Braxororn, 1 will do what I ean,

( Whereapon, at 5005 pan the subeommitiee adjourned il the
cidl of the Chair.)

Hovse or Rerrisexrarives,
Canmrrres oN ARMED SERVICES,
SUBRCOMMUTTEE No, 1,
Waslinglon, DD .C Tuesday, Moarel 5. 1963,

The subcommitiee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:40 a.n.,
i room 313N, Cannon Oflice Building, Ion. 1. Mendel Rivers
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. Rivers. Let the committee come to order.

Members of the committee, we are continuing the Learings on the
TLR. 3006, the military pay bill. Last week we completed our testi-
mony of hoth the Department and the other witnesses, and this. morn-
mg we want to begim the reading of the bill in executive session.

This morning we are pleased 1o have the distinguished Secretary
for Manpower, Mr. Paul, to sit with us while we begin the reading
of the bill i the hopes that we ean. this morning, complete our un-
derstanding on some areasthat are quite vital to the bill,

Now, Mr. Blandford——-

Mr. Brasprown, Yes sir. Do vou want to use the committeo print
or wse the bill as introduced ?

My, Rivens. Why don’t we take the commitiee print ?

Mr. Braxprorn, All right, sir,

Mr. Rivers, Now, Mr. Blandford, you tuke up right there.

Mr. Braxoromn, In the interest of time, Mr. Chairinan, and in order
(0 make some policy decisions that have to be made here, of course, the
first corvection that has been proposed in the pay seale deals with the
payv for prolessors at West Point. This is a simple correction.

The amount recommended at the end of 36 vears of service or over
36 years of service is $1.245, which would be $10 a month more than
i brigadier general makes, and Lecanse the man is still a colonel it
i3 stuggested that that amount be rediced to %1235, which wenld he
the maximum amomnt of pay of a hrigadier general.

Mr. Rivers, That is in our print.

Mr, Braxprorn., Yes, sir.

My, Ossers. My, Chairian, an inquiry, Wlat page ¢

Mr, Braxpronn, Page .

M, Bares, What is that ehunge

Mr. Braxprorn, There isn't any hne on it.  So under the small
print, under *Years of service™ under the 01, down halfway on the
puge when it says “While serving as a permanent professor at U.S.
Military Aeademy ov the U.S. Air Foree Acudemy, basic pay for
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this grade is $1,165, if the officer has over 81 years of service computed
under section 205 of this title, cte.”

Mr. Rivers. Has everyone got a copy of the committee print ?

Where isthat on page 2?

Mpr. Braxororp. There isn’t any line.

Mpr. Osmrrs. Above “Warrant officers.”

Mr. Br.anororp. Yes, thankyou.

Now, you will recall that the Coast, Guard asked for identical au-
thority. Unfortunately, I do not have a comparison of Coast Guard
laws with the Military Academy, and as a result T think personally
it would be an error to attempt to extend to the Coast Guard a benefit
that is intended for West Point when we don’t know what the Coast
Guard retirement laws are.

This is another one of the problems that we always run into.

Mr. Rivers. Have we ever attempted to legislate in the Coast
Guard area?

Mr. Branprorn, Only on basic pay scales and on disability retire-
ment. We do not have jurisdiction over the U.S. Coast Guard
Academy.

My, Rivirs. I know that.

Mr. Branororp. I think it is o mistake for us to attempt to write
something into the law, even though it would of course be a benefit
to them, without understanding what their basic law is. '

[ suspect, as wag indicated here by Admiral Knudson, that there
is a difference in retirement age. 1 understood Admiral Knudson
to say that professors at the Coast Guard Academy continue on to
age 62. I don’t know how many other variations there are in the law.
The information has not been furnished to me. T think it would be
a mistake for us to go into an area in which we have no jurisdiction.

Mi. Rivers. We won’t consider the Coast Guard. '

Mr. Branororn. The next suggested change, Mr. Chairman, 1s that
the W—4 at over 26 years of service, as opposed to over 30, you will
recall the testimony that the Coast Guard warrant officers, all war-
rant officers, are required to retire when they have completed 30
years of service, 60 days after completion of 30 years.

Mzr. Rivers. For pay purposes we arc going to let that take effect
at over 26.

Mr. Branprorn. Yes, sir.

Mzx. Rivers. Does everybody understand that? Mr. Blandford has
reasoned that it is senseless to raise them and then retire them. If you
are going to raise them, let them take benefit of the pay.

Tsn’t that right?

Mr. Buanprorp, Yes, sir.

Mr. Osmers. I am assuming by process of deduction that in the serv-
ices other than the Coast, Guard, armed services, we permit warrant
officers to remain beyond 30 years.

Mer, Branprorp. No, sir. If T said “Coast Guard,” T should correct
myself. We wrote a Warrant Officer Act in 1954 to apply to all war-
rant oflicers, and all of them must retire at that point.

Mr. Gavin. Automatically.
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Mr. Braxvrorp, The Seeretary can keep them on, but for all prace-
tical purposes the law requires thei to retive 60 days after completion
of 50 years of service.

My, Osyens, This is all warrant officers ¢

Mr. Braxvroro, All warrant oflicers.

My, Rivers, Can we come to ngreemnent on that?

Without objection, we aceept that proposed change.

Mr. Braxprorp, All right.

‘The next 1s on page 3. There seems to be almost universal agree-
wient that we should not distinguish between an obligated reservist
and an unobhigated reservist on mactive duty training. I don't know
how nch discussion you want to have on this subject. There is $38
million involved here, but as the chairman indicated in his statement
we have today 38 percent of people who have attained the age of 26,
have had some form of military service.

Now. those who do serve certainly should nor be diser minated
against by putting them on a different pay scale than those who
volunteer beyond their obligated period. That is what this proposal
would have done,

Mr. Rivens. T might say Mr. Blandford had considerable corre-
~pondenee on this.

Mr. Brasprorp, Yues, siv. This is an irritant to practical’y every
organization, the ROA and others have testified against this,

10 does add 38 million to the cost of the bill, but on the other
hand there is grave question in the minds of many us to whethier there
should ever have been any attempt 1o take it away. Lf we can agree
on the deletion

Mr. Osaers. My, Chairman, again only for the purpose of clarity.
it we delete (b), we then give to all reservists, obligated and wn-
obligated, the same Elay seale?

Mr. BiLanprorp. Yes, sir.

AMr. Osyenrs. And in doing this we inerease the total cost of the
bill by $38 million ?

Mr. BLaxprorp. Yes, sir.

My, Rivens, Tet'shear from Mrv. Paul on that.

Mr. Paul, we have invited you here because we would like to hear
what vou have to say about this.

Secrotary Patr. Mr, Chairman, T think first of all on a technical
point of the amount of increased costs, in fairness to the commitfee
I think T shonld inform you that our estimate is that—and this is a
new one we have developed—that the increased cost. will not be %38
million, it will be in the 20s rather than the 30%, if that assists the
connittee in its determination,

Mr. Rivers. Tt does assist,  You have heard the discussion. Do vou
feel it will kill the Defense Department if we put them on an equal
hasis?
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Secretary. Paur. 1don’t feel it wonld kill us, no, sir, in answer to the
chairman’s question.

Mr. Rovers. Without objection, let’s come to agreement on that.

Mr. Braxprorp. We will delete that section.

Mr. Rivers. This will remove an irritant from a great section of
these people. Mr. Huddleston talked to me about it. What is the
next ?

Mr. Branprorp. Section 3 is contract surgeons.

Mr. Baims. We are all through with that section.

Mr. BLaNprorp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Bates. Mr. Chairman we have had interruptions in our hear-
ings and a lot of us have read matters that have not. been read into the
hearings, so that T am not quite certain at this time just what is in the
hearings and what has not been put in.

Now what have we got actually in the hearings on the computations
of pay and why we gave certain rates to certain individuals?

My, Braxprorp. The testimony reveals that in the study made by
the Pay Panel, that one of the big factors was to increase the pay
of first licutenants, second lieutenants and captains, and also in the
more senior NCO grades, and what they attempted to do was to get at
the retention points and come up with a fieure which they felt would
be sufficient to inerease the retention of personnel. And that has
already been testified to.

Mr. Bamns. Right.  Now how about the gsenior officers?

Mr. Branprorp. There is a straight cost-of-living increase. I
think that all of the services, and T now have their comments here;
it is rather thick. The sum and substance of the comments of the
services on the basic pay scales are that the pay scales are inadequate.

Well, this is not surprising that the departments would consider
these to be inadequate, and I think that Mr. Paul submitted a memo-
randum to me for insertion in the record and which I shall read into
it at this point:

In connection with the proposed rates of basic pay the personal views of the
service Secretaries, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Chiefs of
Staff of the Army and Air Force, the Chief of Naval Operations and the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps were reguested by the Secretary of Defense in a
separate communication. In general, the views expressed were that higher rates
of basic pay for some enlisted and officer grades than those being considered by

the Department of Defense were justified, particularly for second lieutenants
and officers in the ranks of lieutenant colonel or colonel and higher.

T don’t think there is any secret that the Departments are unhappy
with the increases provided for the senior officers.

Mr. Wrrson. Inthe past,orthisbill?

Mr. Branprorp. Nojin thisbill.

I think we must face a veality here with regard to the basic pay
scales for senior officers, that until we scttle this retirement question
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ounce and for all, I doubt very much whether we are aoing (o be able
to decide upon basic pay scales for the more senior officers, You
couldn’t very well put in u substantial increase for senior officors and
then reenact a 1958 cutofl date as we did in 1958, withou! recreating
discrimination against those retired prior to the effective date of this
act,

Now., whether this was behind their reasoning or r-ot, I do net know.
I know that the Randall Committee is still studying executive pay,
and I am informed that this study also includes the pay of more
senior oflicers in the armed services,

I personally feel that until this subcommittee makes up its mind
as to what they are going to do on the retirement sect ton, that you can't
settle anything else that is in the bill, because the retirement section is
vital to any further consideration of busic pay scales,

Mr. Bares, ITave we read into the hearings the percent increase by
rates?

Mr. Branprorn, Not into the hearings, but this will be put into
the report. It is an average increase of 14.4 percent.,

Mr. Bares, That doesn’t mean wneh,

Mr. Braxprorn, It doesn’t mean a thing.

Mr. Barrs. Do we have the specifie increase by rates?

Mr. BLaxoeorn, T have the inereases here,

Mr. Bares, T ask that either be put in the hearing or in the report.
orboth Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Rivers, Iaven't you got that ?

Mr. Brasororn, 1 have a breakdown here, Mr. Chairman, which
was prepared, which indieates every grade. what the pereentage of
increase will be in every grade and using typical vears of service.

Mr. Rivers, Whose proposal arc you 1'(':1(¥inf_r from?

Mr. Brasoeorn. This is proposed in ILT. 3006, not (he subcommit-
tee print.

Mr. Rivers. Thisis the departinent ¢

Mr. Braxprorn. Departinent proposal.

Mr. Rivers. Let'sinsert thaf at this point. w i

('The Department proposal isas follews:)
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My, Benwerr. Could Iinsert a few things at this point?

Mr. Rivers. If they ave on this point.

Mr, Bennverr. One of them is a comparison of military pay and
benefits of U.S. employees

Mr. Bares. That is my next point.

Mr. Rrvers. Do you want that in

Mr. Bares. Yes.

Mr. Ben~err (continuing). Which is prepared by John Ford, who
is the Army Times Publishing Co.

My, Rivers, Navy-Air Force Times.

M. Brenwerr., Correet.

The other one is a letter which I received today from the Assistant
Secretary, Mr. William Gorbam, who is here, who responded to things
that I asked him with regard to this same general question.

T would like to have them both inserted in the record.

Mr. Rivirs. Without objection.

(The letter above referred to is as follows:)

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., March 5, 1963.

1Ion. CrrarLEs IN. BENNETT,
House of Representaiives.

Dear Mr. BENNETT : This letter is in answer to your questions regarding (i) the
comparative compensation of military personnel under ILR. 3006 and the com-
pensation of civilian employees under the recently-enacted civil service pay scale,
and (ii) recent trends of military and civil service pay scales. To answer these
questions, three tables arc attached with the following comments :

1. Comparative compensation of civil service and military personnel .

Table 1 shows typical salaries for civil service grades GS-8 to GS-18 computed
for the pay scales which become effective January 1, 1964. Table 2 shows military
compensation for career enlisted grades E-4 to E-9 and officer grades O-1 to
Chief of Staff. Included in military compensation are basic pay, basic allowance
for subsistence, basic allowance for quarters and an amount representing the tax
saving arising from the tax-free status of the allowances. The sum of thesc four
elements comprises the closest approximation to civilian salary. DPersonnel re-
ceiving their quarters or subsistence in kind are excluded from the comparison.

The figures shown in these tables represent the median compensation that will
be received by persons in the respective grades. These are computed in such a
way that approximately half of the persons in each grade receive less than the
specified amount and half more. As such, I feel that they are more representative
of the comparative levels of civil service and military pay scales than are mini-
mum or maximum figures for each grade.

2. Trends in military versus civil service pay

To show these trends, one civil service grade (GS-14) and two military grades
(0-5 and O-6) have been selected. This does not imply any direct linkage be-
tween these grades; they are merely used for illustrative purposes. They were
chosen to include the senior military and civilian grades, in which you expressed
particular interest. Table 8 shows dollar amounts of compensation from 1946 to
%364(,} étn& the military pay for O-5 and O-6 as a percentage of that received by

e GS-14.

It can be seen from these two tables that military and civilian salary changes
roughly paralleled each other.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM GORITAM,
- Deputy Assistant Secretary (Special Studies and Requirements).

85066—63—No. & 14
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Tante 1.—Typical salary of civil scrvice employces by prades as of Jan. 1, 196}

Grade o Medlan Grade l Median

- —— s aam et }

(143 $L,250 00 O8-1 ... $9,200
N4 4,700 0 (5-12 10, GO0
- 5300 1 Q8- 12, 500
(G54 5,800 ,, Q8-14 14,630
(4 6,400 ' (A8-15, 16, 800
(14-8, 7.100 ' Q8-106. 16, 80O
G5-9 7.600 - Q8-17_ 18, 500
(15-10 8,450 V' QS-18.______ T 20, 000

NoTE.—Median for cuch grade,

Tanrk 2.—Typical regular compensetion of military personnet under H.R. 3006
(officera and carcer cnlisted grades)

Grade Medtan U’ Grade ' Medlan
81,400 | 04 312,000 -
5,200 || 0-3 13,700
5900 || 08 16, 100
6,500 1 0-7 19, 500
7,200 | 0-3 21, 500
8.000 | 0-9. 23,800
5.850 || 0-10 , 60O
mooi Civli's 29, 200
9,600 | H
NOTES

1. Regular compensation for medinn years of service for each grade (except 2d licutenant, enlry grade).
Basic pay, BAQ, BAS, and tux advantage,

2. 'Tax advantage compuled on basis of O-1, E-l, E-2, E-3, 1 dependent; 0-2, ¥, E-5, 2 dependents;
0-3 through ctvil service, E-6, E-7, E-8, E-9, 3 dependents.

TasLe 3—Typical compensation of officers (0-5 and 0-6), civil service em-
ployees ((8-1%) and their relative positions, 1946-G4

Year ! -3 | - Gs-14

-5 08 ! 0O-3as
percent of | pereent of
[E S R ¢ T Y
8u. 7 100.3
86. 4 06.7
.9 114. 4
B0 105.2
971 111.2
g7. 7 114. 6
103.2 125, 4
5.0 116.6
913 112.1
97.7 117.9

NOTES

L. Mllitary compenssation Includes base pay, BAQ, BAB, and tax advantage, Median. Tax advantage
computed on basis of 1 dependent.

2. It will be recognized that changes in pay do not always occur at end of year. Flgures shown above
are for years during which they were in cffect for more than Lalf of the year.

3. 1884 milltary figures bascd on DOD proposal (1L K. 3306
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(The reprint from the February 1963 issues of Army Times, Air
IForce Times, Navy T'imes, is as follows:)

[Reprinted from Army Times, Navy Times, Air Force Tlimes]
A Tmves SpECIAL REPORT—STUDY COMPARES MILITARY-CIVIL SERVICE BENEFITS

This study was prepared by members of the Times staff under the
direction of Associate Fditor John J. Ford. Mr. I'ord, congressional
editor of the Times, directed the research and the statistical com-
putations and wrote the final draft of the study.

A detailed analysis of the pay and benefits the Government provides its military
and civilian forces reveals some startling facts. Some benefits long hailed as
marvelous advantages are not what they were cracked up to be.. Some cherished
“extras” of military life make surprigingly little difference in the total compensa-
tion picture.

This two-part study will show that:

Military take-home pay is less than that of civilian Government workers of
comparable rank. It was less even before the last civil service raise. Total
talke-home compensation ig less over a lifetime career.

An officer in a responsible job often winds up with less pay than his civilian
subordinates.

Civilian longevity increases provide greater long-range benefits than military
fogies.

The average civilian winds up better off in matters of retired pay and survivor
protection than do military men, even though they contribute to their retirement.

Today, the outstanding man moves up faster in a civilian than in a military
career,

INTRODUCTION

In earlier years it was the custom to raigse military pay whenever clvil service
pay wag raised. Invariably, the actions would take place in the same Congress
with the military hike usually coming after the civilian raise. In the 1950’s, as
the civil service force began to express itself more effectively politically, the
historic process was altered. Since 1958 the civil service has gotten two pay
raises; the military, none. The military did get the first quarters allowance
increase in more than 10 years. But lagt year’s Congress made part of the
civilian raise effective immediately while postponing the quarters’ increase 6
months. The administration now wants to postpone the forthcoming military
increase to next October 1.

Now, the President has asked still further additions to the second half of the
civilian pay raise which becomes effective on January 1, 1964, This article is
not based on these proposed additions but will base its comparisons on what is
already law.

‘What follows is an analysis of the comparative advantages of a military
versus a civil service career over the whole range of pay and benefits, It is
clear that in some cases this involves relative value judgments and that many
factors affecting the value of a benefit cannot be stated in dollars and cents.

But it can be clearly shown in every category that the benefits are superior for
one group or the other. And our analysiy showg—on balance—that the benefits
provided to the civil service employee are superior to those provided the military
man.

There have been recent reports that a comparison of civilian and military pay
was considered undesirable—that either Secretary McNamara or the Budget
Bureau had vetoed the idea that military pay be based on such a comparison,
There are reliable reports that the Military Pay Study Group made such a com-
parison but their findings have not been released.

There might be budgetary or other reasons for vetoing any official comparison
and not knowing the facts in possession of these people we cannot judge the
soundness of their reasons. But surely, no one will deny the Government has a
moral obligation to provide for its military personnel equally as well as for its
civilian staff.

And if those setting pay recommendations shunted aside a comparigon of mili-
tary-civilian ratey they forgot the President’s orders.

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0
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In his budgel message to Cangress in January 1962, in which he tirs an-
nmneedd the orders for a study of military compensalion, the President said

“The adjustments now being considered in civilian compensation require
Aludy of the possible need for further changes in military compensation. I am
direeting that a thorough review be miade which will permit &n up-1o-date
appraisal of the main elements of military compensation and their relationship
to the new proposed levels of civiliun compensation.”

Recently the American Federation of Government Employees Couneil o De-
fense Lodges asked fur an independent study of the whole problen: of military-
civilian relationship in the Defense Department. The group was not ta king
S0 nuch about pay as about working relationships. A spokexman for the coun-
cil said the idea of such a study was to reduces tension between the two groups
but the manner of issning the stalement seems calculated to increase tension.

AL EL Casgrain, president of the Defense Cuuncil of AFGE lodges. said mili-
tary men “often have a strong authoritarian approach” 1o management and bave
“little knowledge or understanding of the human relations approach to leader-
ship.”  The result is the civil servant is often a “resentful, sullen, off-the-record
ceritic of the military and of the work environment.,” And he accused the mili-
tary leaders of frequently trying Lo save [uce by “bulling” or "Hufling throngh.”

We have no wish at all, of course, to encourage a dinlog of thisx nature. We -
rhink—we know—that bhoth groups are. made up of loyal, dedicated people. Iint
perhaps a true comparizon conld lead to a better understanding on both sides
sind improve working relationships,  Civil service unions have »necuraged -heir
members to believe military men bave all the advantuges in terms of benelits as
well as all the authority. DBy the nature of their positions, union leaders are
not likely to take an objective look, but a true picture of comparative benelits
might soften the vociferousness of their attacks against military careerists.

The average civil service employee undoubledly honestly belicves that the lax-
free housing and subsistence allowances. the noncontribitory retirement and
ather fringe benefits of the wmilitary man give him an advantage over the civilian
in total coinpensation.

Iut, as you will see frow this study rthe take-home pay of a military man
compared 1o & civil servant of relutively cqual rank and regponsibility—insofar
as such comparisons can Le wade—is less than the elvilian’s. In the tables
accompanying this article and in all comparisons made in i, the compensation
of military men always includes the housing and subsistence sllowances. And
allowance is made for the retired pay deductlon of civilian employecs.

Aldso. as we show in our discussion of comparative retirement benefits. the
civilinn winds up better off in retired pay than military offlcers of higher posi-
tions even when his contribution is taken into account.

In his message on Federal cmployees' pay on February 20, 1962, President
Kennedy told Coogress that over the years the primary emphasis in pay legisla-
fion has been on bringing the luwer salaried cmployees abreast of changes in
the cost of living. The one-time S.5-1 ration between highest aod lowest las-
sifcation Act salaries had shrank to 6 -1 and lower, making it itnpoxsible to offer
iy increases consistent with the additional responsibilities «f grade-to-grade
promotion or o offer an appropriate range of incenfives within a particular
grade. -

And 1he President complained, A Federal employee beginning a profess onal
or administrative career can look forward to o maximum salary increase of no
morve than 43 times his entrance salary, whereas his counterpurt in private in-
dustry can look forward to an increase of G te 7 times his beginning salaryp.”

The 1958 Pay Act for military people emphasized putling the big inerease -
a1 (he higher salary levels. But still the eareer oflicer in (-6 with 30 years’
servive ean look forward to a maximum salary of just about 414 times his
entrance salary as an O-1.

And as for the “appropriate range of incentives wilhin a particolar grade
woe shill show that the longevity inercases for clvil service provide greater
long-range benelits than those of the woidlitary and can be giver more fre-
quently.

A note on intangibles

It any discussion ol carcer advantages, it must be remembered that rhere
are certain intangibles- -intangibles such as the pleasure of serving your country
in ntniform or of serving it in the civilian corps, the public neceptance and respect
secorded one's chosen profession and, quite simply. whal a man wants to do in
life.
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So benefits, in themselves, do not make one career more rewarding than another.

If you like roughing it in the boondocks, the feel of weapons, the smell of the
sea, the freedom of flight; it you like a life of travel and change, and the
accoutrements and paraphernalia of military living, then the service is going to
have strong attachment for you. If you have a natural pbent for life in the field,
no amount of benefits is going to make you happy at a desk. Correspondingly,
if you put great emphasis on a stable family life with roots in a single community
and dislike the regimentation, the completencss of military life, you would not
be happy in it regardless of benefits.

Iaving said this, however, we think it should be kept in mind that intangible
considerations should not be used as an excuse for not providing proper benefits.

This is true both for a simple moral reasons and from the standpoint of
personnel management, since the intangible advantages will not be overriding
in career choice. Also, intangible considerations working against a military
career are very real, even though you cannot put a cost computation on them.

A man’s taste for military life does not erase the disadvantages and often
leads to intangible disadvantages that are a minus factor in career planning.
A man’s love of the sea, for instance, brings with it an enforced separation
from his family. That man continucs his Navy career despite, not because of,
this separation. It is a minus factor that should be taken into consideration
in figuring compensation and benefits.

The point is that the intangible factors are often a two-way strect. "They
gometimes cancel each other out. Intangible disadvantages of a service career
may often tip the scale against staying in the service,

There are many more intangibles in a military career than in civil service,
since a civilian Government career is more like any civilian job, and does not
mean so complete a change in the way of life from private industry as a military
career does.

The big four: Benefit or illusion?

There are four things about the military systems which are most cited as giving
military personnel a tremendous advantage and which arc often used as reasons
for not making the military man’s basic pay comparable with civilian pay:
These are the military retirement system, which is noncontributory ; the system
of tax-frec housing and subsistence allowances, which allegedly results in higher
take-home pay; medical care for the man and fainily at little or no cost; and
exchange and commissary privileges.

We have paid particular attention to these four in making our analysis to
arrive at a true comparison between the military and civilian take-home pay.

We also looked particularly at the comparative job security, advancement
prospects and at the allegation that the civil service must pay more to retain
competent personnel at the higher grade levels, that it is losing good people in
wholesale lots to private industry.

ANALYSIS REVEALS STARTLING CIIANGE IN PAY EQUATION

In comparing military and civil service pay, there is the difficulty of making
comparisons by grade, since the civilian and arined services grades are not, and
are not designed to be, precisely comparable.

Tale-home poy

Historically, the O0—6 (coloncl or Navy captain) has been compared: with the
G8-15. An O-5 is compured with a G8-14, and so on down the line. Those
comparisons are basically fair to the civil servant. A G815 is likely to work
for an O-6; an O-6 rarely works for a G8-15. A G8-14 often works for an 0-5;
an O-5 rarely, if ever, works for a GS-14.

In this matching of job alinement, the civil service employee in grade GS-T
is matched with the O-1, since G8—7 is the sturt of the professional ladder in
civil service today. Up to grade GS-11, the civil servant normally goces two
grades at a time. Grades GS-6, G8-8, and G8-10 are used much less frequently
than grades GS-7, G8-9, and G8-11, The difference in responsibility is not as
great between any two G8 grades as between any two officer grades. Thus in
the matching generally followed, an O-2 is roughly comparable to a GS-9, an
0-3 to a G8-11, and an 0-4 to a GS-13.

We will have more to say about the promotion process in the civil service
classified grades.

This rough alinement of position is tacitly recognized by the Department of
Defense, In its Table of Military-Civilian Relationships for Prisoner of War

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0



Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0

Hentification Purposes  (Defeuse Directive 1001, dated December 14, 1954,
niodified June 20, 1956), O-T'<x and O-S's are cqiated with the supergrades GR-16
through G8-18:; O 4 through 0-6 are ecquated with GS-12 throuzh GS-15; 0 1
(hrough €3 are equated with GR-7 through G8-11.

The Defense Department normally nses thix directive for husiness and social
relationships. A GN-13, stayving overnizht at o military base, for exampie, will
be given the type of quarters an €} 4 would et

In terms of responsibility, the comparison is more than fair ~o the civil servant.
Generally, the respousibility of military officers—particularly in the O-4 tairough
(-6 grades  exceeds that of the civilinns with whom they have been equated
here.  An O--#'s responsibility, we wonld say, is certainly more nearly that of u
GiN-13 than a GS-12, although historically his salary has heen eloser to 1hat of
4 GR-12 than a G8-12.

fut using these rough equations, a quick comparison of the maximum ety for
unilitary and eivillans shows that the recont eivil service raise has cffectively -
mwover the civil service up two grades in the equation—or, to put it another
way, the military have fallen two grades hebind.

Thus, puy inversions have heen ereated between (he military officers and the
civilinns they supervise—the sort of inversiots that eaus<e so noel concerlh when
they oceur between a civilian supervisor and bis civilian sinbor dinate. i

Here ix 2 eomparison of selected military grades with civil service zrades

YEDRRAL PMPIOYEES PAY VFRSIM
MILLFANY P'Y (Moximuws Pay)

Millispy Cav:l Bervien
er-1¢ L]~

”
g-8. 9P 8,435 ,’ 8£-11 10,826

-~

0-4 9,876 4———;95-)2 12,65¢

’ oy
,f 65-13 14, M08

08 31,14 E—al ot 17,48
P

0-6 14,4208 ‘-T’L"'“'" 19,478

” mae 1e,000

A YA
3 A

-1 MM~

LYY
\

c-¢ w1 88-17 20 (o

showing the maximum pay available to the military compared to the masimum
the civil service grades can get,

The figures for officers are not just basic pay. They include the increased
quarters allowance that went into effect Jauuary 1, 1063, and they include sub-
sistence allowances. The figpures for ecivilinns include the January 1, 19064,
increases because they are law and beeause it helps show what military officers
must get in their pay raise to get them back in their furmer position.

The straight arrows show the comparability in pay before the latest, civil
service pay raise started (Qctober 1, 1962). The dotted arrows show the com-
parability, including the civilians' January 1. 1964 raise.

We haven’t used the new pay scales being proposed by Defense beeausa firm
details on them were not available while thisx study was being made. It is also
too eiarly to tell what Congress will do with the Defense recommendations, We
hope that a proper understanding of the value of civil service compensation
when compared with military compensation may lead to an equitable military
iy bill.

l "l‘ho date Defense is now mentloning for the new pay bill, it should he aoted.
i October 1, 1963, just 3 months ahead of the second step of the eivilian raise.
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Also, the President is recommending higher increases in those civilian scales,
averaging more than 5 percent, and reports are that the President is going to
push the proposal strongly. The percentage increase would be about 10.2 per-
cent at the GS—15 entrance level. Raises would go as high as 26 percent for the
supergrades, since they did not share fully in the raise bill voted last year. We
have not used any of these further increases in the pay computations of this
article.

But it is interesting to note that the beginning. pay of a GS-7, under the pay
scale that goes into effect January 1, 1964, is $488 a month ($5,795 a year). Iiven
under the increases recommended by the Defense Study Group on Military Com-
pensation, as available at the time this article went to press, the beginning
compensation for an O-1—inctuding housing and subsistence allowances—would
be only $412 a month., It is now $355 a month.

But in comparing military and civilian salary, the charge is still made that
the military officer is better off, even if his total compensation is less, because
he gets to keep more--his tax-free allowances means a higher net pay. And
the compensation figures above do not include the civil gervant's retirement
deduction.

But detailed analysis shows that even with these factors considered, and even
before the recent pay raise, the civil scrvant came out better in the matter of
actual take-home pay.

T.ot's take the O—5 and the ¢8-14. Comparing their income and take-home pay
hefore October 1, 1962—this is, before the civil service pay raise started, or before
the housing allowance increase for the military—we see the following :

The O-5 has a gross pay of $10,740. This includes the base pay, housing
allowance, and subsistcnce allowance. The base pay is the average for an O-5H
who makes his grade at normal promotion point (16 years) and spends 6 years
in grade. The housing allowance was $136.80, and subsistence was $47.88 a
month,

We will assume he has two children for tax purposes. And we will assume a
standard 10-percent deduction for tax purposes.

His income tax—paid just on base pay—is $1,070. Iis 1962 social security
tax was $150. Remaining take-home pay : $9,526.

Ttor the G8-14 we also assume two children and the standard 10-percent deduz-
tion for tax purposes. His gross pay is $13,000 a year. This again is an
average for the grade, coming out to the equivalent of the fourth step. (There
were nine steps altogether under the old scale, including the so-called longevity
steps. Longevity increases in civil service are based on time in grade and are
unrelated to total service.)

Tig retirement deduction (6% percent) comes to $846. His income tax is
$2,008. Remaining take-home pay is $10,146.

Even eranking in a value of several hundred dollars for frec medical care and
exchange and commissary privileges—the other two members of the alleged Big
Tour of military compensation—as calculated later in this article, the take-home
penefits of the G814 are still a bit above the O-5.

Now let's 100k at the GS8—14 when he gets to the pay scale in effect on January
1, 1964. His yearly pay now comes to $14,800, This is a little less than the
fourth step of a GS-14. (There are nine steps for the G814 under the new
pay scale.) His 614-percent retirement deduction comes to $067. Income tax
takes $2,460. Remaining take-home pay is §11,463.

It can also be shown that over a full career a civil servant winds up with more
take-home money than a military officer.

If the reader will refer to tables 1, 2, and 8 he will find an analysis of take-
home pay projected over a sample 30-year carcer.

Tables 1 and 2 compare the take-home pay of a military officer and a classified
¢ivil servant before the quarters increase that started January 1, 1963, and
hefore the civil service raise that started October 1, 1962.

The table for an officer shows his years in each grade, his gross pay (base pay
plus subsistence and guarters allowances), his social security deduction, esti-
mated number of children for tax purposes, income tax, and remaining take-home
pay per year and for the total years in that grade. TFrom this his total take-
home pay over a 30-year career is computed. TIlis average yearly take-home pay
is also shown,
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TABLE w1
TAKE-HOKE PAY OF MILITARY OFFICER BERORE JAY, 1, 1963
Grous | B8 |Child~} Income | Tsxe-Houe| Total Pay
Grade {Yrs,| Pay Tex {rem Tax Pay "’ In GQrade
0-1 2 | #4,200 | 983 1 $120 4,067 # 8,114
0-2 | L ] 5,800 | 127 3 354 8,419 14,887
0-3 2 7,310 | 150 ] 72 &, 888 33,440
0-4 L] 4,820 { 180 ] 208 7,884 47,184
0-8 § |10,740 {150 b 1,070 9,820 87,120
0-8 ‘8 {13,840 {1850 0 2,467 10,933 87,4684
39 Yesrly Aysrage #8,310 . [$249 879
TABLE #2

TAKE-MOME PAY OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEZ BEFORE OCT. 1, 1063

Oross [Retirs-/Child-} Incone | Take-Noms| Total Pay

Grsde | Yra.| Pay ment ren Tax Pay In Grade
Ga-7 3 | $5,400] 9381 1 8812 | 4,407 8,874
03-9 3 8,800} €29 2 708 8,483 10,038
G3-11 -] T,950] &18 3 835 6,59'5 22,008
as-11 4 #,200| B9B 3 1,033 7,870 30,280
G5-13 8 [ 11,0007 718 B 1,438 8,847 44,338
. as-14 9 {12,800 819 a | 1,024 9,857 89,143
G8-13 8 ]14,320] 928 0. _2;,625 10,870 84,020
-30 Yearly Average  $8,349 3250,472

TABLE #3

TAKE-HOME PAY OF FEDRRAL EMPLOYEEZ AFPTER JAN, 1, 1944

Gross- Retire-i{Child-|Income | Take-Home| Tutsl Pay
Grade |Yrs.}Pay meant ren Tax Pay In Grade
as-7 2 |$8,830 3432 1 5822 |%3,498 $.0,092
as-9 32 7,350 477 3 871 8,002 12,004
a8-11 S €,052 .31 R/ 1,053 7,411 37,053 -
Ga-12 4 |[10,722 @898 3 1,383 8,841 44,584
65-13 B 12,726 B24 3 1,788 10,104 50,320
GE~14 8 14,890 P87 32 2,460 11,463 68,778
P PR N —— e —— e
Gs-13 & |17,72% 1,152 0 3,573 {12,837 7,983
30 Yenily Average 39,763 $291,803

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0



Approved For Release 2005/04/2116C8A-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0

The years in grade are what would be logged by an officer following & roughly
normal career pattern. The base pay figure used is what be would average out to
cover his years in grade with his longevity. Tor example, if the officer, spends 6
vears as an O-4 and has 10 years longevity when he enters the grade, we show 2
years at the base pay of an O—4 with 10 years service, 2 years as an 0O-4 with 12
years and 2 years as an O-4 with 14 yoars. These will be added together and
divided by 6 to get the base pay figare for the O-4 level in the table. To this
is added the quarters allowance ($119.70 a month for an O-4 with dependents)
and subsistence allowance ($47.88 a month for all officers) to get his gross pay
figure.

Tncome tax, of course, is only computed on base pay.

The end coluinn shows the total salary he carned in that grade.

The table for the civil servant shows the number of years in each grade, the
average annual pay, the deductions for retirement, the number of children for
tax purposes (same as for the officer at all points), income tax, remaining an-
nual take-home pay, and the total earned in each grade.

The table assumeg a promotion pattern for a career civil service classified
employec ending in grade G8—15 with 80 years’ service. For this we have as-
sumed a promotion pattern of 2 years in grade G817, 2 in GS-9, 5 in GS-11,
4 in G8-12, b in G813, 6 in G8-14, and 6 in GS-15. The salary figure, as for
the military, is the average of what is earned over the number of years in grade
taking into account step increases.

We haven't figured these steps as high as some recent studies but the salary
does not necessarily start at the beginning step for each grade. The law calls
for a minimum increase on promotion to a higher grade at least equivalent to a
two-step increase within the employee’s old grade.

Table 8 projects the take-home pay of a civil servant over a full career based
on the pay scales to go into effect January 1, 1064. It doesn’t include any addi-
tions recommended by the President this year. Hven so, it shows the recent
pay act has moved the civil servant astonishingly far ahead of the military man.

Notice should be taken that the social security tax for militarv officers rose
to $174 a year in 1963.

CIVILIANS GET MORE PROMOTIONS, LONGEVITY PAY

It is nccessary now to justify the career progress of the civil service classified
employee as projected in these tables.

It will be said that the civil servant does not progress along any regular pat-
tern as the military officer does, that many never get above the middle grades.
This is true. It is also true that those who are not promoted are not foreed
out,

And it is proper to compare those who go up in the civil service with those
who stay in the military system. TFor though 12 years ago it was true that
the great majority of professional employees never got above the middle grades,
it is not true today.

And, while many career employees never got above the middle level grades,
most frequently the are employces who started down in the clerical grades
(below GS-7). Professional employees with higher schooling move up if they
have ability. These are the ones we properly compare with officers.
Promotion, longevity

The employes can come into the civil service anywhere along the scale, de-
pending on their experience and training. There are no statutory provisions
requiring extended time in grade for the civil service. The minimum time in
grade required for promotion is 1 year—for all grades. The military officer
averages over 4 years in a grade and he never spends less than 3 yearg in a
senior grade before moving up.

There are also no limitations on the numbers in grade in the civil service
until one gets above G8—15. In the supergrades, G8-16 through GS-18, there is
a numerical limit, but Congress recently excluded scientist and engineer jobs
from the limitation, so that restriction is somewhat meaningless.

On June 30, 1962, there were 1,058,485 classified employees. There were 505,-
ig(} in grades G&-7 and above. And there were 28,622 GS-14’s and 11,412 GS-

5’s.

Tn 1950 there were 2,306 GS—15’s for a total force of 701,824 and a force in

GS-7 and above of 237,349,
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The supergrades didn't start in the Classitied Aet service until 1949, As of
last June 30 there were 1,376 GS-16's, 552 GS-1T'w, and 264 GS-18N:: a total
uf 13,614 in grades GS-15 amd above.

I 1950 there were 220 GS-16's. 32 GS-17'5, and 23 G8-1s's. Total in grades
(:8-13 and above in 1930 : 2.601.

This adds up to about a vne-fourth increase in the total number of eu-ployees
since 1950 and about Ave times the number of higher grade employees.

The number of supergrades has undoubtedly gone up since last June 30 with
the removal of the limitations by Congress.

Another interesting fact is the swelling in the size of the professional force
(GR-T and above) from one-third the total classified force in 1930 (235,349) to
one-half the cluassified force in 1962 (505.586).

To look at the question another way. let's examine some comparable numbers
for Q-6 and GS 15,

The Federal service last June 30 had 11,412 GS-13's for « force of 1,958,483,
About 1.14 pereent. -

The Army as of last November 30 had 5,000 O-6's for an Army of 936,842
about 0.52 percent.

The Navy had 4,116 O 6's (captuins) for a Navy of 632,271—about 0.62
pereent.

To take one quick O 5 example: The Army had 12255 O S's——abot .28 -
percent.

The classified service had 23.622 GS-14's—about 2.24 percent.

We do not wish to overstate the case. Admittedly, (he Armay would have
more bodies at the lower levels, having divisions full of foot soldiers. Ad-
wittedly, the civil service classified employees sometimes supervise employees
of other systems—such as wage board employces. And admlittedly, the civil
service professional groups were underpaid In 1950 and deserved higher pay
and, perhaps, more top positions.

Dt still. the figures do show they bave moved ahewd of the military sarvices
and confirm that our sample of a civil service eareer progression is besically
fair.  We feel it is a fulr assumption the bright man ean ge up faster in civil
service than in military service.

The civil servant’s promotion iy based on 1aerit job availability. and increased
responsibility.  He normally competes with a very limited number for promo-
tion-—just hix own ageney and often just his immediate office.

In addition ro the legal limtations, a miitary officer culk:petes with all the
officers of like service and grade throughout the service. Ile meects a stiffer
merit test (through the sclection systems). IIe must pass physical and some-
times written exams and there is 2 more marked increase in responsibility when
he is promoted.

Most officers are “selected out” before being able to complete 30 years,

We do not want to get into the relative merit of efficiency and ftness reports.
In practice a man nceds top markings in both system to keep going up. It
might be noted, however, that the clvil service reporting system is not alw ays as
strict.  An employee i3 marked on three churncteristics, he sces his reports and
Ite may institute grievances against those considered unfair.

A military officer is rated on many characteristics. Ile dees not have much
leeway fo question hig reports.  An “average” oflicer isx “deud" as far ss pro- -
motion is concerned.

Another factor that has led to a great swelling in the upper levels of civil
service ranks and one never mentioned by the civil serviee untons is the practice of
upgrading without clinging jobs. An employee’s job deseription is rewritten:
he does the same job but is promoted & grade or two higher. Thix method has .
been nsed to inerease pay when raises weren’t conming as fast as they liked.

Juseph Young, Government columnist for the Washington Star, on December
17, 1962, reported the followine :

“The Civil Service Commlission has told Governmenl departments and agen-
vies to quit inflating Job grades now that Federal pay has been put on a basis
comparable with industry.

YAl recent meeting with (he executive officers of the various departments
aml agencies, the CSC said there was no farther justiication for giviig em-
ployees higher pay grades than they are entitled to.

“Warren Irens, CRC exeeniive director, polnted out that the average grade

in the Govermment clussified service is now grade 7 (starting salary 23,540 a
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vear). Only 4 years ago the average grade in Government was 6.4. And it
wasn't more than 10 or 12 years ago that the average grade was grade D.

“What happencd was that agencies, in ordoer to retain and attract the best
emplovees, gave them higher grades than their jobs and duties actually called
for. 'This was because Wederal pay trailed industry so badly that inflated job
srades was the only way to attempt to compete with industry in paying higher
gsularies.

“While the CSC didu't actually encourage agencies to inflate job grades, it
didr’t do anything drastic to discourage them.

“Xow, however, the CSC hag served notice that it will not tolerate inflated
job grades. Irom now on, employces grades will be set and determined strictly
by their job duties and responsibilities, CSC officials said. Incidentally, Con-
gress has been critical in recent years of the practice of inflating job grades.

“To show how prevalent has been this practice of raising grades above what
they normally should be, these figures are cited :

“Trederal employment rose by 96,000 during the past 4 years. During the same
period there has been a 78,000 increase in the number of grades 11 through 15.

“Of course, not all this resulted from grade inflation. As the Government
intensified its activitics in the fields of science and technology, there was need
for more scientists, engineers, and so forth with the result that there were more
higher-grade jobs available.

“8till, the large increases in upper grade jobs resulted in part from inflating
the worth of a job by raising its grade.

“Tor example, the Army Depariment’s record in this regard has caused con-
siderable eyebrow raising.

“Irespite the fact that Army’s total civilian employment during the past 4
vears decreased by 14,000 there was an 8,000 increase in the number of grades
11 to 15. CSC officials suspect that there has been considerable job grade in-
flation going on in Army.”

The figures for the Army arve startling but one finds similar experiences in
other areas. 'To take just one more example, the Bureau of Naval Weapons,
in its semi-annual statistical report for the period ending June 30, 1962, lists a
total of 3,437 full-time civilian personnel—including ungraded employees.

A breakdown in the report shows there were 89 promotions from grade GS-13
to G8-14 and 29 promotions from G8-14 to G815 in the 6-month period. On an
annual basis that works out to a 32-percent promotion of GS-13s to GS-l4s
and a 1614-percent promotion of GS-14s to GS-15s.

By contrast, in the Navy about 10 percent of O—4g are promoted to O-5 yearly
and about 6 percent of O-5g are promoted to O-6,

The Bureau had 356 GS8-14s and 159 GS-15% on June 30. If the 6-monthg’
promotion experience for G8-14s was the same for the first half of the fiseal
year that would be 178 new GS-14s (2 times 89).

That’s a 50-percent increase in (38-14 grades in 1 ycar.

As a result of such upgrading, the Budget Bureau, as another well-known
c¢ivil service columnist Jerry Klutz of the Washington Post, reported recently,
is taking steps to stop the practice.

According to Kluttz, the upgrading of jobs has added $1.2 billion to the ecivil
gorvice payroll budget since 1957. In other words, a sort of hidden pay raise
over the last 6 years.

It is interesting to note that the total upgrading cost, $1.2 billion, is roughly
the same as the price tag put on the pay raise proposed for the military services.

A further point which we feel should get more careful study than it has
received is the oft-repeated cry that Federal employees are being lost to private
industry and that higher salaries are required for them if the Government is
to compete with industry for talent,

The turnover statistics usually published don’t take into account the intra-
Government movement.

The Burcau of Naval Weapons report listed above includes a breakdown of
separations during the period January 1, 1962, to June 30, 1962, Note that this
was before the first phase of the recent pay raise went into effect.

The report shows 354 sepavations during the 6-month period—on the surface
a fairly big turnover. But the breakdown of the rcasons for leaving show that
only 36 went to private industry compared to 59 who went to the National Aero-
nautics and Space Adminigtration, 60 who transferred to other Government
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agencieg, and 66 who transferred within the Navy. So a tolal of 185, over 50
pereent of separations, transferred to other Government jabs,

The other separations included 41 women employees wha left fov such rea-
~ons s “maternity,” “warriage,” “follow husband," and “family responsibility.”
And the balance was attrition due to ceaths, refiremenis, jobs abolisbhel and
cuiployees returning to school, home, ote.

‘Phe employees dre leaving ror better jobs but the belier jols are mostly else-
where in Government,

The yearly loss rate to indusiry for this group was 2.3 percent. Ruther low,
expecially since it includes all grade levels. The wilitary loss rate is much
higher.

Longevity

We would like to twrn now 1o the question of longevity inercases and examine
how promotions and loagevity afleet the growilh of pay over a whole career for .
womilitary man and a civil servant following the promotion patterns we used
above,

Increases in compensation in the Governmwent coine from three sourves pay
and benelits increases voted by Congress, pay inereases thial come with promo-
Tion, and increases given for longevity (in-siep increases in ¢ivil servicer.

Just what pay bills will be pasxed over a carveer cannol, of couarse, be aun yzed,

jut based uporr present longevity and promotion patterns we ean make sote
comparisons of how promotions ated longevity provide monetary rewuard in
civilian and military carcers.

The pay raixes due to promotion—that i~ the amount wonthiy pay s in-
ereased—in a 30-year career amount to 837% a month for an oflicer who zllows
the normal carecr patteru—ending up a colonel. A civil servant following the
promotion pattern mentioned in our earlier table to reach grade GR-15 gels pay
increases due to promotion of $4G4 a month.

[Kver with the changes proposed by the 'entugon pay study group the mili-
tary monthly pay increase would he only 8163, So the pay bill as proposed
would merely bring the officer up level with ¢ivil service in this category. This
takes no acecount of the fuct that an oflicer zoving to colonel on normal promo-
lion points has had a lot more respousibility over the length of his career and
in hiis top grade than a civil servant who rises to GX 15,

The tligures used here ineliude the rentil and subsistence allowance of officers—
those factors usually mientioned as giving the military o big advantage.

fncreases in pay due to lomfevity now coine to 3436 over an oficer’s career.
Again, this is the monthly increase projected over the Tull 30-year carcer.

Civil service pay increases duc to longevity come to 3580 a monih over a
comparable 30-year carcer.

ven with the recommendations of the pay study group, the total monthly
increase in 30 years for a niilitary officer would vnly be 5474,

It i3 also interesting {o note the muanner of longevity increases.  Civil service
longevity rates average out to 2.26 pereent a year,

Iiven noting the pay study group's tables available at the time this was writ-
ten the increase for military oflicers due to lohgevity would be 11.9 percent for
the tirst 3 years and only 1.7 pereent a year thereafter.  For the last 8§ years of -
an officer's career—again assuming normal promotion pattern awd retirement on
S0 vearsas an O 4 the inerease is less than 1 percem a year,

The recent pay act accentuates the advantage in longevity inereases for a
civil servant over a military mau.

Lets compare our O 5 awd our (GR-14 agzain: -

The O 3 has three longevity hikes if he follows the normal patiern—:ut 1<,

20, and 22 vears. After that he goes up or out.  [lis longevity raises are %580
and come every 2 years, Total range of longevity inereases: $1,940.  iI» can
only get three.

The GS8-14 step invreases are $450.  IIe can get nine.  One a year for the first
3 veidrs one every.2 years for the next 4 years, and one every 3 years for the
next 9 years. Total range of longevity increases : 33,600,

The President has signed an Executlve order telling the Federal agencies to
put into effect the provision of Iast year’s pay law that allows quicker pay
jumps for high quality perfortance. That means an employee can be given an
exira step increase for doing outstanding work. Ruch extra increases cun be
siven to one employee no more than once cvery 12 months, The President
lias nlso told Federal agencies to use the authority to hire employees at higher
than starting levels of a grade in order to meet private industry competition.
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The military have nothing comparable to the provision for extra pay fox: high
quality performance. There is authority in law for responsibility pay but it has
never been used. A small percentage of enlisted men can get proficiency pay of
$30 or $60 a. month.

Civil Service now has authority also to withhold regular step increases from
employees whose work does not meet an “acceptable level of competence.” Civil
Service unions are trying to get thig provision of law repealed.

As we said, the increase in responsibility with each promotion is greater for
a military officer than for a Classification Act civil servant. The increased re-
sponsibility that comes with seniority within rank is also much more marked.
A civil servant’s work responsibility may not change for years in a grade—in
fact, his longevity steps were designed originally as cost-of-living inecreases for
those who do not get promoted but who give long service in a job.

Tor the serviceman the pattern is far different. With the change in assignment
every 2 years or so, there generally comes more responsibility each time, a
steady increase as he gains experience and time in grade. He has to be capable
of taking on ever more responsibility or in time he will be forced out.

Earlier studies

As we said at the start, precise comparisons between the Civil Service and
the military ranks are difficult. Anyone attempting a study such as this is
bound to be accused of comparing applés and oranges. ’

But we do believe all of the facts presented here in balance, bear out the con-
clusion that the civil servant has many advantages in pay and promotion over
military officers, that the sample career progression used in- our analysis is
basically fair, and that civil’ service classified employees have moved signifi-
cantly ahead of military men in take-home pay. . ) - S

The civil service advantage will still hold in the total picture when one con-
gidets retirement, survivor protection and other fringe benefits, though the
military does have a marked advantage in some areas. ,

In December of 1901 this newspaper broke the story of a study done at that
time in the Pentagon on military and civilian take-home pay. It was designed to
show that while military people made less they take home more.

That study was used by those who decided against a military raise last year.

‘FREE’ SYSTEM OBSCURES RETIRED PAY RELATIONSHIP

A comparison of our analysis with that one shows the figures are very close.

For the O-5 their gross pay figure is $400 higher than ours and their take-
home pay $300 higher. We assumed a somewhat different level of longevity for
pay purposes.

The Defense study did not try to balance out the total benefits over a whole
career, as we have here. It simply picked up comparisons at several points in
the scale.

For civiliang, the Defense study tables took the average earnings by grade for
all Government agencies as of June 30, 1961. The closeness of our gross pay
figures to theirs would indicate we were correct in estimating average salary in
grade for our projection of a civilian career. For a GS8-15, for example, the
Defense study estimated total salary of $14,455 compared to $14,450 in our study.
Since theirs was made a year earlier, ours would appears to be conservative,

On take-home pay they estimated $10,787 while ours came out $10,971—a. dif-
ference of slightly under $200. The difference is that the Defense study in-
cluded the deductions for medical care, and for life insurance, which we have
compared separately. We put the average cost of medical care coverage for
the civil servant at $151, Yearly insurance deductions run about $60.

The Defense study merely compared take-home pay after standard deductions.
It did not go into the comparative valuc of what those deductions buy, as we will
here, or into a discussion of comparative fringe benefits as is done in this study.
Also, the Defense analysis did not go into the long-range effect of longevity and
promotion policy on pay and on total earnings over a career. Nor did it examine
whether the military man might be just as well off—or better—if he contributed
to his retirement like the civil servant does. We'll examine this question in the
next section.

But basically the statistical comparisons were close. And it is interesting to
note that even using the older Defense table the take-home pay of a GS-15 was
increased $2,000 a year by the raise that goes into effect next January 1.

‘Will the combination of the new military raise and the new quarters allowance
increase add that much to the O-6’s take-home pay?
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Retirement restrictions

The civil servant is under a 2-year ban on selling to the Government. This is
an ancient criminal statute, seldom Invoked, that applies Lo all officers of the
Government, civilian and military.

The military officer, in additlon to this, is under a 3-year ban against selling
to any agency of the Defensc Department, including a rather ill-defined re-
striction on “indirect sclling” which Includes any kind of contract work with
the Government or leadlng to Government contracts.

At the recent conference on problems of niilitary retirees sponsored by the
Air Force Association and the Departinent of Labor, a representative of incustry
xaid that the restriction was so uncertain that many frins were refusing to hire
retired military officers to avoid trouble with the Government.

There hus been a lot of tulk and discussion and headlines and congressional
investigation of the dangers of unduce influence by retired military oificers.
One never hears the same charges about former eivilian employees of the
Government, and a preliminary congressional investigation into the influences
of scientists and engineers who work as consultants for both the Government
and private firms was quletly ealled off.

The retired military officer i8 also restrleted by the Dual Employment Act -
which prevents Regular officers from holdiug most Federal jobs and by the
dual compensation laws which limit the totel income of most who do work
for the Government to $10,000 a year,

Federal employecs do not normally work for the Government after retircment.

They are not forced into a 2-career life such as the up-or-out theory that
governs the military,

Leaving nside the gquestion of whether or not the up-or-out pattern is the most
desirable way to handle armed service officer personnel, the fact is the military
officer 18 subjected to it. Ile must be able to move up at regular points, or he
is forced out.

Lxcept for the very small percentage who make general or flag officer (less
than 1 percent of the entire officer corps), even those who complete a successful
carcer according to the normal pattern, reaching an O-G rank, are forced
out at 30 years' service, whether they want to leave or not. I: is true that this
means a longer period of drawing retired pay than ls generally true for
civilians—Iin Government or vut—but It I8 done for exigencies of the service
and not with the benefit of the individual in mind. In fact, a study of military
retirement laws will show that they have always been used primarily as a tool
of personnel adipinistration, vitalization of the Active Force Leing considered
first rather than the benefit of the individual.

This basic situation never scems to be tuken intuv account in considering the
restrictions on retired military officers working for the Government.

Retired civil servants can work for the Government as consultantx, and a eeent
Court of Claims decision upheld thelr right to work as consullants and continue
to draw full retired pay.

Regular wilitary officers ean work as cousullants to the Government—but
their income is subject to the dual compensation limitation. A relirec civil
servant whose retired pay is above 310,000 can work for the Government as a
consultant with no limit on bis consultant pay. A retired military officer with b
ilie same retired pay could not receive any consultant fees from the Goverament
regardless of thelr comparative years of service.

There are other restrictions on the military. They are subject to recall invol-
nntarily. For sowe time there has been confusion as to just how much they are
subject to military laws and as to when, and If, their retired pay can be cat off.

Advantage: The civil servant all the way.

Medical care

The Government provides complete medical and hospital care for the military
man and the benefit contlnues after he retires on a space available basis
Ioxpital spuce is no longer being programed for retired personnel anc with
the steady. heavy incerease in the number on the retired rolls, the time is not
far off when space just won't e avallnble. Other methods of providing retired
cire are being looked inte, such as a possible group insurance plan madeled after
that available to civil servants.

Medical eare is alse provided to military dependents with only a small cost
when hospitalized. No dental care is provided for dependents in the United
States, It is occasionally available overseas.
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Civil servants generally get no free medical care or medical and hogpital
service in Government facilities. .

Certain Federal employees get care in Government facilities in certain cases.

Civil servants get group health coverage for which they pay about two-thirds
the premium cost and the Government pays the remainder.

The medical insurance cost varies according to how much insurance the
employee wants to buy and how many people he wants to cover. There are more
than 30 separate plans available and, naturally, single people pay le_ss than
married employees providing coverage for familics, The high option includes
all the coverage you can get under a glven plan. The low option under the Blule
Cross-Blue Shield plan is $3.44 every 2 weeks and the high option is $5.82. This
is the plan most employees have. (¥or single employees, by comparison, the costs
run $2.11 and $1.30.) Tor a female employee with a nondependent husband
the cost usually runs about $1.30 higher than for regular family coverage. .

Taking the standard family coverage, which would include the great majority
of Federal employees, and taking the high option in all cases, to get service
most nearly comparable to what military families get, the Blue Cross-Blue Shield
figure is a good average.

Thus the cost of mediecal care runs $151.32 a year.

The cost for military dependents for hospitalization runs $1.75 per day in
military facilities. In civilian hospitals, $1.75 a day or $25, whichever is greater.

A number of items are not paid for by the Government. For example, patients
pay extra for private rooms. There are also dollar maximums the Government
will pay for certain services and limits to the number of days’ hospitalization for
some disorders. There are also charges for some nonhospital care.

Civil servants who get group hospitalization will probably have some costs in
addition to what their policy covers, depending upon their income, And, of
course, in many cases they will have medical care costs not covered by their
group plan, such as routine doctor visits, So it is fair to assume the civil servant
will have medical care costs over and above their insurance premiums equal to
what dependents have to pay.

Thus, the dollar value—about $151 a year—of the medical care provided mili-
tary personnel and their dependents is about the same as the civil servant pays
in health plan fees. Because the civil servant will pay extras beyond his fees if
actually sick, the gap between the two groups widens.

This is for the most widely-used clvil service plan. Bven if one took the plan
that provides the maximum care—which is not widely used—the premium would
be $11.51 every 2 weeks, or $299.26 a year. And this is tax deductible.

Advantage: All on the side of the military.

PX’s—commissarics

Civil service employees have no exchanges or commissaries except when sta-
tioned overseas or at some remote stateside activities.

Almost all military personnel have exchange privileges and the great majority
have commissary privileges. It allows them to buy groceries and a great variety
of other items at somewhat reduced prices.

At one time the privilege was a substantial one for the military man. It has
been whittled down since World War II due in part to political pressure from
local and national retail groups. But it is still a benefit which is of value to a
military family.

How much of an asset is it in monetary terms? The Defenge Military Pay
Study Group put a price tag on the benefit in terms of the cost of the Govern-
ment of providing it.

They found that commissary privileges are worth $46.20 a year per officer
and exchanges are worth $27.18 per officer. For enlisted men the figure averaged
out to $24.76 and $17.83. This would make the total value of the two worth
$73.38 to the average officer, $42.58 to the man.

The Pay Study Group arrived at its figures by taking the actual cost to the
Government qf providing the benefit and dividing it by the total number of men
involved. This figuring from the Government cost angle is, of course, an aceept-
able way to compute the value of a benefit.

Bqt we think the figure is too low, particularly for commissaries. When it is
conmdered‘th_at many do not have commissary privileges it is clearly seen that
the value is increased for thogse who do. And since some of those who do not
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are fed by the Government we think it is fair to consider the increased vatue of
colmissary privileges to those who have it

A precise figure on the number who use commissaries is not available and
therefore an exact computation of the benefit of the privilege cannot be made.
But we think the annual eost savings to & man shopping in eommissaries would
likely be about double the figure arrived at by the study group -that is, $92.40
for an officer.

The exchange cost estimates made by the study group would appear (o be more
nearly correct, since almost everyone has exchange privileges and since what is
bought there is not as often basic-need itewms.  Also, exchange prices on most
items are closer to the normal comuwercial costs than commissary prices.

But again to be conservative, let's Increase the estimated value to the indivi-
dual by 350 percent over that estimated by the pay study group. 1hat would put
the annual value at $40.77 for the average officer.

So--using our liberal calculations--the total annual value of commissary and -
exchange privileges to the typical officer is about %133,

That's about $2.05 a weck.

Advantage . A military benefit, but obviouxly not nearly as important as a lot
of people consider it to be.

Note that the total of the much heralded commissary, exchange, and mediceal -~
cire privileges would be about 8280 a year-—ahout &5 a week., [ardly the equiva-
lent of a maodest pay ralse.

The Military Pay Study Group’s caleulation of medical ¢are benefit, again by
t:king the total annual cost and dividinz by the total personnel, came ol some-
what higher than ours., They computed the value at $119.50 for the officer and
K173.39 for his dependents,  (For enlisted moen, 3111018 for themselves and $90.60
for dependents.)  We rejected this approuch because we felt the total medical
budzet includes a lot of expenditures that are not reflectd in service to patients.

Pul it is interesting to note that if one took the stndy group's projections in
medical eare and commissary and exchaunge privileges the tolal value of the bene-
fits would be slill only $366.27 ($119.50 4 $173.39 - $46.20 4  $27.18), only 886
more than our estimate. And that's the equivalent of about &7 a week,

Worlkweck

The civil service worker normally works an S-hour day, a 40 honr week, Craft
amd skilled workers --the so-cilled blue collar foree- normal'y get time and a
half for overtime and “wolden time” for Suniay or for a =eventh day in a work-
weck.

The general schedule or white-collar eivil serviee employees are paid time aml a
half for the first 61335 of their salaries. This is figured on an hourly basis even
though, strictly speaking, the classified employee is salaried aand not paid by the
hour. For employees whose annual salary exceeds 86435 the overtime hour rate
of compensation is an amount equal to one and one-half times rhe hourly rate for
86,435, The result is that employees earning more than $6,4375 receive the snme
hourly rate for overtime.

Emplovees enrning $15,030 or more do nnt get any overtime pay.

As a practical matter this teans employees up to about GS-8 receive tirnwe and
a4 half for overtime,

The law provides that the Federal employee can be given overtime pay or -
compensatory time off.  requentiy. compen=atory time is given for extra work,

In fairness to the civil servants it should be pointed out that when a Federal
cemplovee takes any time off during the day for a personal errand he chacges it
in most cases to his leave—unlike military men and most private indoastry em-
ployees. It should also be pointed out that some higher grade Federal employeces -
take work home or put in overtime without charging the Government for it.

Twao points stand out, however. As a normal rule the civil cwuployee is com-
mitted to hig job for only 40 hours a week with very infrequent demands for
long, burdensonie hours. And, when he does work overtime, except at tbe very
top mdministrative levels, he gets paid for it or gets tiwe off later. Most classified
cinployees get more than regular time pay.

The military man zets no overtime pay of any kind, Tle is available for duty as
nrdered by his commanding oflicer and he gets a set pay per month, independent
of how many hours a day or days a week he works.

t Enlixted men =killed in thelr jobs get pro pay—less than 13 percent of the
totul enlisted foree receive it--but this is for special skill and is totally unrelated
fo hours or pressure of work. The enlisted eraftstan ge(ling pro say i
mechanie, a technician—gets less money than a civillan blue-collar worker earns
in w regular 40-hour week.)
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The military man gets no additional compensation and rarely gets time off for
overtime work ; that is, work over 40 hours a week that the average civilian con-
giders overtime. What's more the military man works more than 40 hours as a
matter of course.

A sampling of 90,000 scrvicemen recently made by the Defense Department’s
Military Pay Study Group shows that the average workweek for officers and en-
listed men is over 50 hours a weck, and workweeks as long as 65 hours are not un-
common,

Something in the neighborhood of 20 percent of servicemen work 65 hours or
more. Pilots in the Army and Air Force average 58 hours a4 week. Ground com-
bat soldiers—Army and Marinc—average 55-60 hours a week. Army and Air
Force officers as a whole averaged 53 hours a week, combat pilots in the Air Force
in licutenant grade average over 70 hours a week, Navy and Army enlisted men
average 50 and 55 hours a weck.

In addition, there is the irregularity of military hours—night watches and
such—and the fact that a man sometimes is unable to leave his station for long
periods—aboard ship, in the field, on long flights, for example.

This is not to suggest that compensation systems be changed. By the nature
of military life it would be well nigh impossible to start paying time and a half
for overtime. And certainly we are not suggesting that civil service overtime
be abolished. But it is clear that the military man makes a much larger commit-
ment of his time and encrgies toward his job than the civil servant does and this
factor should be taken into account in determining his total compensation.

Advantage: lmphatically on the side of civil service.

Annual lcave

Military men get 30 days’ leave a year. Civil Service employees get up to
26 days a year. On the surface it looks ag if the military man has the advan-
tage. But let’s look a little closer.

The civil servant with less than 3 years’ service carns 13 days’ leave a year.
Those with more than 3 but less than 15 years’ scrvice get 20 days a year,
Employees with 15 or more years' service get 26 days a year. FEmployees can
count prior military service in determining years of service for leave purposes.
Employees can carry up to 30 days’ leave from one year into the noxt. Military
men can get accrued leave pay—basic pay and allowances—for up to 60 days’
accrued leave only when separated from service.

Gencerally, I'ederal employees can take leave at their own discretion. Military
leave is granted by the commanding officer and normally only 10 percent of an
activity is permitted to be on leave at one time. Xtegularly, civil servants and
military officers lose leave, although it appears military men losc leave more
often than civilians do.

Clvilian employecs, as noted in the discussion of the workweck, take leave for
personal errands, which military people generally do not.

But a big difference is that civilian leave is measured in working days, Mili-
tary leave is counted in calendar days. A military man with 30 days’ leave
gets 4 weeks and 2 days off. He needs 36 days of his type leave to equal the
civilian employee, whose 26 days means 5 calendar weeks and 1 day vacation.

Over a 80-year carcer the civilian employee gets 675 working days of leave
(13 times 3 plus 11 times 20 plus 16 times 268). The serviceman gets 640 work-
ing days ofleave (five-sevenths of 30 times 30).

Advantage : On the side of the civilian employee.

Retirement

No benefit given military personnel has received as much ballyhoo as the al-
legedly glorious military retirement system. Let us hasten to add that neither
the military nor the civil service retirement systems are anything to be sneezed
at. DBoth are exceptionally fine systems compared with the millrun of bencfity
in private industry.

But the military is usually considered to have the big advantage over the civil
servant in retirement. This impression arises from the simple fact that military
retirement is free and the civil servant contributes money toward his. Over
the lifetime career projected in table No. 8 in last week’s issue, using the January
1, 1964, pay scale, a civil servant will contribute $22,689 toward his retirement.

The military man’s retirement, starting at 50 percent on 20 years’ service, goes
to a maximum of 75 percent for 30 or more years' service. It is computed on
base pay only. He also gets social security at age 62 to 65, to which he con-
tributes up to $174 a year.
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Civil servants contribute 61, pereent of thetwr salary toward retirement.  While
the military man retires on years of service in relation to his grade the civil
servant retires on age. ‘T'he minimum age is 5.

ITe can draw retired pay carlier for disability and for involuntary retivement
such as through force cutbacks.

The civil service system was designed to have the cmmployees contritule 30
percent. Actually, the contributions of all civil service retirecs pay for only
about 17 percent of what they can expect to get buck. The system is repeatedly
liberalized, so that percentage is going down.

The civil servant will get in his first 3 years of retirement siore than the total
of what he has contributed over his carecer.

RETIRED PAY VALUE OFTEX MISSBTATED

Military men know how Congress is continually raising eyebrows over the
present cost of mililary retirement (now over $1 billion & year) and future cost
trends.

Equal eyebrow raising is in order over the bill for civilian retirement. Each
year Government agencies pay several hundred million—the fixeal 1963 figure
was ¥806 million—to supplement the employees’ 61 percent coniributions. »

jut this does not nearly represent the cost to taxpayers of civilian emiployee
retirement. The civil service retirement fund 18 a trust fund. Uncle Sum hus
future obligations to make good deficits In that fund. Actuaries have computed
just what benefits already ecarned will cost that Tund.

IIow much? Over and above the present assets of the fund as made up of
annual CGovernment appropriations and the workers’ contributions the fund
foday is 30 billion in debt.

Thirty billion is equal to the whole Federal budget for a year, excluding De-
fense, space, and debt interest.

The military man’s relircment advantage is thal he is able to slart drawing
retirement as early as after 20 years. But few oficers retire voluntarily as early
as 20 vears-—retirement that early is generally because they are forced out and
is thus mainly for the couveniecnce of the Government.

And unlike the civil service pay system, the military scales offer little incen-
live for a top-grade enlisted man lo stay more than 20 years and very little for
i oficer unless he is selected for promotion.

And ihe military man who serves a full 30 vears and beyond finds he is not
doing as well the civil servaut. This is beeause the civil servant contioues to
get longevity and can incrense his “high 5°—his avernge years on which his
retirement is based—after 30 years. 1lle can also go up to 8) percent. “Che top
military officers hit their maximum base pay at 26 years, juniors, even earlier.

Curiously, it is the highest ranking military officers, the onecs who presumably
are the cream of the erop, the peak of the pyramid, who do least well by com-
parison with civilians on retired pay. They get no benefit of service beyvond 30
years in compuling retired pay.

Al=o, since retired pay is compnted just on base pay it has a lesser relation
t0 total compensation than civilian retired pay. If a military officer and a clvil
servant have the same gross pay. the eivil servant's retirement can be 80 per-
cent of his best 5 years' average gross pay. But the military man does not get
75 percent of his gross pay. It ls 75 percent of his basic pay—a flgure $2,500
below gross pay in the case of an 0-6.
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Graphs Nos. 1 and 2 adjoining give a clear picture of the long-range relation
of civil service service and military retired pay., The charts compare an 0-5
with a GS-14 and an O-6 and O-8 with a G8-15. They show clearly the civil
servant is drawing more retired pay than military men of equal rank and equal
years of service. After 215-3 years, as stated, the civilian has gotten back all
of his contribution.

It might be well to tell briefly how civil service retirement is computed.

The amount depends primarily upon length of service and the ‘“high 5”
average salary. The “high 5” average salary is determined by multiplying the
annual basic salary by the actual number of years and fractions the employee
served at each pay rate in the highest 5-year period and dividing the total amount
by 5.

The basic annuity in any case may not exceed 80 percent of the employee'’s
“high 5’ average salary.

There are three steps to the general formula for computing the basic annuity :

1. Take 1% percent of the “high 5” average salary and multiply the result
by 5 years of service;

2, Add 134 percent of the “high 5" average salary multiplied by years of serv-
ice between 5 and 10;

3. Add 2 percent of the “high 5" average salary multiptied by all service over
10 years.

Instead of using the 1%, 134, and 2 percent, there may be substituted 1 percent
of the “high 5" average salary plus $25 for any or all of these percentages if such
a substitution will produce a higher basic annuity.

Regardless of length of service the following rules apply in computing basic
annuities under the gencral formuta :

(1) If the “high 5" average galary is $5,000 or more, the highest basic annuity
will be obtained by using steps 1 through 3.

(2) If the “high 57 average salary is between $3,334 and $4,999, the highest
annuity will be obtained by substituting the 1 percent plus $25 in step 1, and then
using steps 2 and 3.

Examples:

A. “Iligh 3” average salary $6,000; 30 ycars’ scrvice:

115 percent X $6,000 X5 years of serviece_ ... $450
1384 percent X $6,000 X next 5 years of service —_——— -~ b25
2 percent X $6,000 <X remaining 20 years of service________ . ________. 2400

Highest basic annuity__ .. ___ e e e e e e 3375

B. “High 5" average salary $4,000; 20 years service:

1 percent X.$4,0004-$25 X5 years of service 326
134 percent X $4,000 X next § years of service — - 350
2 percent X $4,000 X remaining 10 years of service - 800

Highest baste annuity_ . o 1475
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Graph I above plots the comparative retired pays of GS-14’s and 0-5's. The
civilians’ rates are based on the scales effective January 1, 1964; the officers’
on present pay.

All are assumed to have begun Government service at age 22 and all are
assumed to start drawing social sccurity at 62 when possible. (Starting age
is not material in determining military retired pay but is material in determin-
ing when social sceurity starts.)

The bottom straight lines show the military retired pay of an officer who
retires as an O-D after the number of years’ active service shown. Thus one
who retires after 22 years gets $5,110 retired pay; one who retires after 30 or
more gets the maximum $6,930.

The upper straight lines represent the total of retired pay and social security
the same officer will get at 62 if he starts social security at that point. The
figures 18 through 10 are the number of years remaining between date of retire-
ment and date social security starts, An officer who started at 22 and retircs
after 22 years at age 44 in 18 years, at age 62, will be combined pay and social
security ot about $6,000. That officer who started at 22 and retired after 30, is
52, gets $7,000 military retired pay. In 10 years, he will get about $8,800 in
combined military and social security.

The social security figures includes wife’s social security—half the husband’s.

Now for the G8-14's. The lower broken lines show their retired pay for the
number of years’ service shown. Retirement below 26 years’ service is disability
retirement. From the 25-year service point it is straight civil service retired
pay. Most retirement below age 55 is involuntary.

The active pay on which the annuities are figured for each year of service is
based on the in-grade step the GS-14 of that service reasonably would have
reached. GS-14 active pay runs from $13,615 to $17,215. The 33-year man
would have reached the top bhut the 22-year one would not.

The top broken line shows what a married GS8-14 of each length of service
would receive if he drew social sccurity as well as civil service annuity. As
with the O-5’s the numbers show the number of years each must wait after
retirement. The social security which the 31-year retiree would get is eal-
culated on his starting to get it at age 63, not 62. That which the 82-year man
would get is calculated on his taking at age 64. And that which the 33-year
man would get is figured on the maximum social security, started at age 65.
Reason: there isn’t time enough for such long-service men to qualify for social
security any carlier.

Graph I proves that the GS-14 gets far more retirement pay for any length of
service than the O-5 to whom he is supposed to correspond. And cven after
the serviceman picks up social security (which most will qualify for) the civilian
retirees (most of whom will not get social security) are still generally far better
pensioned.
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Graph II illustrates the comparative retirement pays of 0—6’s, O-8's, and GS—
15’s. ‘This graph is set up like graph T and based on the same assumptions. The
following notes differences only.

The straight lines show an O0-6's retired pay, without social security (lower
line) and with social security (upper line).

The dash line for O-8 begins at 35 years’ service. We assume he will gerve
that long before retirement. At 40 ycars—when he reaches age 62—his income
goes up with the addition of social security.

The chart shows clearly that the GS-15——dot-dash line—even without social
security, not only surpasses the O-6 in retired pay but gets more than the O-8—
even an O-8 with social security. .

A wavy line is added showing the comparative retired pay of a G8-15 who
starts his carecr at age 30. It shows clearly that even if the civil servant starts
hig career much later than the military careerist he comes out ahead of both the
0-6 and the 0-8 in retired pay.

Several things should be particularly noted. It is generally assumed the civil
servant might eventually end up with higher retired pay because he serves
longer—that he'll be better off at age 62 because he has served 40 years while the
O-6 can retire on 30. But the chart shows that the GS8-15 is better off anywhere
along the line after 30 years’ service than an O-6, even if both have equal years
ol service. If both have served 31 years, for example, the GS—15 at age 53 i
drawing over $500 more a year in retired pay than the 0-6. GS-15 pay con-
tinues to go up yearly while the O-6 stays at the same level until social security
age. At the point where he normally retires, an O-8 is drawing just about the
same as a GS-15 with 35 years ’service.

Though an 0-8s responsibilities are much greater than a GS8-15's, if both
serve 40 years, the G8-15 is almost $1,000 a year ahead in retired pay even
though the G:S8-15 has been unable to get social security and the O-8 gets it auto-
matically. In the years between his 35th year of service and the time he reaches
age 62, the 0-8 can be as much as $2,500 below a GS-15 retiring with between
35 and 40 years’ service. )

The upper dot-dash line for GS-15 shows the total income: with social security
added to civil service retirement.

The wavy line for a GS-15 starting at age 30 is not carried out beyond the
35-year point because at that point he would be 65 and presumably would retire.

CIVILIAN ITAS MARKED SURVIVOR PROTECTION ADVANTAGE

It may be argued that the retired pay of a civil servant and a corresponding
military officer are not too far apart when one prorates the civil servant’s contri-
bution over an extended period. It will be said, for example, that the total
retired pay a GS-15 draws over a 10-year period after retirement is not more
than what the O-6 draws in that time plus the GS~15s contribution.

But the disparity rcally becomes marked when one compares the survivor
protection each can provide out of his retired pay.

The military man provides for his survivors through the Retired Serviceman’s
Family Protection Act (formerly Contingency Option Act) which is roughly
comparable to an insurance policy bought late in life, but a policy without any
savings or cash surrender features. The military man pays high for this.

The civil servant can provide more survivor protection much less expensively.

Let’s first look briefly at active duty survivor benefits. The military man has
an advantage here. Of course, this survivor benefits program was devised
because of the nature of his work,

A young service widow with children gets $112 a month plus 12 percent of
her hushand’s base pay (dependency indemnity) plus social securily payments
for children of up to $254 for two or more children ($10.60 & month maximum for
one child).

An O-5’s widow can get up to $2,460 a year from dependency indemnity plus
$1,144 social security when age 62. The widow also can get social security pay-
ments for her children. Combined maximum of indemnity and social security
is $5,508. The military man has contributed for social security.

Survivors of eivil servants get 55 percent of the annuity earned by the wage
earner. The maximum allowed for a GS-14 widow is $7,590, but the maximum
is increased for children under 21 and in school. The cmployee has contributed
614 percent of his salary.

Civil servants can get low-cost group life insurance. It is completely optional.
It costs about $60 a year. The military gets a death gratuity furnished by the
Government. It is 6 months’ pay with a minimum of $800 and a maximum of
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$3,000. This benefit stops with retirement, The civilian’s insurance continues
after retirement, at a reduced amount, at no cost to him.

After retirement, the military man loses the dependents indemnity payments.
1lis wife gets none of his retirement pay unless hie provider one through the
Retired Serviceman's Family Protection Act by taking a reduced unnuity.
Maximum he can leave i3 half the retired pay teft alter paying for annuity.

The retired civil servant cun leave up to 33 percent of s annuity to his
wife when he dies—"wife” being his spouse the day his retired annuity segan.

The reduction in the retiree's annuity will be 24 percent of any amount up
to $3.600 he speeifies as @ base for the survivor benelit plus 10 percent of any
amount over 83.G600 so speeiffed.  The survivor's annuity will be 35 percent of
all or whatever portion of the reliree’s annuity he specifies as a base.

A rotiree entitled to $EMK life annuity, for example, designates his wife {o
receive survivor annuity based on his entire annuity. 1lis 4000 will be
reduced by 215 percent of the first $3.600 (390) and by 10 pereent of the remain-
ing $100 (240), making a tetal reduction of £130. The retiree receives a $3,870
annuity, his widow 2,200,

Shonld the retiree clect to have the survivor annuity based »n only $3.000, his
annnity will be reduced by 2% percent of $3,000 (or 875). and he will receive an
annuity of $3.02% Ilis widow would receive 31,100 annuity.

Employees without a wife~-bachelors, widows, widowers, divorcees—cail. leave
an annuity to anyone who has an insurable interest in the retirec’s life The
employee must be in good health when he retires.

Axn chart No. 3 dramatically shows, a civil servant providing an annuity for
his survivors equal to the maximum a military officer can provide has a wmuch
greater retired pay remaining.

Chart No. 3 is on the next page. Following is a table showing the arounts
which can be left to the widow and their cost In reduced retirement pay.
Over and above these deductions, the miltary man has been paying social
security taxes, the clvllinn his retirement contribution.

On bulance, the civil servant has a marked advantage in retircment and sur-
vivor protection and can achieve combined benefils equal to that of military
officers of considerably higher rank.

A comparison of retircd military end civil acrvice survivor's bencjils
PRESENT MILITARY SURVIVORS PROGRRAM

1 |
Rank Al sgo Hetired | Contingen-| Redueed Widow’s | Widow's
PPay cy opiion pay income ufter 62
23 | 2] $210 I $120 $224
315 2 248 | 144 24R
501 54 450 | 225 320
730 80 H49 325 429
8l | 143 735 | 369 73

NotE.—Base

 on leaving half of reduced retired pay to widow. After 62 income inelndes soclal security.

CIVIL SERVANT SURVIVORS PLAN AS OF JANUARY 1984

3
Grade High § Retlred Amniity | Reduced Widow's
Pay cost pay income
$12,000 t $H0 l &7 %553 $325 -
14.000 | 90 47 643 | 379
17,000 840 i 62 TR 162
15,000 ! 036 | 71 &85 ‘ 515
19,200 | 1,220 100 1, 120 | 471

NoTE.—Civil service grades start age 22; retire age 55 Botlom line shows 133 15 retiring age 2.
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Chart III compares the retired pay of ¢ 8's, 0-0's, and 0-10's, whe are pro-
viding the maximum Retired Serviceman's Fanmfly Protection Act (contingency
option} coverage with Lhe retired pay of GS-15's providing an equal amount
of annulty for their survivers. I should be kept in mind that this is by no
means the most that G& 13's can provide, They can leave a lot aore for
survivors under the civil service Survivor anhuity plan than the military offi-
CeTs canl leave nnder the HSFIAL But the chart shows the retired pay re-
maining to the G8-15's aficr leaving an amount equal to the maximum a top
military oflicer can leave.

It shows clearly that GS 153's pProviding the same annulty for thcir wives
s draw more retired pay than O 8% amd O-'s and almost as much as 0-10's !

The compurative cost of providing this annuity is discussed elsewhere in this
article.  Obviously, the retired pay of a civil service supergrade--G8-16, GS-17,
and GNS-18—then i3 even higher than that of the top grades of military officers.

For the pnrposes of this chart it ix assumed that all careers start ur age 22,

We have begun the siraight O 8 line anid the dotted, curved GS5-15 line with
retirement on 33 yeuars service. They would rarely retire before that. The
upper stralght line for the (-8 shows what tolal income will be raised to
after the officers start drawing soclal sccurity. Year figures in between the
lower and upper line show how long they walt before having social security
added. For example, an O § retiring on 33 years has to walt SeVElNl years
before getting soclal security payments; retiring on 34 years service he has
to wait 6 years, and so on. Note that the O -8 retiring on 348 years, to take
one cxample, has to wait 4 vears before his income is equal to the reduced
retired pay of a GS-15 retiring on the same years of scrrice.

Also note that the reduced pay of O-S's actually goes down after 33 years'
service. This is because the retired pay deduction is increased as the oflicer
gots older.

It can be seen that an O -8 retiring on 40 years service and stariing soclal
security at once, who wants to provide the maximam annuity for his survivors,
must take retired pay of $2,000 u year less than a GS-13 providing the same
annuity. This fact says a great deal sbout the value of the RSFI'A and about
the comparative benefits of civilian and miltury careers.

The lines showing the reduced rotiresd pay of O-9's and 0-10's are only shown
from the 40 years of service point on since it is assumed they would not nor-
mally retire carlier.

At the 40- to 42-year points in the curve for a G§-15 there are threc dotted
lines.

The top one (A), shows hiz annuity reduced to provide the maximum sur
vivor benefit that an O-8 can provide. Compare that with lower straight line
A. The middle line (B) shows what the GS.13 would get after providing
as much for his survivor as an 0-9 could (lower ). (About $1,500 more,
yet the GS-15 Is more nearly equal in jJob status to an O-8 than te a three-
star officer.) Only the full admiral or general can get o MHitle more after
providing for his survivors than the GS8-13 (compare the two C lines)—and
even here if each has served 42 years before retiring, the retired pay each keeps
i® nearly the same,

MILITARY CAREERS IIAVE MANY I1IMITS, INCONVEN(ENC(ES

Both Civil Service officials and military officers (ake a heating on per diem
If you have to stay at a hotel and buy your own meals while on Government
blls:inos.q, vou wlll find the $£16 a day doesn't go too far. Both military and
civilian employees now get per diem pay of $1G a day.

Per diem

The law provides that under unusual elrcumstances up to %30 a day can be
allowed. The difference is that civil serviee is paying the $30 allowed and
the Defense Departwent is not. Repulations to approve such exceptional
payments have not been issued, although the law allowing them was passedd
1ast June.

There are other dlfferences. Clivil service per diem Is reduced only when
Government gquarters are used. The Government pays for all truns]\m't[.ltion
expenses.  Federal employee per diem overseas depends on the cost and living
standards in the country eoncerned.  Im some eases It excecds $16G a day.

Military per diem is reduced when quarters are available, when (he man
is under instruetion, or when traveling.
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The latter sometimes means less per diem for the military man. For example,
if an officer and a civilian employee in his shop travel across the cmm!;ry_
together, spend 3 days attending to business and then travel back, spending
most of a day traveling each way, the civilian gets per diem of $16 a day fqr
the full 5 days. The military man gets only the $16 payment for 3 days. His
per diem is reduced for the 2 days he was in a travel status,

Military per diem overseas also varies, often reduced and sometimes increased.

When traveling in his own automobile, the civil servant gets a mileage
allowance of 10 cents a mile. The military man gols 6 cents a mile. Actually,
the law allows paying servicemen up to 10 cents but Defense has never authorized
the higher payments.

Military men on PCS orders get 6 cents a mile for themselves and for cach
dependent up to 2 maximum of 24 cents a mile. Civilians being transferred
permanently get a maximum of 12 cents a mile for themselves and dependents
or same rate ag commercial transportation, whichever is lower. But they also
get per diem on iransfer. The military man does not.

Advantage: On the side of the civil servant.

Related to travel is the fact that civilians have g more liberal trailer-moving
allowance. Related to nothing so far covered—but gtill another civilian bene-
fit—is the program of cash awards for suggestions and for sustained superior
performance.

Career inconveniences

As we said earlier, the job of a civil servant is pretty much like a similar
job in private industry in terms of work environment and personal restrictions.
A military career is a wholly different kind of life and is subject to a variety
of restrictions and inconveniences.

The most notable inconveniences of military careers lie in the area of family
separations. Civil servants rarely are scparated from their families. When
they are they almost always draw additional pay. Family separations are
numerous in the military service and usually not compensated for. (Enlisted
men get a modest foreign or sea duty pay.) Navy men in particular are
separated for long periods from their families repeatedly throughout their
careers. Men in all services experience separations from their families at some
time in their careers. In addition to the hardships and inconvenience, this
ugually results in additiopal expenses for the family and strained family
relationghips.

A concomitant of this is frequent moves. The ¢ivil servant seldom if
ever has to move during bhig career unless he wants to. Occasionally an agency
is moved causing some dislocation for employees but they don’t have to go
and the whole thing is usually accompanied by efforts to find new jobs for
employees who don’t want to move.

The military man moves frequently, every 2 or 3 years or more often, and
may go to any part of the country or of the world. The officer or enlisted
man usually has little influence on where he will go or on the timing of the
;nove. When a military man is ordered to move, he moves—with or without
amily.

The military man is restricted in the termination of his military career.

A civil servant can quit his job any time before retirement—or move back
and forth betwecn civil service and private industry over the course of hig
career. He can also leave his contributions in the civil service retirement
fund and draw retirement at age 62. The average length of service for civil
service retirees—that is, those drawing retired pay—in 19062 was around
10 years.

As a practical matter the military officer is not generally prevented from
resigning before rctirement. But legally the Regular officer serves at the
pleasure of the President, and he can be held in the service when his superior
thinks it is necessary. Over the past 2 years, in the case of the Berlin and
Cuba emergencies, we have seen cases where officers were prohibited from
quitting or retiring for certain periods. This authority can be used again in
emergencies from time to time and at least temporarily stop an officer’s plans
to change careers.

In addition, when an officer leaves the service he’s out. This is true whether
he quits or retires. Ile can’t decide later that he wants to change his mind and
2o back to a military career without suffering a big loss of place on the promo-
tion lists—aeven if he is taken back.
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The civil servant can come back (o the Government agaln at least at the grade
he went out and usually gets credit for the additional eXperience gained on the
outside,

Iinlisted men must serve to the end of the pertod they enlisted for and can be
held beyond that point in emergencies through special authority.

Such authority was used during the 1:01-62 crises,

Another area where the civil servant has n tremendous advantage over the
military man is in the matter of political self-expression,

There are many unions for Government civilinn employees. Recently they
have been given bargaining rights—in some cases exclusive bargaining rights,

Mililury men are not given the right to join unions. With the exception of
some military associations of limited membership there is nobody to plead the
military man's cause for him. The military man Is protected in his Treedom
to write (o his Congressmen but such individual letters cannot hope to accom-
plish what is done by organized groups with professional lobbylsts.

(When this stndy wis In its final siage the President sigmed an Executive «
order giving union= a voice In annual reviews of civilian pay.)

There is another way in which civil service employees have political influence.
Living permancntly in one area, the Federal employee becomes identiiied with
that area and in places where there Is a concentration of Federal cuployces
their influence with the local Congressman is generally considerable. =

The military man, moving regularly, establishes no such local identivy and
his individual or group problems do not generally got the attention from local
Congressmen or leeal political leaders that eivilian employee probleras do.
When a Congressman fights to keep 2 military base in his district it is generally
in terms of the income it provides locally amd the jJobs it creates for his area,
The welfure of the military man is secomdary.

Advantage : On the side of civil service.

A note on housing: Discusslon of housing is not included here beeause the
military man's tax-free housing allowaunce wus Included in our analysls of his
compensation. It should be noted that, when avallable, Government housing is
normally cheaper for the military officer.  That is, he is sure he has no 1ent to
pay il he zets Government quarters. But a military man without quarteis who
draws a houxing allowunce finds his rent and utilitics pormally excced his
housing money.

Ouly 2 handfol of civil servants get housing in the Unized States. They
usually have the same housing privilezes as military men overseas and oc-
casionally are furnished [ree quarters in foreign countries.

The civilian overseas gets rental allowances, educational allowances, and
cost-of-living differentials in many cases.

Mr. Rrvers. Mr. Blandford, could thisbe condensed or——

Mr. Bex~yerr. Don't condense the letter.

Mr. Rivers. I am talking about the report.  That is rather-compre-
hensive,

Mr. Braxororn. I don’t see how it can be condensed.

Mr. Rivers. Itisa very fine report. .

Mr. Braxprorp. 1 think the first page is going to have to be elim- -
inated unless we are going into the advertising business.

Mr. Bexw~rerr. Use your own judgment. I would like to have the
letier in in Lull.

Mr, Rivers, Put in the whole letter, and Mr. Bates and Mr. Bennett .
want what the statement has to say put in. .

Mvr. Bates., Then I would like to zet the figures on the cost-of-living
increase and have that asa H)au’t of the report.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bates also wants as a part of the report the cost of
living since the eflective date of the last pay increase. _

Mr. Braxororn. The increased cost of living is approximately i per-
cent,as I understand it, since 1958,

Secretary Pacr. That is right.
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Mr, Branprorp. ITere we are in an arca of great dispute because cost
of living is one thing and rising living standards is something else.
You heard testimony from the witnesses that professional pay, for
example, has gone up considerably more than the cost of living. We
know that the civil service increases have gone up considerably more
than the cost of living. .

Now, you run into the problem of comparability. Somewhere,
someplace along the line you have to decide what you are comparing
your pay scales with, and if you take the civil service rate, then your
comparability indicates that where there was a relatively small spread
between, say, an B-3 and a GS-3,and a GS-14 and a lieutenant colonel,
this spread has now increased considerably beyond that.

This then also brings you into the so-called fringe benefit ared.
And fringe benefits are, again, something that are almost impossible
to properly identify. They include, for example, appropriations to
the Department of Labor for unemployment insurance involving $110
million for servicemen who are discharged. Now this is construed as
a fringe benefit for the military services.

Frankly, I have nothing but sympathy for people who attempt to
write a pay scale and then attempt to compare it, for the military, and
attempt to compare it with civil service or industry.

~ What we are faced with here is a question of a pay bill that will do

gsomething to increase the retention rate of our enlisted personnel and
increase the retention rate of our oflicer personnel. Whether or not
this bill will accomplish its purpose, we will only know after it has
been in effect for a number of years. We do know that with every pay
increase we have ever provided there has been an increase in retention
rates among officers and enlisted personnel immediately following the
pay increase, but it slides off very rapidly and one of the reasons prob-
ably that it slides off is that the economy overcomes the pay increase
so rapidly, including not only industry but civil service, that the
military man almost within a short period of a few months considers
himself again underpaid.

I don’t know, frankly, how you compare a private serving in South
Vietnam or any place else with industry. I don’t know how you com-
pare a platoon leader or a pilot of a 104 with an airline pilot, for
example. They are two different problems, they have different risks,
and of course the pay is fantastically different. '

Mr. BaTrs. That is right. But on the other hand if you know what
they got in 1958 you can see what the change is. In that sense I think
it s a good thing. T would like to have it put in the record.

Myr. Rivers. If we get into comparability we will be here until
kingdom come.

Mr. Bares. Is there any rule or regulation in the services with
respect to moonlighting, Mr. Secretary

Secretary Paurn. Mr. Bates, there ave rules and regulations. I am
?ot personally as familiar with them as I should be. I can get them
for you.

Mr. Bares. I would appreciate it if you would put those in the
record.

Secretary Paur. Yes, sir.

(The matter referred to follows:)
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XIV. OvTsine EMPLOYMENT oF DO PERSONNEL

A. No DOD civilian personnel and no military personnel on netive duty shall
engage In private ontside employment, with or without compensation, which:
1. lnterferes with the performance of thelr Government dutles, or
2. may reasonably be expected to bring discredit upok the Government or
the agency concerned.

B. No cnlisted member of the Armed Forces on active daty may be ordered
or permitted to leave his post to engage In a civilian pursuilt or business, or a
performance in civil life, for emolument, hire, or otherwise, If the purstit, busi-
ness, or performance interferes with the customary or regular employment of
local civilians in their art, trude or profession.

Mr. Haroy. I think, Mr. Chairman, on the question of moonlizghting,
I think it is one that we haven’t touched on before, and I believe it is
an important one, and it may give some indication of the degree to
which present pay scales are inadequate, at least in some categories.

Mr. Rivers. Give the committee the up-to-date definition of “moon-
lighting.”

Mr. Brawororp. ITaving a job in the daytime working for the Gov-
ernment and then having another job in the evening working for a
non-(Government organization.

The dual employment statutes prohibit individuals from working
for the Government for all practical purposes. There were a series
of complaints about moonlighting about & year and a half ago and the
Department of Defense did conduct a study, I think Mr. Steve Jack-
son conducted a study on moonlighting, and the extent to which it
was permitted in Was initon. ] ) o

I daresay that if you drive into any gasoline station in the Wash-
ington ares, the odds are that the man who will be serving you gaso-
line after 6 o'clock in the evening will be an enlisted man “#ho is
moonlighting.

Mr. Wison. Or & civil service worker.

Mr. Braxprorp. Yes,

Mr, ILaroy, Thething I was going to suggest——

Mr. Rivers. I think it is more around the military base.

Mr. Ilaroy. Not only that we get the information on the amount
of the regulations but also on the extent to which it is a factor in
some of these different areas, if you have that information. )

Mr. Branprorp. I haven’t any idea of the extent of it and it would
vary all over. o

Mr. Ilarpy. The Department of Defense if it has developed regu-
lations to control it, and you have, you must have secured some in-
formation on the extent of the practice. ) )

Secretary Pavr. Yes, sir; we can furnish some information.

Mr. Brawprorp. I think it is permitted where it does not affect
the man’s ability to do his job. Insum and substance.

Secretary PPavn. That 1s right.

Mr. Ilarpy. You have a series of regulations on it. I have run
into them from time to time. ) )

Mr. Rivers, What have you got that we can concisely put in the
record at this point? _ _

Seeretary IPavn. We can certainly put the regulations in and we
ean also give whatever statistics along the lines Mr. [Tardy has asked
for that we can develop.
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Mr. Hupprrsron. Moonlighting is certainly better than being on
welfare.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Osmers?

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Chairman, because of the rather complex and
difficult area of moonlighting, and particularly because of the diffi-
_culty in identifying it, and I refer, for example, to what Mr. Bland-
ford has said about work at a filling station; often men working in
a capacity like that, Mr. Chairman, are not placed on the payroll
of the business organization.

They receive out-of-pocket cash and from the standpoint of the
Department of Defense records they are not moonlighting. Or they
are cutting lawns or doing work of this kind for which they do not—
their social security numbers are not required and withholding tax
forms are not used.

So that I am afraid, Mr. Chairman, unless you took a little bit
more careful look than shoving some figures in the record here you
may be doing the subject something of an in] ustice.

T am not trying to prove anything here at all, except that this is a
pretty complicated arvea. If you wanted to get into it, all right.

Mr, Bexnerr. I don’t know why they would not be under social
security in a gas station. There 1s nothing prohibiting them from
doingit. They would get another retirement benefit.

Mr, Osmurs. That 1s very true, but as a practical matter, from the
standpoint of the serviceman he probably takes $2 or $3 in cash from
the proprietor or the manager and gets—

Mr. Bexwerr. He gets social security.

Mr. Branprorp. He is already cevered by social security under
the law since 1956, all service personnel are paying toward social
security. ' :

Mr. Bexnerr. Can’t a man if he moonlights get .soeial security
in addition to his benefits?

Mr. Branprorp. Yes, but he already gets social security on top of
his military pay. ‘

Mr. Bexnerr. That is why I said how in the world

Mr. Branororp. Mr. Osmers is saying that the station manager
hires him with the understanding. that he won’t report it, it iy good
for the man because it doesn’t reflect in his income taxes and good
for the operator because it does not, reflect in his withholding tax.

Mr. Bexnerr. I can’t believe it is very general. I presume these
men running the filling stations know that they can have a suit brought
against them and be required to pay this back social security. They
are not protected because they don’t pay it.

Mr. Osmers. I think about all we have demonstrated here this
morning is that moonlighting is a very complicated subject upon
which we have very, very little information.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Paul said he would give us what he has.

Mr. ITaroy. That is all we can do and I think we ought to recog-
nize that.

Mr, Rivers. We are not going to let that seriously affect the bill,

Mz, Osmrms. No.
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Mr, Chaivman, I honestly believe that we should proceed with the
consideration, If we want to look at moonlighting at some future
time, all right.

Mr. ITvoorestoN, May I ask a question ?

Mvr. Rivenrs. Mr. Iuddleston ?

Mr. IvvoLeston. Mr. Paul, is the cost of this bill as it came over
from the Defense Deparunent, included in the President’s budzet for
fiscal year 196414

Secretary Pavn. The projection in the budget for fiseal 1954 is a
$900 million additional cost. That was based on the asstinption
of an October 1 effective date.

It the effective date moves up the cost would be increased. We
did estimate an additional annual cost of our proposals at roughly
$1.2 billion for a 12-month period.

Mr. Hupprestox. Depending on what {he committee does with it,
the cost. of this bill was reflected in the budget ?

Seeretary Pavr. Yes, sir; yes,

Mr. Rivers. You had a budget figure based on October 1 ?

Secretary Pacr. Of $900 million, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Rivers. That answers your question ?

Mr. ITeooueston, Yes,

Mr. Rivers. Now Mr. Blandford, you said sometliing to the effect
that we would be unable to proceed if we did noet decide on that
question.

Mr. Braxprorn. Tt is not a question of being unable to procead. I
believe there are two basic issues invelved in this piy bill and only
two basie issues. 1 think the vest is relatively unimportant.

Mr. Rivers. Let e say this before you start out on those,

Iold that. This is the way this bill has struck me and memtbers of
the commiitee,

A lot of things in this bill, Mr. Paul, Mr. Blandford called it to my
attention and the chairman‘sattention tostart with, could be treated in
different legislation.

At best, with even the minimum contained in this bill, it is difficult
to explain to the layman on the floor who is unfamiliar with the tech-
nicalities of retirement, longevity, and retirement for pay disability.

So this 1s the reason, coming to your point now, that we thinl that
some of the subjeets in this bill could be treated in separate legislation.

Now, Mr. Blandford ? -

Mr. Gavin, May Task a question at that point ?

What is the total overall cost of the pay billZ

Mr. Braxpronn, &1,212.503.000

Mr. Gaviy. Whatis the totul annual pay? -

Mr. Braxororn. About $6.7 billion today and it will be increased by
approximately %985 million under IT.TR. 30086,

My, Geavin. This bill 2

Mr. Braxoromn. Yes.

Mr.Gavix. Give us the first figure again.

Ar. Braxprorn, The total is approximately 6.7 billion today for
today for military pay and for the armed services.  Under this pro-
posal it would be increased, pay and sllowances would be increased
by approxinutely £1.2 billion.

£5066-- 63—No. G— 16
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Mr. Gavin. What is the total overall again ?

Mr. Branororp. $6.7 billion.

Secretary Paur. That isbasic pay alone?

Mr, Bares. It has tobe.

Mrz. Braxprorp. That is right.

Mr. Gupser. You are including retired pay as military pay, aren’t

ou?
v Mr. Branprorp, No, retirement pay is scparate.

Retirement pay is an additional $96,641,000.

Mr. Gusser. It would be about $1,340 million

Mr. Branprorp. No. This is where we are going to get confused
on figures. The total cost of the bill as sent over by the Department
is $1,242 million, covering uniform allowances, retirement provisions,
you name it, whatever is in the bill. If you pass the bill in one solid
package, in one fiscal year, assuming we have a force of 2,710,000, it
will cost $1,242 million. Now you have to break that down.

Mr. Gavin. All right. Previously then the annual pay would be
$6,700 million and this would be an increase of $1,242 million.

Mr. Braxprorp. No, sir. You have to remember, when you talk
military pay you have to talk about basic pay, allowances, retirement,
you have to talk about uniform allowances, you have to talk about
clothing allowances, separation pay, terminal leave pay.

Mr. Rrvers. And subsistence.

Mr. Braxororp. That is included in allowances, but you have a
whole variety of appropriations that are involved here.

The total cost of this bill

Mr. Gavin. The total cost as it is now without this bill, what is
that figure—$6 billion?

Mr. Branprorp. No. The total cost of all pay and allowances to-
day, for everything, today, for fiscal year 1964 is $9,952,100,000.

- Mr. Gavin. All right.  And this bill here will increase that by
$1,242 million.

Mr. Braxororn. That is right.

Mr. Gavin, $1,242 million.

Now, what were you just about to say when we interrupted you?

Mr. Branororp. Frankly, I have forgotten what I was about to say.

Mr. Bares. At which interruption ¢

Mr. Bexnerr. Something about the two most important things.

Mr. Braxprorp. Yes, what I was about to say to the committee is
this: It seems that we have here roughly four major items of grave
concern to the morale of the armed services and to the retention
rate.

After all, we are trying to pass a bill that will increase retention.
We are having no problem getting bodies, but we are having problems
keeping the right kind of bodies. So we have got to separate the
qnestlion of getting people as opposed to the question of keeping
people.

Mr. Rrvers. The people you want ?

Mr. Branororp. The people we want. The four major points in
this bill, as far as I am concerned, and the Department has some
differing views, is basically pay, retirement, subsistenee and this pro-
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posal that the chairman lias set forth, known as the separation allow-
ance,

Now, these four proposals are the zuts of the committee print.
These four proposals, T might add, if we take certain action in this
committee, could inerease the cost of this bill by about $271 m:1lion
a year,

Mr. Gaviy. What are they again, basic pay, retirement——

Mr. Braxprorn. Retirement, subsistence allowances.

Mr. Gavix. Subsistence?

Mr. Braxprorp. And separation allowance.

Now those are what I consider to be the four major issues involved
in this situation that we face here today.

If we retnin sea and oversea pay, if you avrive at this decision you
immediately add $133 million to the cost of the bill.

Mr. Rivers. Let’s arrive at a decision on that right now.

Mr. BaTes. No;lessthan 30.

Mr. Braxororp. No,sir. T will get to that.

This is where I gret into the problem of adding and subtracting.

Mr. Rivens. Let’s get things behind us as fast as we ean.

Mr. Braxprorp. Let'sagree on the pay for contract surgeons.

There are 67 of them. It has been in the law since the year one.
All they are trying to do is give them the pay of captains instead
of pay of first lieutenants.

The Navy has no authority to use it, the Army has 67 of them.
These people are hired in areas where they cannot find uniformed
doctors, they draw the pay of a first licutenant, now they want to
let them draw the pay of a captain with over 4 years serviee I sue-
gest we adopt it. We have done it ever since 1942,

Mzr. Oszers. Iso move.

Mr. Gavin. Whatis the cost of that ?

Mr. Braxpororp. Contract surgeons would cost $59,000,

Mr. Rivers. $59,0007 Without objection, we approve that provi-
sion.

What is the next?

Mr. Braxvpronrp. The next section is the one the chairman recom-
mends we delete from the bill.

Mr. Rivens. On what page is that?

Mr. Braxprorp. Page 1. If you delete this you delete practically
all of page 4, all of page 5, all of puges 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 down to
line 18. This is constructive credit.

Mr. Rivers. Thisis the constructive credit.

Mr. Draxprorp. Now this, as the chairman states, has no place in a
pay bill. There is going to be a recommendation come over here known
as the Bolte proposal, which will go into that question.

Mr. Rivers. For months, and Mr. Blandford has been keeping
abreast of it, they have had a committee start off under our old friend
John Dahlquist, who had a stroke or some unforiunate paralyzing
permanent injury. and they gave the job to Gen. Charlie Dolte and he
has done a very fine job on it, as I understand it. 1 have never seen it.
Of course it would come here, as a legislative propasal, isn't that
rigrht ?

Mr. Braxororn, Yes, sir,
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Mr. Rivers. We understand that as a result of the Bolte investiga-
tion that sometime, Mr. Paul, we are going to get a proposal as a re-
sult of this study.

Secretary Paur. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivirs. Now I imagine it is coming, is that right?

Secretary Paur. It is coming, I hope within a week. ‘

Mr. Riviers. We think that when this comes, things of this character
ought not to be contained in this pay bill because this is the overall
selection, promotion, strictly the personnel area.

So Mr. Blandford has brought that to the attention of Mr. Vinson
and myself and other members of the committee.

Now, Mr. Blandford ?

Mr. Barus. Is there anything else in this bill that is under the
study of the Bolte committee?

Mr. Branprorp. No, sir; there is no other provision in this bill
‘that I can think of that goes into Bolte.

Mr. Rivers. You mean in the Bolte report?

Mr, Bares. Yes.

Mr. Haroy. And will the question of constructive credits be dis-
-cussed there?

Mr. Buanorogp. Very definitely.

Mr. Harpy. If it is we have no business discussing that.

Mr. Branprorp. Not only that, but the Bolte recommendation elim-
inates constructive credit and this extends constructive credit to a
larger number.

Now we have to make up our mind one way or the other.

Mr. Rivers. We will have enough trouble on this.

Mr. Gavin. After the pay increase in 1958, Mr. Chairman, was it

.effective in retaining the personnel in the services?

If so, to what extent ?

Mr. Braxoroxp. Well, we have the charts that indicate that after
1958 the first year, 1959, Dr. Long brought this out the other day, that
you showed a rather substantial increase in 1959; then, as Dr. iong
‘pointed out, there was a sudden drop in 1960. :

Mr. Rivers. Yes.

Mr. Braxbprorp. And no one can really account for these drops, but
er did have a retention increase in 1959 as a result of the pay increase
-of 1958.

But then what happens is you come along with a civil service pay
increase, unions go on strike, the whole cost of living goes up, every-
body gets bigger wages than the military and all the effect of your
pay increase 1s lost.

So when you say to yourself that any pay increase that you pass
here is going to solve the retention problem, I think in a sense 1t is
just wishful thinking.

You are going to help it for a year or two.

Mr. Rivers. This is the way the chart shows it.

Mr. Branprorp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. 1 think you brought that out very well, Dr. Long. I
think that is all we can do, show what the effect of the past has been.

Mr. Branprorn, That is right. j

Mr. Rivers. Delete the constructive credit section.
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Mr. Kugore. Does the elimination of this section have any bearing
on the total cost ?

Mr. Braxprokn, Yes:it hasasaving of about $114 nillion.

My Ruvers, $tis very simall.

Now, My, Paul, what do vou thiuk of our observation there?

1f this may be treated as well in other legislation, certainly the
Department has no objection to this. haz it /

Mr.Pavn. No,sir.

Mr. Rivers. Let’s follow our counsel's advice and go to page what—
11!

Mr. Braxprorn. Page 11, “Retired and retainer pay.”

Mr. Rivers, Now if we can come to a conclusion on (his today—-—

Mr. Braxororp. This will be a major accomplishnient,

Mr. Rivers. This will be a major accomplishment.

Now, let’s go to the next point.

Mr. Brasvrorn. Now, the retirement section, I believe, is probably
the mnost. controversial.

Mr. Rwvers. Gentlemen, here is what we have to keep in miad.

The chairman has cautioned me on this, and he is a wise man.
Our counsel has cautioned us that we must-——and Mr. ITardy has ob-
served 1t two or three times and Mr. Bates, we must ot jeopardize a
retirement system,

Everybody is not as persuaded as are we on the great value that
these people whom we try to lielp have been to the country. They
are not as strong for it us we are. And taking into consideration
differences of opinion and philosophies, we must not jeopardize come-
thing that is working. We have to be reasonable men and respornsible

people.
Now, Mr. Blandford, if you will ever finish looking through -hose
pitpers.

Mr. Braxprorp. I am ready to start diseussing it, but I had a pro-
jected cost study on military retirement pay and I have a few other
papers here and T cannot put my hands on it.

Mr. Rrvens. Let's discuss the whole thing,

Mr. Paul?

Secretary Pavr. Will this help?

Mr. Bruaxprorp, That might help.

Mr. Rivers. If we can arrive now at what our philosophy will be
for the future, what our position i3 going to be on that magnificent
treatise that Admiral Denfield gave us—I have never seen a finer legal
document. anywhere, than that prepared by Admiral Denfield and
presented by him, and taking this into consideration we have to makn
these decisions this morning.

Mr. Gavin?

Mr. Gavix. I merely wanted to ask whether or not this goes bazk to
1958 and those personnel that were denied the increase ¢

Mr. Rivers, It tales up 1958.

Mr. Gunser. It does the samie thing to evervbody in the future that.
they did in 1958,

Mr. Braxprorp, May I explain what this section does and if [ am
in error m any way, plewase correet mie, beeause this ix vital to the G.AQ).

A= T understand the purpose of this seetion, and us i is written,
what 1t «loes is this: those persons retired prior to June 1, 1938, who
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draw their retirement pay under the Carrier Compensation Aet will
be permitted to recompute their retirement pay under the pay scales
that are in effect today.

Mr. Gunskr. Retroactively ?

Mr. Branprorn. No, sir.

Now, this means that those pcople retired prior to June 1, 1958,
recompute, or the retirement section will permit them to recompute
their pay under existing pay scales.

Tn addition to recomputing, they will receive a b-percent cost-of-
living increase because that is the amount that the cost of living has

" increased since June 1, 1958.

Mr. KiLcore, Five percent above the 1958. )

Mr. Branprorp. Five percent in addition to the recomputation and
the 5 percent will be applied to the recomputed retired pay. So this
is not a small amount of money we are talking about. .

Mr. Gavin. Now you are talking about those that did not receive
this increase prior to 1958¢

Mr. Branororp. Yes, sir; that isright.

Now, let’s understand that there is another section in this bill that
says, and this is extremely complicated: The so-called 511 people
under the Carrier Compensation Act.

Mr. Rivers. This is the 1949 disability ¢

Mr. Branprorp. I have to go back to 1949 because it is nondisability
that I am talking about at the moment.

Mr. Rivers. Gret those two squared away.

Mr. Braxprorp. In 1949 we established a new system of disability
retirement. We also established a new method of recomputing retire-
‘ment, for those previously retired who had retired with service that
was other than actual service performed, constructive credit, for
-example.

We had a provision in the law that if an individual retired with a
so-called tombstone promotion he was entitled to the maximum pay
-of his grade when he retired.

We took this out in 1947 in the Officer Personnel Act, but we still
‘had many people who retired prior to that.

We had a provision going back to 1939, some of you are extremely
familiar with it, known as paragraph 4 of section 15 of the Pay
Readjustment Act under which a person who retired who had served
in any capacity in World War I who retired as an officer, and that
has been consfrued to mean only a regular officer, would draw 75
percent retirement pay because of his World War 1 service.

This meant that a man would draw 75 percent of his pay even
though he may have served only 12 or 14 years of service. There
is a long history as to why that was enacted and who it was intended
to benefit.

Mr. Bares. That was like the short 16.

Mr. Branprorp. Yes, except this was a lot more costly and we have
been plagued with that ever since. That is beside the point. What
T am building up to is in 1949 we changed two things, the disability
retirement system and method of computing retirement pay for those
who had jawbone credit, if you want to put it on that basis.

Now the 411 group, which is the disability retirement section, said
to all of those retired prior to October 1, 1949 : “You may recompute
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your retirement pay nnder one of two methods. You can keepr what
vou have.”

Now what did they have?

‘They had 75 percent of the pay of the grade in which retired
regardless of their degree of disability.

-\ paraplegic got 75 percent, and somebody with two broken lingers
and a cracked knuckle got 75 percent.

Sccretary Pavn. Tax free.

Mr. Braxnororp, Yes. Now why did we do this?

Because we huad a study in 1948 as some of vou will remamber
that revealed there were tremendous abuses of the disability -etire-
ment system during World War II.

“You retire me and I will retire you tomorrow™ sort of thing.

Mr. Bares. Did the commitice recommend this?

Mr. Braxororn. Yes, they recoramended this, this was one of our
recommendations and also the recommendation of the ook commit- .
tee.  So wesaid to these people, “If you are truly disabled come in and
recompute and we will assess a degree of disability at the time you
were refived, and apply existing Veterans’ Administration standards.”

Now many people did this and these people are paid under the
Carcer Compensation Act. But there are about 35,000 officers, if T
am not mistaken. who did not elect to be paid under the Career Com-
pensation Aet because their degree of disability or their length of
service did not give them as much retirement pay under the ('areer
Compensation Act as they got under the 75 percent of the 1948 Pay
Readjustment Aect as amended.

They had a 5-year period in which to make this election—and they
elected to keep what they had.

Mr. Rivers, Because they got more at that time?

Mr. Buaxprorn., Because they got niore at that time and of course
it was tax free, every penny of it.

Mr. Rivers. That wasa big item.

Mr, BLanprorn. Yes,sir,

Now as to this 411 group you are heuring from now, becauso there
18 no provision in this bill exeept « 5-percent cost-of-living increase.
What they say is let us recompute under the new pay scales or at least
recompute under existing pay scales, even though we apply our length
of service or our degree of disability hecause we made a bad guess
when we made our final election,

Mr. ITepprestox. We heard from theru in 1958, 100,

Mr. Braxpronrn. Yes,sir.

Now we do nothing other than give these people a 3-percent cost-of-
living inerease. The theory behind this is t&mt these people have had
an election, a tax-free benefit over a period of time, and they elected
fo keep what they had and they have been given ccst-of-living in-
crenses ever sinee.

Next there is the 511 people, who are permitted to recompute he-
cause the Comptroller (Jh-npral riled that the language in 517 did
not give them an election, and it said, they were to receive whichever
Py was greater, and there wasnoelection in the =ection.  The Comnp-
troller General said obviously there was no election and the langaage,
“whichever is greater,” was intended to he a eomtinuing application..
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Now in 1958 the Senate amended our pay bill and said that no one
could recompute, including the 511 people.

Am I correct so far on this, Colonel Benade?

Colonel Bexapr. Yes. ‘ )

Mr. Branprorp. Now this one group is taken care of in the retire-
ment section because the Comptroller General said that they could
continue to recompute excopt when the Congress said they could not.

Now, we allow this group to recompute on the theory that the Con-
gress, if the Comptroller General can speak for us, intended that this
be a continuing application.

So this group, the 511 group, can recompute up to the present pay
scales. '

But the 411 group cannot. Now bear in mind that in the 411 group
you have this problem: These people had a 5-year period in which to
make this election.

They are now saying all we want to do is come in and apply our
years of service or our degree of disability against the existing pay
scales, because wo elected at the time only because it gave us more
money. You are giving the 511 people who had no election the right
to continue to apply their retirement pay against whatever the exist-
ing pay scales are today, so why not us?

Now there is some merit in their position I have no idea, perhaps
the Department does, of what the cost would be if we allowed the 411
people to recompute under existing pay scales.

Colonel, do you have any estimate ?

Colonel Brnape. T am sorry

Seeretary Pavr. If we allowed the 411 people to recompute how
much would it add to the cost of the bill, the pre-1949 people?

Colonel Bexapr. I don’t have a figure.

Mr. QGAVIN. Would you explain to us the 411 group and the 511
group?

MIp Braxprorp. The 411 is disability and 511 is length of service.

Mr. Rrvers. One made the election, the other did not.

Mr. Braxprorp. The 411 was given an election, the 511 was not.

Mr. Rivers. Call it the election group and the nonelection group.

Mr. Braxororp. I would like for the testimony at this point——

Mr. Rivers. Disability for one, and nondisability for the other.

Mzr. Branororp. Yes, sir. T would like Mr. Paul and Colonel Be-
nade and Mr. Gorham to explain why the bill as sent over by the
Department permits the 511 group to recompute but does not permit
the 411 to recompute.

Mz, Rrvers. T wish you would because that question will come up.

Secretary Paur. May I ask Colonel Benade to deal with that
question?

Mr. Rivers. Colonel, would you do that ?

Colonel Benapr. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rvers. If you don’t have accurate figures, give us what you
can in the record.

Colonel Bexape. First I would like to clarify the reason why the
bill is the way it is.

The Defense Department had in mind continuing the provisions of
existing law. Mr. Blandford has indicated, people retired prior to:
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October 1, 1959, were divided into two categories.  The first category
i5 that of persons who were retired for physical disability.

In 1949 Congress said to that group, in ellect, * You may keep your
present rate of retired pay or you may elect to come under the new
system, but if you come under the new system you must also accept
the limitations that go with it.”

To give a specific example, if a member had been retired for physical
disability prior to 1949 and the degree of his disability was 30 pereent,
he would get 30 percent of the new rate of pay and not 75 percent
such as he was drawing under the old rate.

Generally an individual with less than a 60 percent disability, was
better ol remaining under the old laws,

Congress, however, provided differently for those members retired
for length of service.

Mr, Rivers. But in the same act.

Colonel Bexape. Yes, sir. The act has also been interpreted by the
Court of Claims.

Mr. Gavin. By the what?

Colonel Bexape. By the Court of Claims.

The legislative history of section 511 of the 1949 act, which dealt
with members retired for reasons other than physical disability, in
other words, length of service, bears out clearly that there was no in-
tention on the part of the Congress to distinguish between members
retired for length of service prior to October 1 and those retired for
length of service after October 1.

‘There was no reason to. Recomputation was an integral part of the
retirement system and the member who had served 30 years, we will
suy, before October 1, 1949, was to be accorded the same treatment as
aman who retited with 30 years of serviee after October 1.

That has been the law right along, and it was the law in 1938,

[ 1958 the pay bill said, in effect, there will not be recomputation
for anyone, and everyoue will get a cost-of-living increase. This, of
course, affected the section 511 group as it did evervoue else.

What the defense hill does is restore the situation as it existed
before June 1958,

[t would anthorize the section 511 group to recompute, just as they
would have been allowed to recompure if it had not been for the freezo
n 1958,

And that is all it does. Tt keeps the situation just as it was prior to
1958.

Mre, Gavin. T=there anvthing in here ahout being retroactive?

Colonel Bexape. No,sir.

Mr. Gaviy. Isthere any thought being given to 1t ?

Colonel Bex.abe. Tomaking 1t retroactive?

Mr. Gavix, Yes.

Colonel Bexape. We considered ir, but the decision was against it.
Tn the first place, the Congress has been uguinst retroactive features
of (his kind in thissort of provision.

Mr. Gavin, Then if this bill pusses, they will all be combuted on the
same basis, same standard ?

Colonel Bexape. Yes, sir,

Mr. Gavix. Now this 5 percent you talk about.

Colonel Bexane. Yes, sir.

b
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Mr. Gavin. Isthat for those before 1958 % ) )

Colonel Bexabe, The group retired prior to 1949 for physical dis-
ability, that is the first category, would receive a -percent increase.

Mr. Gavin. Just the disability ¢

Colonel BeNADE. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. Everybody gets that ? ) )

Mr. BLanprorp. itverybody gets this up to the effective date of this
act.

Colonel Benape. Members retired for physical disability prior to
1949, the section 411 group, would receive a b-percent increase in their
retired pay.

Mr, Osmers. Under thisbill?

Colonel Bexape. Under this bill ; yes, sir.

May I also say one thing more: ) )

In 1955, the Department of Defense in the 1955 pay bill submitted
to this committee a recommendation which would have reopened the
option for the physical disability retived group, the section 411 group.

It was rejected by this committee. And 1t was explained very
carefully on the floor of the ITouse by Mr. Kilday at that time as
to why the committee rejected it.

We had that very much in mind in preparing this bill.

Mr. Harpy. That was in 1949%

Colonel Brwapr. In 1955.

Mr. IIarpy. 1955.

Colonel Bewapr. Yes, sir.

Mr. ITarpy. So what you have done is to continue the policy as
you understood the congressional policy, understood it previously?

Colonel Brwape. That is correct, sir. :

My, ITarpy. All right; now in arriving at that decision did you
give any consideration to the equities which might be involved with
respect to the 411’s?

Colonel Benabr. Yes, sir; we did.

Mr. Iarpy. Then you did not consider that continuing it in this
way did any violence to equity as far as they are concerned ?

Colonel Brnape. No, sir.

There are approximately 33,000 members who are presently drawing
retired pay under laws in effect prior to October 1; that includes both
officers and enlisted personnel. !

TTaving very much in mind the problem that we are now discussing,
we conducted a records survey last summer of this group. We found
that there are perhaps 6,000 who could benefit by coming under the
Career Compensation Act.

In other words, more than 27,000 are still receiving more than they
could receive under the present bill.

6 OMI‘. ITarpy. Let’s talk about the equity of this with respeet to these
,000.

Colonel Brxapr. All right, sir.

Mr. ITarpy. Now, if I can satisfy myself on the question of equity
that is the only thing I am concerned with in this particular item.

Colonel Brwvape. Yes, sir.

Mr. Haroy. Now insofar as these 6,000 are concerned, if you under-
took to provide equity with the other retirces, would you not have
to consider the advantage which they have had during the past?
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Colonel Bexapr, Yes, siv.

Mr. Haroy. Did you do that and what is your answer with respect
tothe 6,0007

Colonel Brxabe. That is one of the reasons why we have not pro-
posed disturbing existing law. Tt is true that this 6,00 might bene-
fit; T wish to make elear, Mr. ITardy. we are not certain thal they
would. The only way to be certain of that is to make an individual
record search and analysis.

We are going purely on the percentage of disability reflected n the
records. But in each case vou would have to caleulate the tax ad-
vantage, know the man’s personal situation and o on.

Mr, Rivers. Taxadvantage isa very important one.

Colonel Brxape. The point is a very proper one. They have been
receiving more in retired pay than members retired after October 1,
1949, with the same degree of disability.

Mr. Rivers, That is exactly right.

Colonel Bexape. We had that very mueh in mind.  This is always
i tronblesome area. We went into it very carefully. [laving in mind
that this committee had previously rejected a proposal to reopen the
option we felt

Mr. Gaviy, Youn are talking about 1949, Ilow about these after
19587

Mr. Braxpronn, This is a different proposition.

Mr. Gavix. IHow about the 6,000 after 19587

Mr, Gepsene May I ask a question 2

My, Rivers. Just a second. Don’t et's get off the track.

M. Gavix. T asked a question.

Mr. Braxororn, Thev are all right.

Mr. Rivens, Mr. ITardy has the floor,

Mr. ITanoy. If T could button up my thinking on this: Then your
determination is that there would only be 6,000 people that could
possibly benefit under recomputation: that is, in the 411 group?

Colonel Bexape. Yes, sir.

Mr. Harpy, And from the standpoint of equity, that they are not
entitled to recomputation or to any ahvantuge now?

Colonel Bexanpe. I think thatisa fairstatement.

Mr. ITarny. That being the case, I am satisfied. I have no further
qualms about the matter.

Mr. Bates. Then the ones retired after 1949 got less than this?

Mr. Braxvrorn. For years.

C'olonel Bexape. That has been the case for vears.

Mr. Gunsen. Isn’t it true that the life expectancy of this 6,000 would
probably be considerably less than the period of time in which they
have had this additional benefit that the others did not have?

Colonel Bexape, Yes, sir.

My, Braxprorp., That would probably be true.

Mr. Rivers, This would be continued on an individual survey.

Mr. Osaens. I wanted to ask—and possibly he is going to cover
it—the effect on the 511’s of thisbill.

Colonel Bexape. The section 511 group would be treated under this
hill exactly as they have been previously treated in the law.

Mr. Rivers. We just bring them up to 19587
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Colone! Bexape, That isright.

Mr. Rivers, Where are we now ¢

Mer. Braxprorp. At this point I would like to explain to you who
would benefit and who would not under this percentage increase and
recomputing their pay under existing pay scales. Mr, Bates brought
up the question the other day and I would like to put this in the record
and indicate to you what we are faced with here. )

Tor some reason or other there are many people who think that
recomputation means that everybody will get more pay. This is not
-correct.

In 1958 we gave a 6-percent cost-of-living increase. 1t so happens;
and you heard Mr. Lovei of the disabled officers talking about this,
that there are many people who received more of an increase in re-
tirement pay because of the cost-of-living increase than they would
get if they recomputed. As a matter of fact, if you made them recom-
pute they would take a pay cut.

Mr. Rivers. That is right.

Mr. Braxprorp. Now, the figures reveal 50,781 officers will benefit
by recomputation at an average of about $482 per officer, but 11,558—
now these figures have varied somewhat but these are the figures that
were submitted to the Senate last year—will not benefit by recom-
putation, because the 6-percent increase that they received was greater
than the amount they would have received if they recomputed and
the answer is simple: We didn’t increase the obligated serviceman at
all in 1958 and you have an awful lot of short service people who are
affected by this provision.

Among enlisted personnel, 108,000 will benefit, by recomputation and
37,390 will not.

Now, T think you ought to also know that on recomputation the
average enlisted man gets an increase of approximately $110 a year
as opposed to $482 for the officers. Now, an O-10, under a recomputa-
tion that is, a Chief of Staff, would receive $4,586 more; a general,
$2,957 ; a Heutenant general, $2,359: a major general, $1,028; a briga-
dier general, $1,445; a_colonel, $1,070; a lLieutenant colonel, $561;
a major, $187; a captain, $133; and a first lieutenant, $49. These
are averages.

The maximum amount that an enlisted man would receive under
recomputation is $130 and the 1-6, £31. These are per year, not per
month.

Mr. Rivers. Well, at that point the general and the lieutenant
general would get more because in 1958 wo paid them in their rank,
whereas before that you didn’t go any higher.

Mr. Branprorp. That is right. I think it is a mistake to use the
'$4,000 figure.

Mr. 1RIVERS. A four-star general got the same salary as a two-star
-general.

Mr. Braxororp. You are exactly right, Mr. Chairman. We ought
to talk about the major general, for example, who would get $2,359,
and then, on top of that, b percent of his total retired pay under this
bill. Now, these people, to be honest, the people who are going to
be allowed to recompute, are going to pick up a tremendous increase,
the senior officers will pick up a very substantial amount of increase
in their present retirement, pay, and I think you should also know
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that recomputation for this group will add £30 million to the cost
of the bill. And then the b-percent increase will add %56 1nillion
more to the cost of the hill,

Mr. Ilaeny. That is annually.

Mr. Braxorown, Thisisthe s pereent applied to everyhbody,

Colonel Bexape, As reeommended by the Defense Trepartment.

M. Braxprorn, Anunally : ves, sir, annually.

Mr Huevprestox, Tet's see if 1 et this straight.  Iverybody except
the H11's who were retired for any reason up to the eflective date of
this act, under whatever law they retired, wonld be entitled to have
their pay recomputed if they want to under the pay seales of the
19358 act and, in addition, will obtain 5 percent? '

Mr. Braxnrown, That isright.

Mr. Rivers. That isa good slatement.

Mr. Braxororn, Yes,sir, that is corrent,

Mr. Osarers. Mr. Chairman, beeause of the apparent. disparity be- ‘
tween the annual increase for some as compared to others, T wonder
if you would relate the inerease for some of the officers there to per-
centages of what they now receive. For example, if a major general
receivies a 2,200 annual inerease, what is his present total retirament
onan average basis?

Mr. Braxprorn. A major general, according to the ficures T have
here, on recomputation, will get w Z26-percent inerease in his retire-
ment pay, and then, of course, on top of that there will be anorher §
percent, because of the cost-of-living increase sinee 1938,

Mr. Osyers. In other words, he would et 31 percent more than he
now receives. Ilow would that apply to an enlisted man.
percentagewise?

Mr. Rivers. Why not take the highest ?

My, Braxvrorn. Nine percent for the platoon sergeant, that is E-7,
1 percent for the stafl sergeant.

There is no sensc in trying to kid ourselves about thix, The mail
that you get from the nuster sergeant, he is a rare bicd, but the mail
you get from a colonel and a brigadier general vou ean understand.
There are real dollars involved here for a colonel amd a general on re-
computation.  On the other hand, put vourselves in their }positiml.
They find that if they had retired on July 1, 1958, they would be draw-
ing $2500 a yvear more than if they retired on May 1, 1958, And
their argument is that we fought in the same wars. They say, T hap-
pened to come in the serviee ahead of Jolmny Smith, or something of
that nature, and T am retived 1 month ahead of 2 new pav bil' and
for the rest of my life I am penalized to the tune of $2.500 4 vear, Tt
is a strong arenment. They become downright emotional about if.

Mr. Rivers. They do.

Mr. Osyers. Would you say, if T may, would vou say that this pro-
posal across the board, is fuir?

Mr. Braxprono, My, Osmers, Tthink rhis is as fair a wiyv as possible
1o solve this and <till remain zolvent, beeanse T am frolng to give yon
the projected cost of retivement.  Now, 1 think when we do th s we
ought to bear in mind that we are, in a sense, departing from trad tion.
We are, in a sense, changing the rules. but Congress is not bourd by
these roles, beennse you ean argue that these people have never con-
tribufed toward their retirement.  Mr, Kilday used the argument, as
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this subcommittee will well remember, that this is not correct, that
these people have contributed toward their retirement because they
have received less pay than they would if they were contributing
toward their retirement. But bear in mind that retirement is a tontine
bonefit in this respect; that you have hundreds of people who serve
for short. periods of time on active duty and if they draw less pay,
then what you could consider to be their contribution toward retire-
ment, they don’t benefit from. They are drawing less pay so that we
can, thereafter, pay those who stay on for 20 years or more, retirement
pay. This is one of tho nebulous arguments that you get into on
retirement.

In my opinion, this section, the way it is written, which guarantees

the purchasing power of the retirement dollar is the safest way of
handling this and is the fairest way of handling this, even though you
“Thave to recognize that you are changing a system and, as Admiral
Settle said, in the paper that Mr. Hardy gave me, one thing you are
not doing here, while you are guaranteeing the purchasing power of
“the retired dollar, you are not guaranteeing to the retired man that
his living standard will increase as the national living standard in-
creases, whereas the man on active duty, while he is serving on active
duty will, if future pay increases are provided, be able to improve his
standard of living. I3ut we have a very serious problem before us
here and the problem is cost. Now, Mr. Gorham said, in 1970 there
will bo 25 people on the retired list for every 100 people on active
-duty. Now, let’s look at the projected cost, because Mr. Stratton
asked this question. In 1970, under existing Jaw, the costs of retire-
ment would be $1,868,000 a year. Under the bill, I1.R. 3006, and this
is without any further pay increases, retirement costs will be $2,063
million a year in 1970. Now, this just tells a part of the story. Ifyou
project retirement costs out to 1984, and this is not unreasonable to
project them 20 years, without any further pay increases except that
which is contained in the Department proposal, retirement costs for
the military will be $3,500 million a year.

Now, the question came up as to how does this compare with civil
-service retirement ?

1 have a projection here in front of me which indicates that in 1972
the total cost of military retirement will be $2,123 million, the total cost
of Civil Service and Federal Employees Compensation Act, which is
their disability retirement system, will be $2,562 million. There is no
-sense in our trying to conceal the fact that the costs of retirement for
the civil service people, the civil service annunitants are going up and
‘they are going to go up considerably.

Mr. Haroy, That surprises me that they are so close together on
that projection. I come to the conclusion that there must be something
Jeft out of that figure.

Mr. Braxororp. I don’t have as yet the number of people who are
involved in this and I find every time I get into this question of trying
‘to compare civil service with military retirement that I get into so
‘many intangibles that I don’t know really where I am.

Mr. Osvers. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if Colonel Blandford hap-
-pens to have the total cost in 1984 of the civil service.

Mzr. Branprorn. No,sir, I donot. :
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Mr. Osarers. Tt i not an important figure, T didi’t wiant it heeause
of imything before us.

Mr. Hauny. These figures reflect the projected outlay in that par-
ticular year, was that 1970

Mr. Braxprorn. T presume these are projected outlays, projected
disbursements,

Mr. ITaroy. That is what T am ralking about.

Mr. Braxvrorn. That is my understanding.

Mr. ITawny. It doesn’t retlect the actuarial commitment at all.

Mr. Buaxprorn. 1 think the Ford study indicated, if you are talking
in terms of what your cost retirement is right now, if you had to have
a fund established like an insurance company to pay oftf your annui-
tants that the fund is some %30 billicn behind at this moment.,

Mr. Harpy. Could we undersiand what these figures mean with
respect {o civil service/ Does that mean the actnal out-of-pocket
Government expenditures on civil serviee retirement? .

Mr. StrarroN. For that particular year.

Mr. ITarpy. For that year? And that is in additien to expenditures
from the fund created by the employees themselves

Mr. Braxprorn. Well. now--- -

Colonel Bexane, May Lelarify thut ¢

Mr. Braxprorn, Yes, beeause T can’t answer that.

Colonel Bexape. In terms of numbers involved— -

Mr. Rivers. Speak up. please.

(“olonel Brenank, There are more people on the civil service retired
rolls than there are on the military refired rolls.

Mr. ITvopresTox. You mean in (9722

Colonel Bexabr. There are right now. There might very well be
in 1972, also, because the annual civil service retirements are some-
where between 50,000 and 60.000. That is also about the present rate
of retirements in the militury service and (he numbers expected to be
retiring annually bet ween now and 1972,

Tt costs more in terms of dishursements foday for civil service
retirees than for military, and it probably will up through 1972, The
third point raised by Mr. Tlardy is what does this represent : This
amount includes the contribution made by the civil service emnloyee,
which is presently 614 percent of salary, "But I would point out, that
when a civil service employee makes a contribution of 614 percent, and
if he did that thronghout his career, and if there were no inter rening -
pay increases, the amount contributed would be about 47 percent of
the annuity he would receive.

But in practice, it may not work that way. The emplovee nuy
not contribute that much. Although he may have contributed 61} -
percent from the time he came in, the effect of intervening pay in-
ereasesis such that ultimately the total of his contriburion to his retire-
ment. pay is substantially less than 47 pereent,

Mr. Tarny. Yes, but unless vou can tie down these dishursements
to a point where vou can separate the contributions made by the
employees from the total, you haven’t got a comparison, because
with respect to the military 1t is a total governmental cost.

Colonel Bexape. That.is correct, Mr. ITardy. S{)oaking with regard
to the present population and having in mind that the systein was
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initiated in the 1920’s and was initiated at a much lower rate of con-
tribution, I would estimate that of the annual amount now being
disbursed to them, contributions represent about 15 to 17 percent.
The balance represents appropriations, money over and above the
contribution made by the individual.

Mr. TTazpy. So that the hope for 50-50 costs doesn’t really mean
anything ?

Colonel Brnape. Not always, sir. 1 would also point out that the
employee contributes 614 percent and the employing agency matches
that with 614 percent. Dut this falls short of the amount actually
required, with the result that there is an annual deficiency each year
of some 0.83 percent, so that the Government’s contribution is, in
fact, around 8.33 percent.

Mr. Rivers, Eight to—

Colonel Bexape. I am sorry, 7.33 percent.

Mr. Rivers. Seven and a third.

Colonel Brnape. To about 614 percent, that is correct, sir, that
is the present ratio of contribution on the part of the member and
the Government.

Mr. IIaroy. Just to finish my points in this thing right quickly,
then the annual input of retirees is about the same in the military as
in eivil service?

Colonel Benape. The way it is running right now, yes, sir.

Mr. Haroy. The annual rate?

Clolone] Benapr. Yes, sir, that is right.

Mr. IIarpy. And the cost to the TFederal Government is what per-
cont? I don’t know how you do it, though, if you haven’t separated
out the contributions.

Colonel Benape. You cannot generalize.

Mr. I1arpy. They are very close together, as T remember the figures
that were given.

Mer. Braxprorp. Just at that point in time.

Colonel Brnape. 1 agree with you completely. There is no easy
answer to it.

Tn other words, in theory, the employees’ contribution should come
out to about half of the annuity. But in practice it does not work
that way.

Mr. Harpy. The only thing I was trying to see if we can do and
maybe we can, 18 to see whether on an individual basis the Federal
Government is paying substantially more for military retirement than
for civil service retirement.

Colonel Brxape. It all depends, Mr. Hardy. There are so many
considerations involved.

Under the military system an individual gets nothing unless he
s%oa?lrs for at least 20 years, or unless he is retired for physical dis-
ability.

Tn the civil service—and it is a rather common practice outside of
Government—the individual after 5 years has a vested right to retire-
ment. e can let his money stay in the civil service system and draw
yeziren;ent benefits at age 62, or he can withdraw his money with
interest. ‘
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Mr, IIarpy. The only thing I was trying to do, Colonel—I wnder-
stand these diflerences, but the only tlung I was (rying to do was to
sec whether or not we could develop a compurison that would be help-
ful touson the tloor. Maybe we ean't.

Mr. Gusser. Would you yield /

Mr. Harpy. It is going To come up sure. I was hoping we would
have some sort of an answer.

Mr. Rivers, We will have some kind——-

Mr. Brazvroro. We will try (o come up with a general answer.

Mr. Gusser. Mr. Chairman, may 1 ask a question right on (hat
point ?

Mr. Rivers. Yes.

Mr. Gusser, Is there an average amount that you could arrive at,
where you have an average for civil service retirement recipients
and military retirement recipients?

Colonel Bexabrk, Are you referring to rate of retired pay?

Mr. Gusser. An average amount received on a numlhly bass, 1
dou’t think it is necessarily a meaningful figure,

Mr. Braxprorn, Yes. " Al you have (o do would be to taka the
amount of disbursements and divide by the number of annuitants.

Mr. Gusser. 1las anyone ever done thiat /

Mr. Braxpronp. It doesn’t mean anything.

Colonel Bexane, Wecould do it

Mr. Hakoy, It would be misleading, actually, becanse you have a
number of people with service of 5 years or more.

Mr. Rivers, Mr, Blandford, you and the colonel get together and
see if we can’t get a satisfactory example.

Mr. Brasovrorp. 1 an (rying rig]lx[ now to come up with some—
what I am doing, among other things, I have been down to the Civil
Service Committee (his morning trying to see how far they exceeded—
how much the Post Oflice and Civil Service employees received in pay
inereases last year, how much that exceeded the administration bifl
that was sent over.

Now I just say this with malice aforethought, that the Congress
didn’t hesitate to spend $300 or $100 million in 1 year and $300 or $400
million the following year more than what the administration has
proposed for the Post Oflice and Civil Service employees and now all
of a sudden everybody gets excited about the fact that wo might spend
a couple of hundred million dollars more than has been subm tted
here,

Mr. Rivers. 1 want to say that the Congress last vear paid very
little heed to what the administration sent over on the postal increases.

Isn't that true?

Secretary Pave. Yes, sir, they raised it by a considerable amcunt.

Mr. Iaroy, There is one thing, one comparizon that I think might
be meaningful, if you have it, or if it wouldn't be too hard to get, and
that would be a comparison between the average retircuient on an
individual basis for military people with civil serviee annuitants who
have had 20 years or more of service.

Colonel Bexang, Yes.

Mr. Braxprors, We will vy to
mgtul fgure,

aet that, That might be a maan-
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Mr. Gusser. That is really what I should have been fishing for in
my question. L

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bennett, you have a question?
3 Mr. Bexxerr. 1 think I have another line that might be meaning-
ful at this point. That is, if we did accept this thing of going back
to recompute—I am going to ask Mr. Gorham this question 1f I may—
if we go back to recompute some of these people in the 1958 status,
how do we justify not doing that for the people in the future?

In other words, I want to have the arguments here that make a
difference between those people in the 1958 status and those who may
be coming in the future with regard to computing their pay on the
rank of the person under whom they serve.

Mzr. Gormanr. I believe there are two prime reasons.

Mz, Rivers. Let’s hear this, and then we are going to adjourn.

Mr. Gormam. There are two primary reasons for distinguishing the
pre-1958 group and the new pre-1958 group, if you will, the one who
Loy will be retiring prior to the effective date of this bill.

The first is that prior to 1958 there wasn’t even a hint that this system

“+which had been in existence for over a hundred years was going to be
changed. There was essentially a no-warning situation in 1958. There
was no reason for any man to defer his date of retirement for he had
every reason to expect that after the bill came into effect his retired
pay would be recomputed on the new pay scales.

This is not true of those in the active duty force subsequent to June
1958. They have had 5 years under a system which was not récompu-

; tation.

{ The second difference is that in 1958 we had a major restructuring,
a decompression, of the pay system. We increased the pay rates of
senior officers much more than those of junior officers. .

The reason for this change wasn’t that the junior- and middle-grade
officers were being paid too much money. The reason was rather
recognition that we were not providing our senior officers with suffi-
cient compensation. In effect, then, we were telling those who retired |
prior to 1958 that this overdue recognition of insuflicient pay, was go-
ing to be perpetusted by not permitting the people retired prior to
1958 to recompute based on the new rates of pay.

Mr. Witson. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Rivers. I want to say this. We are headed to a solution of this
and I believe tomorrow morning, Mr. Blandford, we can come to a

conclusion.

Mr. Buanprorp. Yes.

May T remind everybody we meet in 304 tomorrow.

Mr. Wirsow. Ihave some doubts on this. What we are doing on this
retirement thing:

Mr. Bares. Raise them tomorrow.

Mr. Wirson. Can I make them tomorrow ?

Mr. Rivers. Yes.

Mr. Gusser. You may not finish tomorrow, though.

Mr. Bates. No hurry.

Secretary Paurn. Mr. Chairman, I have committed myself to appear
before Mr. Hébert’s subcommittee tomorrow morning on the junior
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ROTC. Ifitcan be worked out within the committee, I would be glad
to go anywhere you want me to.

Mr. Rivers. This is off-the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

Mr. Br.anprorp. Mr. Gorham will be here also.

Mr. Rrvers. Wait. Thisis one of the vital areas in this bill.

Secretary PauL. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. Because it has a lot to do with what we are trying to
do. T believe we ought to find a way to resolve this important ques-
tion, Mr. Blandford. I am hopeful that we might be able to.

Mr. Branororp. Of course, what we hoped to do, Mr. Rivers, was
to meet this afternoon, finish with Mr. Paul, and then let Mr. Paul
be available to Mr. Hébert tomorrow morning. Unfortunately you
cannot meet this afternoon.

Mr. Rivers. We have two or three other meetings this afternoon,
I found out.

Mr. Braxprorp. I didn’t know this. X set it up for this afternoon
with the idea of finishing with Mr. Paul this afternoon.

Perhaps we could do this at this point, if we could stay another
5 or 10 minutes-so that Mr. Wilson could explore with Mr. Paul his
views on retirement, and then we could have Mr. Gorham and Colonel
Bonade. Then when Secretary Paul finishes with ROTC he might
come over for half an hour.

Mr. StraTToN. I have some questions I would like to ask, too, before
we adjourn.

Mr. Ravers. We will let everybody ask them. ,

Mr. WiLsox. My explanation is going to be more with Blandford
anyway. - So I would say—— : -

Mr. Rivers. If you can win an argument with:Mr. Blandford, T
will give you all the time you want and I will turn him over to you
from now on. .

Now, Mr. Stratton.

Mr. StraTToN. Mr. Chairman

Mr. Rivers. Who would your questions be directed to?

Mr. StraTroN. I want to direct them ecither to Mr. Blandford or to
the Secretary.

Would it be fair to say, Mr. Sccretary, that the reason why we are
concerned about this retirement problem in the military is that, by
and large, our retirement policies have reached the point where people
rotire a lot earlier in the military service than they do in the civil
service, and that therefore the length of time that they are receiving
retired pay is muech greater, therefore the total expenditure to the
Government is greater?

Secretary Pavr. That is certainly a large part of the problem and
a large reason for the enormous cost of it, Mr. Stratton.

Of course, in the officer ranks retirement 1s usually after a longer
period of time. I believe the average is closer to 30 years than 20.
In the enlisted area it is more nearly 20.

That certainly is a major factor. I don’t think any of us should
fool that we have found the all-time solution to the retirement problem.

Mr. Strarron. Well, T am just trying to solve in my own mind
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this basic question of what the justification is for going back, as the
charge has been made, on our original commitment to those in the
military service. ' _

It would seem to me what you are proposing here, if T understand
this correctly, is—I don’t think anybody said it in exactly these words,
but I think we ought to get it out—that we cannot hope to pay the
active duty personnel the kind of income that they ought to get, make
them comparable to people on the outside, if we also have to worry
about the impact of these salary scales on the growing numbers of
people in the retired pool.

Now is that correct?

Secretary Paur. I think that is a correct statement. Our No. 1
task must be to manage the active duty force. TFor the reasons you
have stated, this places an inhibition on that.

Mr. StrarroN. Now I would like to try to explore the degree of this
inhibition. In the first place your proposal, you are not suggesting
that people be retired at a different rate of pay from what they receive
on active duty? That is, you are not suggesting it be recomputed on
the pay scales in 1948. This retirement pay is going to be computed
on the pz?ty scale that exists at the time that they retire; that is correct,
1s it not.?

Secretary Pavr. Yes, sir.

Mr. Strarrox. Therefore the only reason it scems to me for de-
parting from the kind of thing that Admiral Denfeld was talking
about here the other day, is that you believe that the person in the
military service who gets retired pay is going to be living so long that
there will be a substantial differential between the changes in pay that
would take place during that period of time for the active personnel,
in an effort to try to keep their salaries comparable with civilian
pursuits, and the wage scale that he retired on originally, plus the
5-percent differential. )

Now isn’t that correct?

Secretary Paur. I think that is substantially correct.

I would just h’.l.ce to add this: The degree to which we might wish
to change the active duty scales differs quite substantially from year
to year. Take, for example, the difference between the 1958 adjust-
ments and the ones we are proposing now. We are now proposing
greater pay raises in certain grades, significantly different from the
pay raises that were passed by the Congress in 1953.

What we are trying to do with the retired person is to stabilize
anc(l1 maintain his purchasing power. There are certain situations
under:

Mr. Strarrox. But that relatively is a small consideration, isn’t it ?
I mean the difference between whether you are trying to attract more
licutenants and captains now than the majors and colonels and so on.
Isn’t that in financial terms relatively small ¢

Mr. Gormam. I would eall it substantial, not small. For exam-
ple, compare the pay raises you proposed for captains compared with
the pay raise proposed for brigadier generals. I believe captains are
getting an 18-percent increase. Is that ri ght? That means that per-
sons retired in the grade of captain under recomputation would get an

18-percent. increase. Persons retired in the brigadier general grade
would get a 5-percent increase.
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I think that is a substantial difference in changes in retivement pay.

Mr. Srrarrox. That may well be. 1 am tryving to get in my own
wind the amount of money that this really represents, beeause it seems
to me that this is basically the argument, we have got to save some
money in here or else we won't be abile to adjust our pay scales in the
future. I am trying to find out exactly how much this iz hikely to
represent.

Mr. Braxprorn, $87 million for 1 vear.

Secretary Pavr., stSmillion.

Mr. Braxororn, 1 have 57,0 Tan tola that iff we apply the new pay
seales to those now retived and up to the effective date, including the
pre-1938, 1 would cost R161 milhion,

Mre. Srrarrox. Well, it 1s not o miuch the saving per  in this par-
ticular vear that you are concerned with, s it/

I mean that would seem (o be a relatively small saving, but it is
over the vears. .

My, Braxprorn, Well, vou have 10 projeet vour cost, and that is
what vou are talking about, Mr. Stratton, and this is one of the big
problems on military retivement.  That even this %39 m:illion, it is
woing to cost us for recomputation, can be converted to eventual cos
tothe Government of approximately St million.

In other words, if vou had to establish o fund 1o gnarantee just the
recomputation of the pre-1958 group, you would need around Sfoo mil-
lion or more to guarantee them the increased retirement pay just on
recomputation up to the effective date of this act. )

Seeretary Pavr. We estimate between 400 and 600 milllon a= heing
the lifetime cost of the 230 million increase we are proposing this year
for those people.

Mr, Braxprorn. Now if vou take £7% or 350 million, whateve- the
difference i=. as opposed to the 30, that is 50 and that is going to take
vou up elose (o a billion dollars just an this recomputation alone if
vou projeet it into the future.

It is utterly fantastic.  What is going to happen, the Randall
Committes is, and as sure as I am sitting here, there are proposals
going to come over here which are going to definitely aflect retirernent.

Retivement is about the last vestige of a privilege that military
people have that has really no counterpart other than in the FBT, any
place else in the country.

In other words. this privilege of going out on 20 years. )

Mr. Rovers. The military and FBI are the only two groups that T
know. .

Mr. Strarros. Tdon't want to say I un sacred, I just read a book,
called “Soven Davs in May.® in which they had a military revolt
hecanse the military did not think they were getting paid enough.

[ think we have to worry about thi=, AT Chairman.

Mr. Rivers. We are worryving about this.

AMr. Strarroy, That is off the reeord.

Mr., Rivers. I think the Seeretary does have dont we have
another little proposal that the Department has agreed to. raising the
hasic pay in this bill? ' .

Mr. Braxoronn, We have not gotten to that point yet, Mr, Chair-
man.  That is another point for disenssion tomorrow.

M. Rivers. Yes,
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Mr. Braxvrorp. Which is going to take us back into the basic pay
scales, but again until you decide what to do with retirement you
cannot do much with basic pay scales, because everything you do with
retirement affects future costs.

Mr. Rivers. I think this is all we can—if we can work out a way
whereby we can—if we do need the Secretary, maybe get him tomorrow
without disrupting Mr, Hébert’s committee,

(Discussion ofl the record.)

Mr. Branororp, Ten o’clock tomorrow morning.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Secrotary, what we are going to do, we are going
to have to work together on this. We are going to keep you well in-
formed as to how we are going and work with you on it as we have
been doing, because I think we are getting along very well and 1 cer-
tainly want to compliment you on your demeanor and your
cooperation.

Y our cooperation has been excellent. We appreciate it very much.

Secretary ’avr. Thank you very much,

Mz, Rivers. Thank you very mnch. Iet us recess until 10 o’clock
tomorrow and we will meet tomorrow down here in room 304,

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene
at 10 a.m., Wednesday, March 6, 1963.)

Houst or REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMIITEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Svuscommrrrer No. 1,
Washington, D.C., Wednesday, March 6,1963.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a.m., in room
304, Cannon Office Building, Washington, D.C., ITon. L. Mendel
Rivers (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding,

Mr. Rivers. Let the subcommittee come to order. 'We will continue
our executive session on H.R. 3006 for the purpose of considering the
bill section by section.

Now, Mr. Blandford.

Mr. Branprorp. Mr. Chairman, T would like to raise some technical
points on the retirement section for the guidance of the GAO in the
future. I would like to question Colonel Benade.

Mr. Rivirs. We will continue our consideration of retived and re-
tainer pay.

Mr. Branprorp. Yes, sir; it starts on page 11.

Mr. Rrvers. Where is Colonel Benade?

Mcr. Branprorp. There is no doubt in your mind, Colonel, that the
pay recomputation provided here as well as the 5-percent increase, as
well as future cost-of-living increases, will be applicable to those re-
tired under title 3 of Public Law 810¢

Colonel Bexaor. No, sir; there is not.

Mr. Branororp. On the cumulative increase in the cost of living,
when it goes to 3 percent or more, is it the intent of the Department of
Defense, and is it the intent of this bill if it is enacted into law, that
if the cost of living goes up 2.9 percent one year and drops back five-
tenths of 1 percent in the next year, and the following year goes up,
say, 1 percent, that when the cumulative effect of the increase and the
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decrease and the increase goes up to 3 percent or more, it would bring
about an increase in retirement pay ?

Colonel Bexapr. That is correct.

Mr. Braxororn. There is no doubt then that this is counulative in its
application?

Colonel Bexape. That is correct.

Mr. Rivers. Now this takes care of what, a calendar year?

Mr. Braxproun., It will be considered on the first of each January,
as to the efleet during the previous ealendar year, )

Colonel Bexant. 1t is the ave rage for the calendar vear,

Mr. Braxproro. Now we have some minor problems here in con-
nection with some individual cases.  For example, we have a situation
where an oflicer was formerly (he chief of his serviee. Then he re-
verted back, he didn’t revert back in grade, as such, beeause he retained
fonr stars, say, but took another job which was not the :hief of his
service.

Wo also have the case of an oflicer who was the chief of his service.
who was then ordered back to active duty in his highest grade but
not i his highest pay grade.  Beecause he served at a previous titne as
the chief of his service is it the intention of this bill that these individ-
uals will receive, on recomputaton, the pay of the highest grade and
the highest office they occupied while =erving in that grade?

Colonel Bexavr. It is so intended, Mr. Blandford. T necessary.
wa would like to try to clarify, working with the committee later, 1o
insnre that result.

But certamly 1t is the intent of this nroposed legistation that for-
mer Chiefs of Service, assuming enactiment of this proposal by the
Congress, would recompute on ithe special rate of pay provided for
Chiefs of Staff, Chief of Naval Operations. and Commandant o? the
Marine Corps.

Mr. Braxprorp. To (ranslate this into an actual sitvation. then
what you are saving is that it is vour intent, and the bill was intended
to be drafted so that these former Chiefs of Service would be able,
who were retired prior to June 1, 1938, would be able to compute rheir
retirement pay under the 81.875 per month basie pay figure?

Colonel Bexape. That is correet.

Mr. Br.axprorp. No doubt of that in yvour mind?

Colonel Bexape. No, sir.

Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman, how about other promotions that people
obtained, spol promotions because of ability. and promotions other
than that of Chief of Stall?

Mr. Rivers, Chief of bureau and so forth?

Mr. Bates. Yes, how about them? What is the difference between
individuals who might huve heen Chiefx of Staff aucd others who night
have held permanent positions but retived in lower rank

AMr. Braxoronrp. I don’t Lelieve we have a problem in ~hat urea to
my knowledge.  The only problent we have is rhat there is an '() 10
grade and then there is a special pay for the Chief of Stafl. They
don’t go above the O 10 grade. O 10 is the highest grade wo’!m\'v
in the pay scales. But there is a special pay for the Chief of Stafl.
This is what creates the problem. We do not have a comparable
problem in any other grade.
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Mr, Bares. I am talking moncywise.

Mr. Braxororp. I am talking about money, also. In other words,
the present pay of an O-10, and this is the point that I make, is
$1,700 o month. Now on a straight

Mr. Bares. That is everything ?

Mr, Branprorp. Basic pay, $1,700 a month.

Now on a straight recomputation, without being clear as to our
intent, I am of the opinion that this bill as written might bring about
a result whereby these former Chiefs would only be able to recompute
their retirement pay under the $1,700 basic pay scale rather than the
$1,875 per month basic pay scale. ]

Now since these people did serve as chiefs of their service, and since
we are permitting recomputation in the highest grade satisfactorily
served, I questioned the Defense witness with the intention of bring-
ing out the point as to whether they intended this to apply to the
highest pay grade that they received, or the highest pay of the office
that they occupied, even though at a later date they continued to
serve in their grade, but not in the highest pay attached to that grade
while they were the chief of the service.

Mr. Rivers. So you are sure then, in response to Mr. Bates’ inquiry,
the only place where there would be any doubt, before having obtained
assurance from the Department, was the chiefs of the service?

Mr. Braxprorp. 1 would say that the only other possible situation,
and I can only visualize this; as an example, would be the Judge
Advocate General of the Navy. I believe the law says that while serv-
ing as a Judge Advocate in the Navy he will draw the maximum
pay of the upper half.

Colonel Benane. That is correct.

Mr. Branprorp. This is a statutory provision but it has not been
construed as an entitlement to retirement with maximum pay.

In other words, I don’t believe that the law ever contemplated that
a Tormer Judge Advocate General could draw 75 percent retired pay
based upon 20 years of service merely because he drew the maximum
pay of the Judge Advocate General while serving in that office. No
one ever contemplated that to my knowledge.

Is that correct?

Colonel Bevapr. Thatis correct.

Mr. Rivers. President Eisenhower made his personal physician the
Surgeon General of the Army with three stars and all the rest of
them have two. I don’t know whether he had reverted.

Colonel Brwann. General Ieaton is still on active duty. When Gen-
eral Heaton retires his retired pay would be computed on the basic
pay of the O-9 pay grade; that 1s, of a lieutenant general. There
18 no problem in this respect.

Mr. Rivers, T see.

Mr. Branprorn. Mr, Chairman, there is another problem which we
must settle. These are little things but these are the things that cause
difficulties unless they are spelled out and we understand our intent.

Mr. Rivers. And when yon want a decision, you get the intent of
the Congress.

Mr. Branororp. The intent of the committee and the intent of Con-
gress to show that this matter was considered.
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Now there is another problenm.  You know that. in past Congresses,
we have passed laws which provided that certain generals who served
i positions of extreme importance during World War 11 are entitled
to full pay and allowawnees even though they are retired in one sense
of the word in that they are no longeractive in the Armed For ces, bu!
considered to be on actlive duty. There are Admiral Nimitz, CGeneral
Bradley, General MacArthnr, General Arnold, Adiirals Halsey,
King, :nd Leahy, General Eisenhower, General Vanderzrift, Admiral
Spruance. There were certain laws tLat gave these people full pay and
dlowances,

Mr. Rivers. They never retived.

Mr, Braxprorn, Well, they could. They had the privilege of retir-
g but still continne to draw full pay and allowances.

Now, the 1938 puy law stated that (hese people would continue to
draw the pay and allownnees they were then receiving snd would not
be entitled to any incerease,

Fiight add that that has been constroed so that Admiral Nimitz,
Tonse i exanmiple, did not veceive an inerease in his quarters allowance
last year when we inereased the quarters allowances beeause we froze
these people who performed such distinguished service to the Nation
during World War 11, we froze those people at their pay and allow-
ances that they were getting on May 31, 1958,

Now, frankly, I do not know what this bil] does to them, becanse T
do not know what sections 6 and T of the 1958 Pay Act does. 1 do
not. know, and I confess niy ignoranee, but 1 think there ave others
who are as equally ignorant on this subject, 1 do not know whether
Sections 6 and 7 of the 1958 Pay Act would continue to apply to these
people, which froze them. Or whether they would qualify for the full
pay and allowances provided in this bill. 1 just don’t know. I would
like some enlightenment.

Mr. Gavix. How are you going to find it out ¢

Mr. Braxvrorn, I have a witness I aun abont to ask right now.

Mr. Gavins, T think it is quite an mjustice that they are not paid
at the 1958 rate. There is quite 2 number of those.

Mr. Braxororn, Abowt six of them 1 believe, five or six. We are
talking about a diflferent category. We are talking ahout special peo-
ple. We are talking about Adiral Nimitz, we are talking about
General MacArthur, about General Bradley, we are talking about 3

Mr. Rrvers. Eisenhower.,

Mr. Braxororn, General Eisenhower made his election.

Mr. Rivenrs. Tle retired.

Mr. Braxprorn, No: we restored his grade, but I believe he is draw-
ing the $25,000 as a former President.

Mr. Rivers. Colonel, what ean vou tell us about that?

Colonel Bexabe, We are spealking about six admirals and goneral
oflicers and they are divided into two rategories. 'The first category
s (GGeneral of the Army MaceArthur, General of the Army Omar N,

Bradley and Fleet Admiral Nimitz,

Under special laws which Congress passed in 1946 with respeet to
MacArthur, Bradiey, and Nimitz, it was provided that they would
receive thereafter the pay and allowanees of a major general plus a
55000 money allowanee per annum.  The pax of those three officers
today is %1,711.95 a month.
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The other three officers are Admiral Spruance, General Vandergrift,
and General Spaatz. They are receiving the pay and allowances of
a four-star gencral based on the 1955 pay scale, and their monthly re-
tired pay is $1,678.61 a month. i

On an annual basis there is only a $400 difference between the retired
pay of Admiral Spruance, General Vandergrift, and General Spaatz
compared to General MacArthur, General Bradley, and Kleet Ad-
miral Nimitz.

The question that Mr. Blandford raises is a very real one. I be-
lieve that if it is the desire of the Congress to increase the present rates
of pay of these officers, a specific provision to that effect should be
put into the bill.

Mr. Rrvers. Otherwise they will not be included.

Colonel Bexape. I would think that they might not be, Mr. Rivers.
Even if they are, if language is put into the bill, it would do no harm
and would certainly make clear the desire of the Congress.

If, on the other hand, it is intended that these flag and general
officers continue to receive the same rate of pay they are now receiving,
then I also believe that some specific reference should be made in
the legislation.

Mr. Branprorn. Colonel, aren’t we making a mistake calling this
retired pay ¢

Colonel Benape. In the case of the five-star people, Generals Mac-
Arxthur and Bradley and Fleet Admiral Nimitz, it would be, because
they are not retired, they are considered to be on duty at all times,

Mr. WiLson. How about General Eisenhower, is he included in
that ?

Colonel Benapp. No,sir. General Fisenhower, as I recall

Mr. Branororp. Ile is on active duty and he has had his rank re-
stored to him. Tle receives the $25,000 that we give to former Presi-
dents.

Mr. Rivers. But he has the emoluments.

Mr. Branororp. He has aides.

Mer. Rivers. Heis entitled to commissaries and hospitalization.

Mr. Gueser. If thereis abed available.

Mr. WiLsoN. I would think he would be included in this group and
have a choice as he has had in the past.

Mr. Brawnororp. This is an extremely complex problem, and I be-
lieve, if T am not mistaken, I may be wrong but I believe the Senate
put sections 6 and 7 in this bill.

Mr. Harpy. Let’s see what we are talking about, because actually
it seems to me it would be rather important for us to know whether
the language now in the bill affects those two sections or not.

Mr. Branprorp. Section 7, and this is the one we are really talking
about at this point, says “Notwithstanding any other provision of
law”—this is the 1958 Pay Act— “Notwithstanding any provision of
law, each officer entitled to pay and allowances under any of the
following provisions of law shall continue to receive the pay and
allowances to which he was entitled on the day before the effective
date of this Act.” The Act of March 23, 1946, which was referred
to, “the Act of June 26, 1948, which I think was Admiral Spruance
and General Vandergrift, and “the Act of September 18, 1950,” which
was a private law for General Bradley.
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Now, in other words, we froze these people who are atfected by
these three laws to the pay and allowunces they were receiving on
May 31,1958, They did not receive an increase in 1958 because they
were drawing full pay and allowances, not retired pay but full pay
and allowances.

Now, of course, if we provide them with full pay aud allowances
in this bill, the increase will Le quite substantial per irdividual, be-

cause they wx]l go from the old pay of, T think it was $1,500 a month
aplosLOTH a month, They also will he entitled

Colone] BexabE. $1,875.

Mr. Braxpronp. Yes, excuse me, 51,875,

Then they will also be entitled to $201 as a quarters allowance as
opposed to thie S171 they are now receiving. -

Mr., Riwvers. The COII"‘[CSb has 'llll‘ld\ recognized these men as
something extra special, so we needn’t worry about this, These men
are e\[mordumrllv regarded by the Conrrr(":b already. So if we
decide to do ity it won't e - &

Mr. IHHarpy. T think we need to knew what we are doing.

Mr. Rivers. Right.

Mr, ITarpy. Also. T think one of the things we had better keep in
mind, if General ISisenhower is drawing-—has elected to draw his
Prestdential retirement rather than his military pay, however it was
set, up, whether it was retirement or active duty pay, and if we get
this thing out of kilter, then we are going 1o have to give him a
reelection.

Mr. Bexxurr. 1t seems to me this whoele thing is being mada a lot
more out of than we ought to, beeause I think everybody here would
like to give them the 5 pereent. Why don’t we draw up a provision
including General Eisenhower giving them 5 pereent !

Mr. Braxororp, It is a lot more than & percent.

Mr. Bexwerr. It is a lot more than b percent we are giving retirees.

Mr. BrANDFORD, Yes, sir.

Mr, Bexxerr. I am not talking about the 14 pereent, I am talking
about the 5 percent.

Mr. Braxpromo. What we are talking about is if we let the people
draw full pay and allowances you eould see that they would draw
.1ppr0\1matelv £29,000 a year.

Ten't that correct?

(Coloncl Bexape. Yes, sir.

Mr. Braxororn, They are now drawing, I would guess, around
$92.000. 1 am not sure of my exact figures because of the personal
money allowuance,

(olonel Brxape. T'he pay and allowanees presently being received
by MacArthur, Bradley, and Nimitz, 1= $20,513.36 a year.

Mr. Bexxerr. They are all getting a certain amount of money at
the present time. We are planning on giving retirces n certain per-
centage cost of living.  Why not just q;pl\ that cost-of living rise (o
what tlmv arenow getting? That 1sas simple as pie.

M, Bates. If that is what you wani.

Mr. Braxororp, 11 that is what the subcommittee proposes,

My, Bates. I have always construed these people to be on active
duty, not retived. They are separate and distincet

‘\Tr Bexyerr. This does not put them in the category of retired.
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Mr. Batrs. It puts them in the category of those people. They are
not retired, they are separate and distinct.

Mr. Branprorp. To narrow the issue down, what Mr. Bennett pro-
poses is a 5-percent increase in their active duty pay. What Mr. Bates
proposes is that they be given the full pay and allowances of officers
of their grade under the pay scales that went into effect in 1958.

The difference is a thousand dollars a year, roughly, as opposed to
$10,()100 a year. You are dealing with about $9,000 difference for these
people.

Mr. Barrs. Before the last act, what has been the historical situa-
tion? I always thought they always got the active duty pay.

Mr. Branxprorp. We passed special laws for these people and my
opinion is that some would then immediately be able to recompute—if
we don’t put anything in the bill, you could construe this to mean that
they will draw the pay and allowances that we put into effect now.

Mr. Rivers. That is right.

Mr. Braxprorp. In other words, they could even go up to $31,000.

Mr, Bares. T thought that always was the case.

Mr. Braxororp. It was. Then along came section 7, and this is
where I asked for guidance.

Colonel Benape. I am not quite sure that that would follow. In
the case of the five-star officers, Congress provided specifically that
their pay and allowances would be that of a major general, and a
money allowance of $5,000 a year.

I am not sure that in the absence of any language in the bill they
would automatically be recomputed on the rate provided for a former
Chief of Stafl.

I think what would happen is that their basic pay would be com-
puted on the basic pay of a major general on the rates provided in
the 1958 PPay Act.

My, Braxprorp. That is quite possible. That would then give them,
a major general, they would go from $19,186.56 to $20,377.20 a year,
plus $4,000 special money allowance, if T am not mistaken, They do
get a special money allowance of $4,000.

Colonel Benape, $5,000.

Mr. Braxprorp. Then they would go from what Colonel Benade
has told you is approximately $20,500 to $25,500 under Colonel Be-
nade’s interpretation.

Mr. Haroy. I should think that would be a pretty substantial raise.

Mr. ITupprmsron. I don’t see how we can possibly pay anybody
more than we pay the former Presidents.

Mr. Benxwurr. Ias there been any kick about the way they have
been paid in the past?

Mr. Braxororp. There was some objection in the Senate in 1958,

Mr. Benwwrr. I am talking abont from the men. They haven’t
raised a point about it

Mzr. Rivers. They were very picayunish, I think, in not giving
Admiral Nimitz the increase in quarters allowance,

My, Branororp. May I make a suggestion, Mr. Chairman? T have
raised the question because there are two categories of officers involved.

Mr. Rivers. Before you raise it, let me ask this question: Did we
not give these people a special tax consideration also?

Mr. Braxprorp. Only on the personal money allowance.
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T would like to suggest as a compromise between the position stated
by My, Bennett and the position stated by Mr. Bates, that the posi-
tion suggested by Mr, Tlardy or perhaps it was Mr. [tuddleston, might
boa the answer to this, (hat what we do ig give (hese people the 'gull
pay and allowances that are now in elfect for a major general on
active duty, plus continue the personal money allowaree that was
given to them by thespeeial nets of Congress.

In effect, we are splitting the difference. Instead of going up to
R30,000 or staying at 220,000, they will go to 525,000 a year, approxi-
mately.

Mr. Rivens. Let them recompute under the two-star general,

Mr. Braxprorn, Not recompute. We would have 1o put a special
provision in here to let them apply their pay, and wo can worl this
out

Mr. Rivers. 1t would be computed on the two-star rank.

Mr. Braxprogp, Yes, under existing pay sceales,

Mr, ITarny. No that we don't create an awkward sort of situation,
let us understand : Under presenl law. as it now stands, there isn't
anybody else who would retire, veach retivement age and continue tech-
nically on active duty because there is no special legislation provided?

Mr. Braxprorn. Not unless we pass it.

Mr. ITarpy. So if a Chief of Stafl retired now, what would his
retirement be? Ile would retire on a retirement rate-—

Mr. Braxprorp. 75 pereent of 81,875 a month.

Mr. Rivers. e getsa Four-star rate now.

Mr. ILaeoy. Dut he has a higher active duty pay, but his retirement
would still put him below, considerably below the retirement——

Mr. Braxororn, Yes.

Mr. Iarpy (continning). That these special people are receiving.
We want to leave them in a special eategary.

Mr. Rivers, That 1s exactly right.

Mr. ITaroy. But I don't think we ought (o go head over heels.

Mr. Bates. If you leave it as it has been historically, what would
the figures be?

Mr. Braxprornp. I think Colonel Benade summarized this. ITis-
torically it would take it to $25,000.

Mr. ITakpy. On the basis of a major general?

Mr. Braxprorn. Yes. You see, a major general does not get a
money allowance-—-—

My, ITaroy. That is ouly because he is considered to be on active
duty.

Mr. Braxprorn. Yes, but he is considered to be on active duty asa
five-star, drawing the pay of the two-star with the personal money
allowance of u five-star.

Mr. Rivers. Because in those days you had no four-star pay or
three-star.

Mr. Braxoronp, That isexaetly right.

ATr. Gavix. Outside of this group here, (he next group of general
oflicers, are they going (o be upped to the 1958 rates?

Mr, Boaxoronp., Yes,

M, (aviy. That have been frozen before and are not participating ?

Alr. Braxprorn, Yes, sir, evervbody who is paid relirement pay
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under the Career Compensation Act will recompute under existing
pay scales, L

Mr. Rivers. For the length of service and not disability ¢

Mr. Branprorp. No, even the disability people will recompute, be-
cause thoy were retired under the Carcer Compensation Act. The
only people who will not recompute are the 411 people who have
already gotten a break for many years. )

Mr. WirsoN. Are we going to get into the discussion of the pro-
posed change from the traditional concept of computing retired pay ?

Mr. Rrvers. The whole business. You can be in on any part you
want.,

Mr. Wimson. I don’t mean in the debate, I mean right now.

Mr. Rivers. We have got to get these details first.

Colonel Bexape, Mr. Chairman, may I raise one more point that I
think might not be too clear ¢

I think we have to be careful to remember that we have been talk-
ing about Generals of the Army MacArthur, Bradley, and IFleet Ad-
miral Nimitz. I think it would be helpful to clarify the intent on
Admiral Spruance, General Vandergrift, and General Spaatz, because
their pay is based on the pay and allowances of a four-star general
on the 1955 scale.

Mr. Braxororp. (Give us the totals and perhaps we can come up with
an answer.

Colonel Brxape. The monthly retired pay of the last three officers,
Spruance, Vandergrift, and Spaatz, today 1s $1,678 a month. On an
annual basis, that is $20,143.836. There is precisely a $400 a year dif-
ference at present in the retired pay of the last three officers I have
named compared to General MacArthur, General Bradley, and
Admiral Nimitz.

Mr. Haroy. Thisincludes all their money allowance, too?

Colonel Buwapr. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. This is for the chiefs of the services?

Colonel Bewnape. Each of these officers, sir—Spruance, Vander-
grift, and Spaatz—were provided for under special acts of Con-
gress. 'The rate of retired pay that they are receiving does not relate
to the pay of a chief of service. It is fixed by the special act of
Congress.

Mr. Braxprorp. Do they draw retired pay and a personal money
allowance; is that the idea?

Colonel Brnape. Yes, Mr. Blandford. They draw the pay and
allowances of the O-10 on the 1955 scale. The only thing that puts
General MacArthur, General Bradley, and Fleet Admiral Nimitz
slightly above Spruance, Vandergrift, and Spaatz is the larger money
allowance provided.

Mr. Branprorp. Supposing we let these people recompute their
retirement pay, not active duty pay, their retirement pay, under the
1958 pay scales of a four-star, not the chief of service but a four-star,
and then kept their allowances as they are now, where would that
put them?

Colonel Benape. Well, that would mean that their basic pay would
increase from $1,276.40 a month to the basic scale of the four-star,
$1,700 a month. :
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Mr. Winsox. This is the basic seale?

('olonel Bexank. That would be approximately $4:24 » month more,
or 1m terms of annual, it would inerease their retired pay by slighily
m excess of %5,000. 7

Mr. Brasvrorp. We would be in a strange situaticn if we gave
these people a bigger increase than we gave to the othars,

CMr. Winsox. On the other hand, you would be in a strango situa-
tion if you didn’t allow them to recompute: if vou allowed others
to recompufe.

Mr. Braxororp. Yes,

The $1,067 was based upon what? What was that 75 pereent of ?

Colonel Brxape. It is not 75 percent of anything, Mr. Blandford.

Mr. Braxprown. You said it was retired pay.

Colonel Dexane. The special law said that they would receive the
pay and allowances of a four-stur general.

AMr. Haroy. They are not getting retired pay, then?

Colonel Bexapr. The 1933 pay seale for the O 10 was $L276 a
month.  They receive that full amount.  They do not receive three-
quarters of ¥1.276: they reeceive the full hasie pay. They receive a
subsistence allowanee of 247535, a quarters allowance of 171, and a
money allowanee of =2200 w vears which in terms of per month is
#1853, These ttems added together give o monthly pa s of $1.673,

Mr. Rivers. And only 21200 is taxable?

(“olonel Dexape. The baste pay is taxable,

Mr. Rrvers. What about what is left of the 82,2007

Colonel Brxape. That is not faxable. The $2200 is a personal
maoney allowance.

Ale. Wosow, Are they drawing existing active duty pay?

Clolonel Bexapne. No,sir. On the 1935 pay seale.

Mr. Wnsox, Tsee.

('olonel Bexape. In 1955 the basic pay of a four-star officer was
$1,276.40 2 month. Today the basic pay of a four-star «flicer is 21,700
amonth.

Mr. Wirsox. In the four-star category. what if we brought them
up into the retired status of existing pay scales and then adde:d those
allowances. would this change it clear out of the ball yark?

("olonel Bexank. Tt would give them more. The laws chat pertained
{o Generals MacArthur, Bradley. and Admiral Nimitz said that they
wonld receive the pay of a two-star general plus the 83,000 money
allowance. But the law perlaining to Spruance, Vaadergrift and
Spuaatz gave them the basic pay of a four-star,

Mr, Wirsox, Muavbe it is just time to eliminate the money allow-
anee, beeause if they got the other prerogatives in addition to he fnll
retirement of a four-star based on existing pay, it would sct them
above any other existing retirement pay and would no: reduce them,
if T have computed properly in my mind, give them a slight increase
and yet would eliminate the special eategory of just the money allow-
ance.

Mr. Rivers, They wouldn't want that because there is a tax situa-
tion. What would n two-star now—if we gave them the two-star
under the 1958 and then eive them all these emoluments, how much
would that be?
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Mr. Branprorp. There would be $2,800 difference. )

Mr. Wison. Compute it, compute what they would get in addi-
tion to what the four-star admirals or officers that you mentioned
would get. Now they are going to get 75 percent of the——

Colonel Benape. No, sir, it is not 75 percent.

Mr. Rivers. What is the full pay of a two-star now ¢

Colonel Bexapr. The rate of a two-star officer right now, sir, is

Mr. Branororp., $1,350.

Colonel Bexape. That is right, $1,350.

Mr. Wirson. This is what four-star retirees are getting ¢

Colonel Benapr. No, sit, none of them are getting that particular
amount.

Mr. Wirson. What are they geiting? Ilow is it based?

Mr, Braxprorn. They are getting the 1955 pay scale.

That was an interesting situation, because we did not create a three-
star grade in 1955, if you will remember. We gave them $100 a month
extra if they were lieutenant gencrals, and $200 a month extra if they
were four-stars, and this got us into real problems when it came to
computing this on retirement pay. So in 1958 when we said that you
couldn’t recompute we did permit those people previously retired to
count their $100 and their $200 in computing their retirement pay.

Mr. Wirson. But in order to remove the complications—and this
is an opportunity for us to do so-—let’s bring them up to date as you
would any other officer of this rank, which will give them a substantial
increase, and then in addition let’s give the five-star officers other
emoluments that will again put them ahcad of the four-star former
chiefs, and this would give each one an increase, and you eliminate
all this monkey business about $100 or $200. _ )

My, Gavin., Why don’t Mr. Blandford and the colonel get together
and reach some decision and make a recommendation to the com-
mittee? Weall have different ideas. Coordinate the ideas and bring
in something that we can understand.

Mr. Harpy. Let me throw this one out, Mr. Chairman.

It we are agreed with respect to the five-stars that we should con-
tinue them as their special Jaws provide on the active duty pay of a
major general, and if I understand correctly, at present the only dif-
ference between their pay and the pay of these other three officers is
$400, which is due to a money allowance, and the basic pay essen-
tially at the present time—they must be awfully close together.

Colonel Brnape. There is quite a difference in the rate of basic
pay but it is compensated for by the larger money allowance.

Mr. Harpy., Why wouldn’t we be well advised to put them all on
this major general basis, which is the basis on which the special law
was passed for the five-stars, and make some difference in the money
allowance for these three as compared to the others?

Mr. Rivers. Now we are on the right track. They will still have
these generals of the army preferential to the others.

Mr. Branprorp. You will have $2,800 a year between the four-
stars and five-stars if we do what Mr. Iardy suggests, if that is
satisfactory.

Mr. Bares. HHow much of an increase are they getting now?
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Mr. Braxprorn, This will be an inerease to them, if we worlk it out
this way, the five-stars would get roughly $24,000 and t 1e other four-
stars would get about $21,000.

Colonel Bexapz., I think that is very elose.

Mr. Winsox, Before we vote on if, rather than saying “about,” I
think Mr, Gavin is right.

Mr. Ianoy, I buy that, T think we ought to settle on the prnciple.

Mr. Winsox. Let's see the figures before wesettle.

Mr. Braxororn., The figures are $25,000, beeause the cnly difference
is the personal money allowance, the difference betwean $5,000 and
$2,200, that is the difference, £2,800.

Mr. Rivens. All right.  Tomorrow morning you ar.d the colonel
bring in the specific and accurate figures and we will pass on them
then.

Mr. Wirsox. I would appreciate his projecting the suggestion I
made about bringing them all up to--climinating the 1955 act and
bringing them up to a modern computation, and bearin;e in mind that
the five-stars would be entitled to more than the four-stars and the
four-stars that we spoke of, and the three, would be entitled to more
than a regular retired four-star.

Mr. ITaroy. I think we would be in an awfully awkar1 position—

Mr. Wisox. Maybe we would.

Mr. ILaroy. Wait a minute,

If wo start adjusting five-star generals retired, who are in effect
retired, to an active duty pay of the five-star rate.

Mr. Gueskr. Can't we relate this all to three-star? What would
happen to this expense allowance difference that applies between these
two groups of admirals and generals that you mentioned ?

Mr. Braxpronp. $2,200 as olpposed Lo $5,000.

Mr. Gupser. You would still have a differential.

M. Rivers. About $2,800,

Mr. Groser. What is this expense? This is recoguition of their
active duty stutus?

Mr. Braxprorp. No, the personal money allowance is provided to
the five stars on the theory that they have to entertain a great deal.

Mr. Gunser. It is o recognition of their active duty status?

Mr. Bra~xprorp. Yes,

Mr. Gunser. Alsoinretired pay?

Mr. BLaxprorp. No, they have the privilege of retiring if they wish
to retire.

Mr. Rivers. What is the next question?

Afr. Braxprorn. As far as T am concerned we have settled what we
mean on the question of computing retirement, on the cost-of-living
increases, on the question of whether it is cumulative and how it will
be applied. .

Mr. Wmsow. May I ask a question on that? T am corry, T missed
art of the session vesterday. Maybe you did cover it to your satis-
action.

But. T would like to ask a question based on the chairinan’s explana-

tion of how these proposed changes in the Department™s bill would be,
what would happen to, let’s take, a colonel with over 3C years of serv-
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ice who retired prior to 1958 under existing law. He would be brought
up to the now existing pay scale—-

Mr. Rivers. Of 1958, and give him 5 percent.

Mr. Winso~N. And give him 5 percent?

Mr. Rivers. That is right.

Mr. WirsoN. Then what happens

Mr. Rvers. To him in the future?

Mr. Winson. Wait a minute. ‘

What happens to a colonel with 30 years of service who retires next
spring ?

Mr. Braxprorn. Ile will draw 75 percent of $1,085 a month as op-
posed to $985, so the difference is $75 a month.

Mr. Wison. So the colonel automatically—we are setting two
classes of colonels?

Mr. Braxprorp. Certainly.

Mr. Wirson. Ijust want it clearly understood.

Mr. Branororp. No question.

Mr. WiLsoN. Because this is the problem area that we have been
living with.

Mr. Braxprorp. No question about it.

Mr. Rivers. Let me say this to you: The only difference is now we
give them notice, in 1958 we didn’t.

Mr. WiLsoN. We have given them plenty of notice, and this is going
to make the problem even worse, I think. Tet’s project into the next
pay scale and we give again the colonels 9-percent pay increase, you
are giving them almost a 10-percent pay increase.

You give them again a 9-percent pay increase and a colonel retires
the next year, under that increase, within that 4-year period you are
going to have three colonels with over 30 years of service who are re-
fired with three three different money amounts, and really a sub-
stantinl difference between them of $35, $40 a month.

Mr. Braxprorp. Same thing you bave in General Motors, Congress,
civil service retirement, and every system in the country.

Mr. Wirsox. I just wonder if the military is ready yet to accept
this new system. I think we are taking half a bite instead of all the
bite.

Mr. Branprorp. There is no question that you are departing from
a concept. You are departing from a concept for many reasons, but
the basic reason is that unless we do take action here, we are going
to jeopardize the retirement system in the future, and in my opinion,
and perhaps no one else shares this opinion, so long as we have this
retirement question in front of us, without solving it, we are going
to keep the basic pay scales down.

T think the committec has got to make up its mind whether it is
going to worry about the active duty forces of the future or whether
we are going to be concerned about the retired forces of the past. 1t
is as simple as that, Granted, this is a morale problem. I don’t think
there is any question about it, that you are creating a morale problem.

Mr. Rivers. I don’t agree we are making a precedent now. We
made the precedent back in 1958, that is where we abruptly broke off.

Mr, Branororn. That is right.
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Mr. Wison, We couldn’t live with it, beeause we are changing

Me. Brasproro, Efforts are being made to correet that si uation——

Mr. Wasox, The efforts arve going to commpound the situation.

Mr. Braxprorn. But yvou have semetiing different tha . has never
been attempted before, this is the compelling part abou: i, to me.
IFor the first time In our lives we say to these retired people “We
guarantee vou a cost-of-living inerease,” We guarantee 1w purchas-
ing power of the dollar,

Now it could be, vou vould have this strange anomaly vou could
rin into a =ituation, if Cougress becomes very, very budget conscious,
it would be quite possible that a man who retived last ycar, and be-
cause the cost of living goes up. would get an inerease It his retire-
ment pay and a man who retires next vear would draw less retired
pay than the man who retired lax( yvear heeau-e he gets a cost-of-living
tcrense, and there is no guarantee in this bill that the Congress @
vears [rom now will inerease the pay of the man who ret res 2 vears
from now.

My Heppresrtox, Or if [uture pay raises are geared to the cont of
living. then the retirees would draw the same.

Mr. Braxvrorp, That is correct.

But the point is, and this is again a policy question the suscommittee
has to decide: We can always pass a pay bill that says we simply give
vou an inerease in the cost of livi ing. This is one approa h. Tlisis
a*We will keep you where vou are™ coneept.,

On tho other hand, as the testimony has revealed here. | rofessional
groups have gone up 21 pereent in their rake-home pay. \\l ile the cost
of living has gone up only 5 percent,

What has happened is that the standard of living has gene up. So
von write pay seales, as we are doing here, not ()nl\ o mect a cos:-of-
living imerease, hut also because the ~u|;))l\ and demand requires that
vou raige the take-home pay to meet the rising standard of living.

Now there is a difference between the man duri ing his wocking years
who attempts to bring home enongh money to enjoy the batter lhmrrs
and the man who retives and says “OK, ‘his is what T am guar qmccd.
[ will live at this standard and I am gnaranteed I will be abile to main-
tain tho standard of living T had on the day I retired.”

This is the diflerence between applying the retired pay to whatever
the pay scales may be in the future and guaranteeing rhe purchasing
power of the dollar.

There is no question that the philosophy here gets us .nto a com-
pletely different siluation than a cost-ol-living concepr. What 1 am
saving is, that if yvou are not careful on this retirement question vou
may freeze all future inereases in busic pay to simple cost-of-living
increases and then we won't get the quulity that we want, heeauvse o
man is not going o stick to an ocenpation where he is mn])ly guaran-
feed an inerease in the cost of living,

Mr. Wisox., My point is, 1 think we have made a coitract with
people who are in the service today as to the type of retirement they
could expeet in the future. 1 woulid not be opposed to saving in the
future that we are going to set this down for anybody whc comes into
the service, this is going to be the procedure under which retiremnent
payv is computed.
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Mr. Braxprorp. True.

Mr. WirsoN. This is like trying to force integration rather than
allowing a more gradual solution to the problem.

Mr. Haroy. I think you should talk to the Chief Justice about that.

Mr, Wirsoxn. I don’t want Russ to be known as the “Warren of the
Armed Services Committee.” Thisisthe whole thing:

Mr, Braxororp. I didn’t get that—*“Warren of the Armed Serv-
ices™?

Mr. Witson. Thatisallright. Youare too young a man.

Mor. Braxororn. Too young to die.

Mr, Wison. I think there must be, and I am trying to figure out
how we might

Mr. Rivers. Are you at the point where you want to make a motion ?

Mr. Wirson. No, but I would like to get to the point where I could
make a motion. I would like to know first of all—in order for us to
know clearly, with our eyes open, what we are getting into in this
matter—has any computation been made of what the cost would be,
say at a period 5 years hence, or 10 years hence, over the proposed re-
tirement cost? I mean specific figures where you projected them out.
I know you have——

Mr. Branprorp. You mean how much is Congress going to increase
pay? XIfyoucantell methat I can project it.

Mr. Wirson. You have to project it. How much less would it cost
the Gjovernment in the long run.

Mr. Srrarrow. You had the figure yesterday, didn’t you?

Mr. Branororp. Yes, on the present pay scales.

Mr. StraTTON. Isthat for 1 year?

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Wilson has the floor.

Mpr. Branororp. I can take it up, Mr. Wilson, to 1972.

Mr. Wirson. All right. What is the difference between the cost-
of-living concept and the

Mr. Branxororp. I don’t know how much. the cost of living is going
to go up.

Mr. Wirson. Then how can you say it is going to save us a lot of
money ¢

Mr. Braxprorp. I know this, if we apply, and this is easy enough
arithmetic; if we apply the proposed pay scales to those now retired
that we would have to add $80 million to thisbill.

I know also that the $30 million recomputation that we have in this
bill projected out into the lifetime of the people now retired will cost
between $450 and $600 million. I know that if I double the $30 million
to $60 million that that projects out to $900 million.

So I would say, I am guessing, but I could say that the projected
cost. of what you are talking about for the group now retired would
be over a billion dollars.

Mr. Wison. But the projected cost of just retirement pay plus a
cost of living will be

Mz, Brawororp. I don’t know what the cost of living will be. I am
projecting these pay scales.

Mr. Gormmam. Mr. Chairman, may I see if I can add some light to
this? We did do some calculations, comparing the cost-of-living ap-
proach with recomputation.
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As Mr. Blandford said, you have to make assumptions about how
active duty pay scales move, and each one of these computations, of
course, were based on an assumption about active duts pay scale
changes.

Mr. Wison. That is right, it is conjecture, but what is rour conjec-
ture? ’

Mr. Goriran. T haven’t got the numbers at hand.  The cost differ-
enee between a cost-of-living conceept and recomputation was coni-
puted in the course of our studies,

Mr. Rivers. What exactly do you want ¢ I think Mr. Wilson wants
to know—see if 1 understand what you want. I think ie wants to
know what it would cost us if we put everybody. give everybody this
election and bring them up- - those who have retired—and bring them
up to this pay scale, this pay scale.

I's this right?

Mr. Winsox. No, no. T want to know the difference jetween the
proposed change in philosophy of paying retired peoyle over the
existing method of computing it on active duty pay for ths futurs.

Mr. Ruvers, That is right, one is 1958 and one 1s this.

Mr. Goxirase I think I understand Mr. Wilson's question.  We do
have such a computation.

Mr. Wirsox. hucuuse the point I want tomake——

Mr. Rivers, 1 think we can get that, one is 1958 anc one is the
present.

Mr. Gavin, Will the gentleman yield /

Mr. Wisox. No, just a moment first. I think Russ made a good
point. that retired costs are going to be way high and they are going
{0 jeopardize the military and so forth, but they are goiny to be way
high anyway unless we just make a completely drastic ¢l ange in the
method of computing relirement pay.

Now if we are ready to face up to making a compleiely drastic
change, then T think we ought to know it, because othervise the dif-
ference between the two systems isn’t going to be as substantial as
you have indicnted.

In other words, it is going to be in the billion category but it 1s
going to be in the billion category anyway just because of the numbers
that are going into the retired arca. _

Mr. Braxprorp. May I answer that? T can give you a very con-
crete figure, a figure supplied tome.  That is if weapply tae proposed

»y scales to those now retired, the ones we are allowing tc recompute.
1t will cost us $88 million more.

Is that correct?

Mr. Goriray. That is correct.

Mr. Strarrox. That is for 1 year?

Mr. Braxvrorn, For fiseal 1964,

Mr. Gormam. Sixty-four. _

Mr. Wisox. Why then did General Eisenhower indicate in his
budget in order to bring them back up to the pay, 3 yoers ago. add
%10 million to the budget ?

Mr. Gormase. I think it was an ervor.

Mr. BrLaxprorn. TTe must have meant 30 million.

Mr. Winsox. There have been that many more people ret red ?
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Mr, Branororp. Yes. You see, you are adding 50,000 a year to
the retired list. The figure was 30 million
Mr. Wirsow. If it was 30 million before, why is it
Mr. Branororn, As amatter of fact, it was 32 million

Mr. Wirson. Why is it 60 million now?

Mr. Branprorn. 1tisnot 60.

Mzr. Gorrran. It isnot 60.

Mr. Braxprorp. Let me try to go through this again. I quite agree
with you that this is the heart of the bill, and perhaps I haven’t made
myself clear.

Now if we allow people to recompute, this cost 30 million. Now on
top of this 30 million we give everybody and his brother a 5-percent
increase. This is 55 million more.

Mr. Wirson. But that doesn’t have anything to do with bringing
those

Mr. Branororp. This is an indication of your cost of living.

Yes, it does, because actually the benefit that these people are getting,
they are winning a battle, they are getting a recomputation which is
worth to a retired admiral a couple of thousand dollars, and on top of
that 5 percent.

Mr, Wirson. They would get the 5 percent anyway ?

Mr. Buanprorp. Yes. ILet’s assume we have a 5-percent increase
iil the cost of living every year from here on out. You can see that
the—-—-

Mr. Bares. We would all quit.

Mr. Branprorp. It is going to cost you $55 million on the present
retired list. So if you add 50,000 each year to the retired list, this is
one-seventh, if it costs you $55 million for the 300,000 people now
retired, and if you add a 5-percent cost of living every year for the
next umpteen years and you increase it by 50,000 on the retired list
every year for umpteen years as we are doing, you can sec what happens
to your 55 million on a straight 5 percent, 1t 1s 55 million and then 61,
68, compounding, this is additions to your retirement costs, and in a
period of 10 years, if my calculations are anywhere reasonably correct,
you are well over $700 million in a 10-year period.

Is that roughly correct ? '

Mr. WiLson. Don’t forget this, when we passed the 1958 act we
gave those who retired prior to 1958 a 5-percent increase.

Mr. Brawprorp. 11,000 people on recomputation under this bill,
won’t recompute because the 6 percent we gave them is more than
the recomputation.

Mr. Gavin. Under thisbill, they will recompute ?

Mr. Branororp., They would be crazy if they do, because they will
get less retired pay.

Mr. Wison. Despite that and the relatively few people as you
mentioned, the Kisenhower administration and Kennedy administra-
tion both recognized they couldn’t live with it, they came in and said
don’t do this, put these people aside, bring them up to the regular.

What we are doing in this act, I want it clearly understood, what
we are doing is we are setting up the pigeons again so that as soon as
someone starts retiring in the next pay bracket, that has gotten a
10-percent pay increase under this thing, we are creating this disparity
that is going to result in all sorts of name-calling and so forth.
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I would like to throw this out as a suggestion, the only possible
rolution that we might see to this thing would be, and i: is a drastic
solution and it would be just as unpopular as what we are doing right
now, but at least it would solve the thing, would be to (1l everybody
that as of 1963 we are setting a basic retirement rate. ard then for a
colonel with over 30 vears of service. he can see what it is n the
ligure, and then Congress, in the future, will ralse alb re iremert pay
oo pereentagewise cost of Hving and that everybody who retires in
the future will go back to the 18635 rate plus the cost-of-living increases
oceurring over tie vears, T iCis fair for the retired people now it will
he falr for the retred peaple 50 vears from now,

Mr. Buasvrorn, LetUs apply it to industry and civil serviee. Let's
<ty we are running into a period ahead of us, where the cost-of-living
index has gone up and up. and on top of that we had professional
inereases of 21 pereent. various inereases - Congress mi” inerease s
own pay- what you are in eflect saying is we should frecze the stand-
ard of living of all people on active duty as of the date they enter on
active dutv. “When you enter as second lieutenant, remember, your
date was 30 vears ago when you came on active duiy.”

Mr. Wirson, Plus.

M Braxprogo, Plusany cost of living,

Mr. Wosox. If the cost-of-living things are fair, tien he can't
complain.

Mr. Braxprorn, Nooo In the weantine you =ay to th s man, “The
very faet that we tried to raise the Hving standards doesn’t apply to
vou, because you arve in a different caty gory, you are i captive citizen,
ax ot resalt we apply the pay scales of 30 vears when you came on
active duty.”

Now if vou ean get anybody to come on active duty where they
don't get an increase n the standard of living, vou mught get them
bhut 1 doubn 1.

Colonel Bexane, May @ add something if T may!?

AMe. Rivers. Let me ask vou: Did you hear Mr. Blandford in ve-
sponse 1o Mr. Wilson ¢

Colonel Bexape, Yes.

Mr. Rivers. s that a reasonable response !

Colonel Brxave, Yes, sir, it is.

Mr. Wisox, I want it understood that I am not in roducing on
amendment, I am just

M, Ruvers. Weare all thinking out loud.

Colonel Bexape. You are pointing out it is an alernative. |
wanted to confirm that the alternative has occurred to nany people.
and we studied it exhaustively.

[ would point out in addition to the points Mr. Blanc ford nuade -
and I certainly concur in their validity—that there ace also other
problems with that.

The standard of living to which My, Blandford referred hus been
inereasing ut about 3 percent a vear. The cost of living has been
increasing at a rate of about 1 percent a year. )

Now in the future, we would hope by virtue of the annual review
of military compensation that the Secretary of Defense has directed
be done. that future increases in the active duty con pensation of
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service members would be more frequent, and presumably much
smaller in size and fiscal impact. )

Woe would also expect that active duty pay would increase at a
slightly faster rate than retired pay. '

1f retired members were placed on a separate pay scale, it would
sever the relationship that now exists between the rate of active duty
pay that a man is receiving while he is on active duty and his retired
pay. It would drop him to a scale which denies him the gains he
earned while he was on active duty.

That was one of the main things that made us shy away from this
alternative.

Mr. Wnuson. My purpose in suggesting this is to prove at least to
my mind that this concept of adding the cost-of-living increase is not
the solution to the problem, because it means a drastic change in your
retirement provisions.

Colonel Brnape. May I point out that the difference between the
cost-of-living concept in this bill and your possibility is that the rate
of retired pay of an individual continues to be geared to the rate of
active duty pay he was receiving when he retired.

Mr. Gusser. Colonel, has there been a correlation between the rate
of active duty pay and the increased productivity? Ilas that been
related ?

Colonel Benapr. No, sir, I must

Mr. Grueser. ITasu’t the active duty pay lagged considerably ?

Colonel Benape. Ithaslagged considerably.

Mzr. Gusser. Then your point is invalid.

Colonel Benape. We can’t correct all the problems of the past. The
Secretary of Defense has made very clear that he feels this has been
one of the great problems in past adjustments of military pay. ¥e
proposes that in the future military compensation can be treated in the
same way as the Civil Service, that is, by an annual review of compen-
sation. After determining that adjustments might be needed, he
would go to the President with recommendations.

Mr. Strarrox. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Rivers. Have you finished ?

Mr, Wirson. Yes.

Mr. Rivers. Have you finished ?

Mr. Gusser. No, T haven’t, I haven’s started.

Mr. Rivers. Letme get over to this side.

Mr. Srrarrow. Colonel, if T understand your objective correctly,
the objective of the Department would be to try to increase the active
duty pay in keeping with the increased productivity ?

Colonel Benape. Generally, yes, sir.

. Mr. Strarrown. Ts this correct that the objective of the Department
1s to try to provide an increase in active duty pay that would be
commensurate with the increase in productivity that occurs while the
individual is on active duty ?

Colonel Benape. Generally, yes, sir.

Mr. StrarroN. Then when he is no longer on active duty and there-
fore no longer contributing to the increase in productivity, he no
longer can expect, to get an increase based on productivity which other
people are creating ?
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Uolonel Bexape, That is correct, sir.

Mr. Strarrox. But if he goes ont and works for General Motors
or General Flectric and inereases their productivity, he may zet
factor based on the pay that he gets from them that will provide
increased productivity, is that troe?

Mr. StraTroy. Now may © ask Mr. Blandford: T=n't vhis, weren'
you saying here just a moment ago that all private pension systems
operate on this basis, that once vou have retired you don’t get. any
ierease in pay !

AMr. Braxprorn, 1E it is a contributory system. Som: companies
have a cost-of-living provision. I think the best analysi: is with the
eivil service retirement fund, and I spent a good deal of time yester-
day going into that fund.

T3ut basically what civil service does, and this theory is on the same
theory as civil service, except they operate on a d-year average and all
that sort of thing, but what they try to do is give people ¢ wt-of-living
increases in the annuities they are now receiving.

One of the reasons is that the civil service fund is well oversub-
seribed : they have liberalized it, not based upon contributi»s, but that
is another problem.

Mr. Stratrox. Do you know of any private retivement arrange-
ment that does what we have in the past been doing in the military?

AMr. Draxprorn. 1 don't know of uny organization in the country
that applics the existing pay scales of its employees ‘o those retired.
[ wonld think that a company, any company that tred it, would be
cloge to bankruptcey.

My, Srievrrox. Tt it frue that most private retirement plans don’t
even include the cost-of-living factor?

Mr. Braxprorn, T would say most of them do not. Ccrtainly none
of the insurance companies, where there is an insurance company in-
volved, and most of these are tied in with insurance annuities, they
obviously don’t have any cost-of-living increase.

I believe there are some contracts, I believe in the last General Mo-
tors contract. there was a provision for an increase in the anruities
that people were receiving under the General Motors pension fund,
but T would say you are correct, even these are rare.

Mr, Wirsox. Civil service retirees depend entirely on Government
action, don't they?

Mr, Braxprorn, Yes,sir.

Mr. Wisox. Forincreases?

Mr. Braxpronp, And this, of course, raises the inte esting point
that they are £35 billion in the hole for that very reason.

The theory behind civil service vetirement, s Colonel Benade said
vesterday, the Government agency contributes 61% percent, and the
ndividual contributes 615 pereent, That comes to 13. But actually
the cost is about. 13.8 percent.

Now the emplovees so [ar, since the system has been in eflect,
have contributed about 10 billion, the Govermuent has contributed
+ Tittle better than $8 billion.  Then the interest on the bond=< they
have invested in iz about 23 hillion,

But if vou look at their present liability, if vou had to pay ofl
rhe present value of the annuities, not future entrants but people
now working for the Government, they would neel asout %35 bil-
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lion more to pay off this fund. They have got about $21 billion n
the fund now. Each year they pay out so mmch.

I just got the civil service report in here this morning. Iowever,
frying to compare this, as we tried to do yesterday, I find that there
are so many imponderables to compare with it, that it is almost im-
possible to come up with an intelligent comparison.

But the Government does give an annuitant—for example, T be-
Tieve what they normally say is that we will give you a 5-percent
or 3-percent increase in your annuity, or $250 a year, whichever 1s
greater.

Now in many cases the $250 a year is considerably greater than the
cost of living.” Well, even those two factors hit the fund, becanse
the contribution of the individual was never based upon the increased
cost of living, so the Government makes up the difference. This is
where your deficit keeps occurring, this is the reason why every year
Congress has to appropriate money to the civil service retirement
fund to keep liquid so far as the payments of this year are con-
cerned.

But to me this problem that we are faced with here is the only rea-
sonable and fair solution to a problem that is going to become ex-
ceedingly grave in the years ahead.

Mr. Strarron. Let me ask another question here, if I may, either
to Mr. Blandford or to the colonel.

T would like to pose a hypothetical situation very much as Mr.
Wilson did. There has been a lot of talk about our going back on
our commitment with vegard to basing retired pay on active duty
pay. If we are concerned about saving money, we could compute
retired pay on a different percentage of active duty pay, could we
not? And is there any commitiment that retired pay has got to be
75 percent of active duty pay? Couldn’t we reduce it to, say, 65
percent, or 55 percent without any charge of having broken faith?

My. Branprorn. Mr. Stratton, to start with, T think ever since the
gold clause case before the Supreme Court, and this subcommittee,
if you remember in the Rueger case, went. into this question at great
length of when a person has a contract with the (Government.
Actually, nobody serving on active duty has a contract with the Gov-
ernment. You can take about an implied contract, and you can
talk about good faith.

You remember when they issued gold certificates back in the twen-
ties and then the Government said, “We will not pay them off in gold,”
and some man said, “This says you will pay me in gold,” and the
Supreme Court said, “Youn can’t bind the Government.”

Now you do have a Court of Claims. T think in the period between
1958 and 1968, that if a retired individual thought that he had a con-
tract with the Government, that case would have been tried and it
would have gone to the Supreme Court.

Well, it.js interesting to me that nobody has taken a case to the Court
of Claims on the theory that he had a contract with the Government.

Mr. Srrarrox. What T am asking is has there been in the past his-
tory more flexibility with regard to the percentage on which you
compute it than there has been with regard to this principle that
Admiral Denfeld claborated upon here before ns the other day.
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Colonel Bexane, I thiuk the reazon “orthe 215 percen rather than
some possible lower percentage is the fact that Tisst of ¢ 11 it is only
applied to basie pay. ax vou know. )

Military retived pay as a percentage of gross payv. thal i» as a
pereentage of basic pay plus allowanes for quarters, plus the allow-
ance for =ubsistence is substantiallv less.

In Faets My, Steatton, depending on the grade concerned, the per-
centage of retirenent pay compared to gross pay is as low as 35 per-
cent Tor some grades.

MycSrtrarron, MU i saying is that if von had wanted fo save
money vou could conceivably have come in with a rediction in the
pereentage and not have opened vonrself to this charge.

Colonel Bexapk. No,sirg it would not have been the slution.

My Strarron. Toam not suying it is the solution, 1 am just saving
the biyg argument raised agninst this ix that we are breaking faith.

I suggesting if you had wanted to avoid that argument yolu
conld have come in with a proposal that probably would not have
heen as satisfactory bul \\'lli(‘ﬁl would bave eliminated the basic argu-
ment.

Mr. Bares, Just doing it another way.

My TLieoy. You conld have done that by inereasing the allowanees
and making adjustments for taxes and you would have eome up with
the same tike-home pay for the individual,

Mr. Riveus, That is what they are interested in.

Colonel Bexape. One point I would like to add. "The 215 pereent
1% also fixed with the thonght in mind that the military s vetirement
system is the only one that forees a mar out at wn age whon his Funily
responsibilitics may still he very high.

For example, the man in his lute forties or early fift es who may
have children in college.

If we were to lower the percent of retirement income for the indi-
vidnal and at the same time foree him off active duty, his reduced
standard of living could aifect the retention feature of tle retirement
system so that we would be creating a larger problem.

Mr., Strarron. T am not suggesting that we do this, any more than
Mr. Wilson is arguing that you adopt his proposal.

Colonel Benape. 1 appreciate that.

I am just saying this has bheen considered and this is the reason why
we felt it wasnot the thing to do.

Mr. Rivers, Mr. Gubser, did you want to be recognized ?

Mr. Gunser. [ sure do.

Mr. Rivirs. You are recognized.

My, Gueser, Mr. Chairman, T just feel constrained to say this, that
I think that we wre saying in effect here, that we are recagnizing the
financial impact of the increased numbers who will retire’in the not
too distant (uture.

We are recognizing a tinaneial situation which, in elfvel, amount =
to assuming the cost of paying lor past wars and the present cold
war, beeause that is why we are going to have so many 1 cople retire,

Now (his principle of recomputation is, in my opirdon, an in-plied
agereement. certainly a strong understanding that we have had with
everyvhody in the service now or has recently been in it. Tt is a cost
of paying for recent wars and the present cold war.
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Now, the national debt, a great percentage of the national debt 18
the cost of paying for past wars and paying for the cold war.

We are going to raise the debt limit agan within the next week
or 50, simply because this economy has to absorb a $56 billion defense
budget.

N?)w, a great part of the budget for cach year is interest on the
national debt and T think it would be jnst as immoral to say to bond-
holders of the U.S. Government that you are going to repudiate the
payment, of interest on a debt which was contracted to pay for past
wars and the present cold war as it is to go back on the word that we
have given to these people in the military. _

Now I feel that anyone who is in the service now and who has
committed himself to a career in the service has a right to expect
that the traditional agrecment shall continue and if we wish to get a
new policy in effect, the thing to do is to place it in effect for those
who are going to come into the service in the future.

Now I admit that won’t solve our financial problem, but we seem
to be able to absorb the national debt which is a lot more, and the
interest on the national debt which is a Tot more and which is paying
for the cost of past wars and we still go into brandnew programs
and extend the scope of activity of the Federal Government.

Why must we go against a traditional solemn agreement that we
have already entered into?

Mr. Rivers. Do you want an answer? Do yon want me to answer

rou ?
’ Mr. Gunser. This is a new thought. Go ahead.

Mr. Rivers. The only answer 1 have is that it is the facts of life.

Mr. Gusszr. The national debt is a fact of life but we are not going
to repudiate it.

Mr. Rrvers. It is a question of a whole loaf or half a loaf.

Mr. Gusser. Then you might just as well say it will destroy the
Federal Government, because we have a national debt that we have
to pay. Itisthe same principle.

Mr. Haroy. What are you going to do with this $108 billion budget
that we have this year?

It you want to do that, on the floor, you are going to have a lot of
trouble cutting the budget in a lot of other arcas.

Mr. Gueser. This is another thought that has not come up yet
and T think I would like to ask the colonel this question: To my way
of thinking we have a greater obligation to the man who retires at
the end of 80 years’ service than we do to the man who has only
invested 20 years of his life and certainly the problem that is coming
or that we have now and that is going to be accentuated in the
future is caused because of early retirement.

Is there a possibility or could we give some thought to allowing
the 30-year retiree to continue to recompute as he has in the past
and then applying the provisions of this proposal to the 20-year
retiree or someone less than 307

What would be the financial impact of that sort of a situation?

Colonel Brwnabr. 1 could not say offhand, sir, what the financial
impact would be. Obviously it would represent some lesser cost than
total recomputation and some additional cost over the system that
is being proposed.
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While we have not done detatled studies on thix p: rticular pos-
sibility, the thought that some penalty should be at ached to an
mdividual who retires voluntarily prior to 30 years las been con-
stdered. [ cmne up in the 1958 pay a=t in the Senate,

Oune of the problems, sir, 12 that technically a voluntarey retirenent
is anybody who asks to be released, even 1 day before the mandatory
retirement.

What often happens ix that some members in the military service
who ny have perhaps 4, 15, 16 vears of service caniot afford 10
leave at that pownt.  On the other hand, they know that they are not
going tereally got anywhere, so to spealk.

Many of these will cerve the O-vear mininnm cequirement and
then ask for voluntary retirement,

So this is one category to consider.

Another group is the physieal disability group. 1 assume, sir.
that even though they might serve less than 30 vears they would not
he discriminated against.

Another problem has to do with those passed over for pronotion,

Now, they are required to stay on duty a certain lergth of Gime.
Some, once they have been passed over the lirst time, hve a feeling
they are not going (o make it the second time either. They may seck
to find other employment.

Technically they are all voluntary retivements. It 1s very diflicult
fo reach a meeting of the minds as to who should be jenalized and
who should not be. That has been the problem so far.

Mr. Griser. Let me say one thing here.

(‘olonel Bexape. Yes, sir.

Mvr, Genser. T am sure vou did not mean to say thar applving a
cost-of-living increase for retirees in the future would se a penalty.

Colonel Bexapr. No, sir: I did not mean that.

Mr. Greser. (olonel Benade, you are advocating the t those with
Tesss than 30 years, regavdless of the reason, and T will exeept disability,
o on the cost-of-living inerease as proposed here ?

Clolonel Brxapr. That is right.

Mr. Gesser. You say that is not a penalty: vou say tiat is a good
systemn ?

Colonel Bexapr., No,sir.

Let me elarify what I meant by “penalty.”

If vou retire at 30 years of service, 215 percent times yours of service
wives 75 percent of basic pay.

The proposal is sometimes made that for each month tl at yvou retire
voluntarily prior to 30 vears. you would tuke a pemilty of one-
twelfth of 1 percent. This s equivalent to 1 percent a sear. Or, of
course, you could use any other percentage.

That would mean less retived pay than on the straigh; application
of 214 pereent.

That is what T meant by a “penaliy.” sir.

Mr, Braxororn, May 1 add one other point 1o thiz. My, Gubser?

‘This committee in its wisdom 4 venrs ago passed whar is known os
the *Navy hump™ legislation.  In that legislation we fore :d people out
before they finished their 26 or 30 vears of service. Thare is another
inferesting provision which this committee put in the Inw: and that s,
all people who were involuntarily retired under that w wonld be
considered to have retired voluntarily.
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This would put you in a very strange situation to say to that man:

"The law forced you to retire involuntary, but you were retired volun-

tarily, and you cannot draw an increase in retired pay because you were
separated voluntarily under the law.”

Mr. Gusser. One last question.

Colonel Bexapr. Yes, sir.

Mr. Gusser. If it is not a major project, I wonder if you can sup-
ply me with the project differences in cost between a system as pro-
posed in this bill for all persons retired and a system wherein only
those with 30 years of service or more were allowed to recompute.

Colonel Bexape. Yes, sir; I can.

Mr. Gupser., If that is a major project, I wounld not

Colonel Brxapr. No, it will not be.  We will have to make certain
assumptions.

Mr. Braxororn. May I make a statement off the record before we go
into a decision on this important subject ?

Mr, Rivers. All vight.

{Discussion off the record.)

Mr. Branororp. This is on the record. This is important at this
point,

! Right now the pay scales run $985 million if I remember my figure
correctly. That is just for the pay, itself.

Mr. Bates. $900 million,

Mr. Branororp. On a full-year basis it is $980 million.

Mr. Gavin, $980 million.

Mr. Braxprorp. Yes, sir. Depending on what you do with sub-
sistence allowances, the proposal submitted by the Department
involved $120 million to give the officers a $77-a-month subsistence
allownace, or a $29 increase.

Now, there were other cost factors in here but the biggest saving
was the saving of $133 million on the elimination of sea pay.

Mr, Gavin, Elimination of what?

Mr., Branprorp, Sea and foreign duty pay—that was a big factor.
“Then there is a duty involving unusual hardship. If we agree to
knock that out that is a $30 million saving.

Let me go through this, this way: The basic pay scales as written
would cost $980 million more. The subsistence allowance would cost
"$120 million more. Then there are some other cost factors in here for
mniform allowances, terminal leave payments, also there is social
security, because the Government has to contribute a part of that,
reenlistment bonuses, a flock of other cost factors involved here,
because when you change basic pay you change many other types of
benefits.

" This came out to $1,090 million for full year of operation for the
active duty force.

Now on top of that was the retired cost. The retirement cost came
to $86 million for those already retired and $9 million more for those
who will retive during fiscal year 1964, because they had to give you
the full fiscal year cost.

So your retirement featuve alone was $96 million. This came up
to $1.2 billion.

My, Wmuson. That is just the increase in retirement. What is your
basic retirement cost?

Mr. Branororp, $1.08 billion, basic retirement.
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Colonel Bexape. In excess of $1 billion.

Mr. Gavin, Actually, that is what we have got to present to the
Members of the IHouse.

Mr, Braxprorp, This is going to depend on what you decide to do
with subsistence for the oficers, with sea pay, which we have not dis-
cussed yet, and what vou decide to de with respect (o this proposed
separation allowance.

Mr. Gavix, Assume you take those out.

M. Braxprorp, Al right.

Assume you knock the oflicers down from 529 to a 83 increase in
subsistence and assume vou kue[l) sea and foreign duty pay, if you
asswme we don’t give then hare shi‘p pay, your bill as I see iz, will
come out 1o L billion—well, 1t will be about %260 millicn more than
the Depurtment proposal which came to $1.242 billion,

So you vould rome up with a bill that would come to $1.5 billion.

Now permit me to say something that may be overlooked.

This 1s bevond doubt the Targest single pay bill that las even been
submitted (o the Congress. The per capita increase in the bill as sent
over by the Department 1= 5409 per man,

We spent weeks in 1955 on the Cordiner report and e per rapita
merense 1 there was 152 per mai.

What I am saving is that we are dealing with a very substantial
amotnt of money here. We ave dealing with 8114 billion wlich s
just about three times the size of any pay bill that has ever been sent
to the Congress.

Now of course a good portion of this inerease in ecst is because
we are increasing the obligated <ervice man, the -1, Ti-2, and E--3
for the {irst time sinee 1952, and also the O-Tand (- 2,

We did not do that before beeause those people were assumec to be
sorving an obligated period of service and we felt they were drawing
enongh as it was,

The pay panel felt that we had kept these people frozen at the 1952
pay scales long enough, that it was time to Increase the pay of the
obligated service,

M. Gavix. Tagree with that.

Mr. Braxprorn, This accounts for a good deal of the money.

My, Tlakoy., Could T raize a question or two!f

My Rivers, Yes.

Mr. oy, [ don't know, we have done a lot of discussing av d this
is an extremely important thing. Tt s one we are goirg to have 1o
ke a decision on =oon or we are going to be on this bill until next
Christmas.

I have a Teeling that if we undertook to permit recomputation for
ihe people who retired under the 1458 act, that we were orly going half
way and then bring the 5 pereent cost of living inereas: thing in on
top of that.

On the other hand, T have reached the position. Mr, Chairman, of
being convineed that if we don't follow this procedure we are not
soing Lo get a bill,

I think that there is mertl to the contention that miliz ry personnel
have had a right to expect an inerease in retirement commensurate
with basic pay.but I think we have gotten to a point where we are not
soing to get anything if we insist on coming out with that type of
approach.
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Now, I don’t know. I don’t want to suggest that we ignore any-
body’s thoughts or that we disregard any requests for information—
and T have made about as many requests for information as anybody
else, I reckon—but I do think that in the interest of trying to get
through with this thing that we had better make some adjustments
in our own thinking and T for one am ready to accept this thing, not
because I like it, but because I don’t see any other course to pursue.

Because I am not willing to go on the floor and argue for a bill
that is going to be in excess of $114 billion.

Frankly, I think we are going to have a terrible time with that.

Mr. Bares. T have more of a problem. I think we will get a bill.
I don’t think there is any question about getting a bill, and if we
have to do some compromising, we can do it later.

We have looked at the aircraft, missiles, and ships bill and I am not
satisfied with that either. That is what disturbs me, when we get
all these other picces of legislation thrown at us up here.

With the financial condition of this Nation, with the things we
know we should have in that authorization bill, and not doing 1t, but
then we come up with every crazy kind of a program that can be
conceived by people downtown, I just don’t know where we are going
to wind up the way we are going.

Tt bothers me and it bothers me also to have to change this from
the historical method. It bothers me when the civilians come up
here and the Congress bends, but these people don’t come up and
they have no pressure groups and we don’t accord to them what we
give to others.

I don’t like that either.

Mr. Gavin. Well, T think we should go out and make the best
possible fight that we can make to get the bill passed.

Mr. Baris. We are in tough shape. T go along with what Porter
says.

‘Mr. I1arpy. You know we have to recognize this, at least we are
doing something for the people who retired under the 1958 act.

We are giving them an clement of justice which they had not
expected they werce going to get.

Mr. Rivers. We have this, though; we have the history of what has
happened in the other body. They have failed to take up a bill on
this. -

Mr. Wirgon. I want to get a bill just as much as anyone in this com-
mittee wants to get a bill but I am not ready to vote today, as Mr.
Blandford indicates we should or you indicate we should, when we
have asked for some statistics and figures here to base a reasonable
decision on.

As a matter of fact, I would think this committee should move along
section after section without making a definite vote on section by sec-
tion as we go, because I believe it is going to have to take an around-
the-table discussion, just between the members of this committee, to re-
<olve some of the problems that we have got here.

Mr. Harpy. Let me get into that one because I think this is a funda-
wmental thing.

Sooner or later we are going to have to do that, section by section.
Anything you do now is tentative.
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- What we are trying to do now, at least normally what we have done,
's to do the best we can on this go-around, get a draft of a committee
print as we have developed it and then go through the thing again
and take our final uetion.

I think we have to do that. I hope what we do here will Le asnearly
final as possible.  But we are not getting very far now. Woe are stuck
on this one thing and we cannot go to anything else until we at least
et n tentative agreement on it.

Mr. Wirsox. Then just register me as opposed to this provision of
the bill.

Mr. Gueser, T would like to ask-—vou are Mr. Paul’s assistant ?

Mr. Gioritast, Yes, sir.

Mr. Gusser (continning). This question.

I fully understand that the question of medical care and hospitaliza-
tion probably belongs in a different bill and not in a pay bill, I accept
that., “Though certainly wo have brought the question of fringe bene-
fits into the pay seale discussion on many, many occasions, and cer-
tainly hospitalization is a fringe benefit.

Now I realize that the Defense Department as of the eaily part of
this monih has initiated a study by which they are going to tioronghiy
explore the question of providing medical henefits for retired persons.

Are vou at liberty to say whether or not the fact that -hs study
has been instituted i3 a recognition that there is n responaibility to
retired persons on the part of the Government ¢

Mr. Goriaot, T don’t think there is any question about that, Mr.
Ciuhser,

Mr. Gusser. I am not asking for a prediction, because you don't
know what the study is going to reveal, but would you presently an-
ticipate that there is going to be something provided for retired
personnel in the future, insofar as medical care is concerned?

Mr. Gornas. Yes.

Mr. Gusser. In other words, we are not goirg to be put in the
position of raising their retired payv in this bill and then taking it
away by taking away fringe benefits?

My, Gornam. Absolutely not.

Mr. Gruser. All right.

Mr. Rivers. Wait a minute now.

We have used the entire morning in a thinking-out-loud discnssion
which is what we want and this is the crux of the bill.

Now it has been suggested that the committee, itself, get together
and talk in our own presence.

We can do that tomorrow or we can do that thisafternoon.

{ Discussion off the record.)

Mr. Rivers. I don’t know how long we will be on the floor. If the
committee wants, we ean meef afterward.

AMr. BPares. Mro Chairman, if there 1s a problem on the floor T
would suggest we move to roomn F-135, which iz just ofl the floor down -
stairs there.

Mr. Revers, T don't want to run off. I want to wait until the TTon: -
1= {inizhed.

AMr. Gaviy, In view of the fact His questionable about what will
happen on the floor, why not meet tomorrow morning? 1o the mean-
timie, the colonel and Mr, Blandford ean get together and sce if they
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can coordinate this matter and have something to present for our
consideration in the morning. . )

Mr. Gusser. Maybe this information we wanted will be available.

Mr. Braxororn. You are asking for some recomputations and I
assume some of these figures are available. I understand what you
want is a projected cost-of-living increase versus a projected applica-
tion of existing pay scales. So we have to assume what the existing
pay scales will be in the future—— )

Mr. Goreram. If I can interrupt you, I have located the paper which
has the comparison on it.

Mr. Haroy. Maybe we can get them now.

Mr. Ravers. Is this the thing that Mr. Wilson asked for?

Mr. Goritam. It is not the precise formulation which he cited but
it is a comparison between a cost-of-living increase and a recomputa-
tion applied to retired pay.

It makes this comparison for the fiscal years 1964 through
1970. It assumes the cost of living would go up 1 percent a
year during this time period and that the active duty pay scales,
basic pay scales, would go up 3 percent a year.

On the basis of this comparison the difference in disbursements
bet ween recomputation and cost-of-living adjustment over this 7-year
period would be $771 million,

Mr. Bares. Through 19707

Mr. Gortram. Yes.

Mr. Wiuson. May I ask on that very point about this, bearing
in mind that we have—at least it bothers my conscience—people who
are going to be retired in the few years ahead have all their military
career been under the impression, because of tradition, that they were
going to retire and as they retired, their retirement pay would continue
to be hooked to the active duty pay.

Let’s consider that we accept that it will cost over the next 6- or
T-year period the amount you say, and then we write into the bill
the understanding that those who retire prior to 1970 will compute
their pay based on the current active duty pay and those who retire
after 1970 will compute based on their active duty pay at their re-
tirement plus a cost of living based on a formula.

Now this would be a reasonable—in other words, for the next 6
years we would say those who are getting into the retirement area
are going to—their contract is going to be lived up to, but we are
serving notice on those who will retire after 1970 that because of the
retirement problem and so forth, you have got to face the fact that
as you retire after 1970 your pay is going to be based on your current
pay plus a reasonable cost of living as the cost of living goes up.

Mr. Rivirs. Do you have all that? ’

Mr. Bates. I don’t know how you can tie this down. I know this,
regardless of what we write in this bill, if I find the civilians in
subsequent bills are going to go far beyond what the military are
going to do, I am not going to stay with this bill, if T am still around
here, T am going to leave it, because I think what is fair for one is
fair for the other. If the civilian groups are going to go way beyond
the military groups, just because they don’t have the same support,
I will object.

~Mr. BenxeErr. What Mr. Wilson suggests sounds good to me. It
85066—63—No. 6——19
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is not too much.

Mr. Braxprorp, You will have to reduce the basic pay scales in
order 1o do this by some $70 or $80 million to stay somewhere within
the ball park on the money that is involved here.

Mr. Iaveus, Mr. Wilson, if you want to get some figures based on
the proposed amendment we can get these figures and give Mr. Bland-
ford time to provide them for you.

Mr. Wirsox. 1think it would be wort hwhile looking at.

Mr. Braxororp. May I suggest that if we are going to do us you
have indicated, you are not being fair to the man who has 14 or 15
years of service who is planning to stay for 30, because you are going
to make him make a decision in the next 6 years.

You are really not being fair to the kid in West Point wlo has
the idea of making a career of the service. So you have to jroject
this—-

Mr. Wisox. We are not. being fair to the generations as yet un-
born, but vou have to draw a line somewhere.

Mr. Braxprorn, I don’t see any reazon why 6 vears is any differ-
enl—they have been on notice 5 yvears. Now vou want to give them
SIX.

Mr. Wirsox. | disagree with you. They have not been on notice
for 5 years.

Mr. Rivers, It they are not on notice now after 1938 they will
never be on notice.

Mre. Wirson. We have said in effeet. by President ISisen iower
pulting it in the budget and the Honge having passed it eviryvone
has been under the impression that Congress recognized that it was u
mistake, so don’t say they have been on notice.

Mr. ITakoy. Butonly the TTouse recognized it.

Mr. Gueser, They admitted it was s mistake by allowing them (o
recompiite,

Mr. Rivers, Mr. Blandford. are there any other sections of this bill
wo can consider without arriving at a decision on this?

Mr. Braxororn., Well, if we disregard cost: ves. If cost is not an
clement here, we can discuss the other features of the hill.

My, BexxeTrT. Sea pay. for instance.

Mr. Rivers, T think we had better do that.  Tet’s just let the com-
mittee recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning because it is obvious
we are not getting anywhere today.

(Whereupon, at 11:58 a.m., the subcommit{ee adjourned. to recon-
vene at 10 a.an., Thursday, March 7, 1963.)

House oF RuPRESENTATIVES,
Coaryrrree 0N ArRMEp SERVICES,
Seseoaranerrer No., 1,
Washington, D.OC.. Thursduy, Wareh 7. 1963,
The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10 a.m., in
room 304, Cannon Office Building, ITon, I.. Mendel Rivers (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.
Mr. Rivers. Let’s take up submarine pay first and then back to re-
tainer pay. That will take us to about page 15 or 16, I believe.
Mr. Braxprorp. Page 16 in the committee print, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. Rivers. Turn to that section dealing with nuclear-powered
submarines,

Mr. Branprorp. Yes, sir, page 16. . _

Mr. Chairman, this 1s the section which would provide submarine
pbay .

Mr. Rivers. Admiral Smedberg, you can come up closer if you want
to. :

Admiral Smeppere. Thank you, sir. I found a chair that fitted
my legs.

Mr. Rivers. Fine. T might say I haven’t seen any chair that you
couldn’t adequately occupy.

Admiral Smepeere. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Rivers. And that is on the record.

Mr. Branororp. This section is intended to cover submariners who
leave conventional submarines and go to nuclear-powered submarines.

The Navy—and I would like this for the record—the Navy has had
considerable difficulty in obtaining recruits for the nuclear submarine.
program, particularly from those who are qualified in conventional
submarines,

L would like to ask Admiral Smedberg if I am correct in that
statement.

Admiral Smreperre. That is correct, sir.

Mr. Branororp. The language that was proposed in the committee
print is too restrictive. I have in front of me suggested language that
might do the job better, because the language in the original bill was
too broad, while the language in the committee print was too restric-
tive. I would like to suggest, and 1 wish the Navy would listen
carefully to this so they will know whether this is the correct lan-
guage, to substitute in lieu of the language now in the committee print
the following:

* * % ag determined by the Secretary concerned, on a submarine (including,
in the case of nuclear-powered submarines, pericds of training and rehabilitation
after assignment thereto) or, in the case of personnel qualified in submarines,
28 A prospective crewmember of a submarine being constructed, and during
periods of instructions to prepare for assignment to a submarine of advanced
design or inereased responsibility on a submarine.

Mr. Rivers. That just makes it clearer, doesn’t it ¢

Mr. IHarpy. You haven’t done very much to the original language
except insert on line 20; on page 16, which I am looking at, inserting
something about persons trained.

Mr. Rivers. It takes in the period during the construction when he
is agsigned to it.

Mr. Brawprorp. It is actually the addition of the words “or in the
case of personnel qualified in submarines.” That is the key to it.

Mr. Harpy. That is the only thing that you have added, isn’t it, to
the original language ?

Mr. Branorogrp. That is right, that is the key to it.

Mr. Riverg. Does that sound all right

Admiral Smepsere. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. Does that sound all right to you, Mr. Secretary ?

Secretary Paun. Yes, sir.

Mr. Harpy. You don’t need then this italicized addition before
“following transfer from a nonnuclear submarine,” because you sub-
stitute “in case of persons qualified”?
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Mr. Braxprorn, That is exactly right.

Mr., Gorirast. That is right.

Seeretary Pave. Mr. Chairman, 1 osaid it is all right w th us.
Whether the Navy feels they have a special problem remaining, I am
really not competent to say. Il Adneral Smedberg has any remarks
on that, I would be pleased to defer to him on this.

Mr. Rivers. Did you say this makes it better for you in your prob-
lemns with this nuelear program you have ?

Admiral Smepsere. Yes, sir. The only thought 1 was trying to
put together in my mind was whether this takes care of the mun who
goes lrom a nuclear submarine 1o a nuclear submarine under con-
struction. - Now if it takes care of that. it 1s perfectly all right.

Our problem today is this: the man who has been in submariaes for
years is in there because he likes submarines.  Everybody doesn't like
submarines. We want him to volunteer to go into the nuclesr pro-
gram. Ile would like to, but he has to lose pay for I year right now
while he is going through ihe process, either attached to a submarine
under construction or under instruct ion.

My Haroy., Wouldn't this language that we have just inserted take
are of that?

Admiral Syepnere. The language you have inserted I believe takes
care of everything except possibly, and I am not quite certam, the
man who goes from a nuclear submarine to a nuclear submarine under
construction.

Mr. arpy. Read that language aguin.

Mr, Braxprorp (reading) :

* * % or in the case of personnel qualified in submarines, as a prospective
crewmember of a submarine belung constructed, and during periods of instruc-
tions to prepare for assignment (0 a submarine of advanced design or a jsition
of increased responsibility on a submarine.

My, Rivers, That looks like it will taie it in.

Mr. Braxororn. I think it ought to be made clear that the purpose
of changing the section as proposed by the Navy is that it could
otherwise be construed to include a recruit out of Bainbridee.

Admiral Ssreppere. We didn't want that.

Mr. Braxprorp. So weatre trying to eliminate it.

Admiral Sateonere. That s right.

Mr. Gavix. Bepeat that again,

Mr. Braxprorn. The only change in the section is to eliminate any
possibility that a recruit right out of the reeruit duﬁmt would draw
submarine pay when he was sent to the nuclear submarine school,
which I thiuk is in Idaho, Tt didn’t make much sense to pay a rve-
cruit fresh out of Bainbridge submarine pay hefore he had ever seen
the inside of a submarine.

Admiral Sareosrre. That is right.

Mr. Osarers. Tn the very first part of the amendment which Colonel
Blandford read. it might be possible for someone who wanted to male
a strained interpretation, that it would not include--T don’t have a
copy of the language in front of me—it would not include a man in the
ategory that Admiral Smedberg described, going from one nuclear
submarine into another nuclear submarine.

That could be changed T think by adding the words, after the word
“submarine” in the first part of the amendment, “of any type.”
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Colonel Blandford, T hate to have him read it for the 17th time but
it he would read just once again the first part of that amendment.

Admiral Smepsere. I think it is all right but I am not sure.

Mr. Osmers. 1 think that is what is confusing, Admiral Smedberg,

Admiral Smrnprre. Yes.

Mr. Braxnprorp. I will read the existing law: “For the purpose of
this subsection ‘hazardous duty’ means duty on board a submarine, in-
cluding in the case of nuclear-powered submarines periods of training
and rehabilitation after assignment thereto, as determined by the Sec-
retary concerned, and including submarines under construction from
the time builder’s drills begin.” _

Now the language would be changed to read: “As determined by the
Secretary concerned, on a submarine, including in the case of nuclear-
powered submarines, periods of training and rehabilitation after as-
signment thereto.”

Let mo stop and say parenthetically that was to take care of double-
crew situation on Polaris submarines.

Mr. Rrvers. That is right.

Mr. Branororp. Then add the language, “or in the case of person-
nel qualified in submarines as a prospective crewmember of a sub-
marine”—nuclear, conventional, unconventional, any type—“being
constructed, and during periods of instruction” et cetera, et cetera “on
the submarine.”

Admiral Smepsere. That is all right.

Mz, Rivers. Ithink that will take eare of it.

Admiral Smuosrre. Yes, sir.

Mr. Osmers. I think when you present this bill to the ITouse it prob-
ably would be proper for you to put a sentence or two in your state-
ment so it is absolutely clear we refer to men going from one sub-
marine to another but not to a raw recruit going into training.

Mr. Braxproro. Yes, sir, the whole purpose of the change was to
prevent that interpretation.

Mr. Rivers. I don’t think it would be susceptible to two interpreta-

tions.

Mr. Brawororp. Do T understand this section is all right as
amended ?

Mr. Rivers. Yes, without objection that section will be accepted as
amended.

Mr. Braxproro. Now we come to incentive pay for duty inside a
high- or low-pressure chamber, page 17, new section 6. Thisisa change
in the law in which we eliminate the word “observer” and we add
duty in “low-pressure chamber.”

Mr. Rivers. As well as the high-pressure chamber.

Mr. Branprorp. Yes, because they are doing a great deal of ex-
perimentation in both areas.

Mr. Rivers. Without objection that section is approved.

Mr. Braxororo. All vight, sir.

Mr. Rivers. That takes us to page 17. We have passed over the
other for the time being.

Mr. Haroy. Tine?.

Mr. Braxprorn, Page 17, line 7 of the subcommitice print.

Mr. Rivers. All vight, go ahead.
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Mr. Braxprornp, This is the multiple pauyment provision, multiple
so that a man can draw more than one incentive pay, he could draw
two incentive pays.

Mr. Rivers. Weexplored that.

Mr. Bexxerr. 1 favor approving this but T do think it has to have
very careful regulations so it is not abused. 1t certainly 2an be
abused. Is there any protection against this being subject to abuse?

Secretary Pavn. Yes, sir. What we have in mind here involves a
limited number of personnel. I think one of the clearest examples of
this kind of duty would be the Navy sea-air-land teams, or seal teams,
where a man has to be proficient in parachute jumping, diving and
underwater demolition. Ilisduty is a combination o? :11%“105@ things,
lle is undergoing at least two of the hazards for which we prosently
specify he is eligible for only one hazard pay.

Mr. Bexserr. This is not proficiency pay. this is not to be pro-
ficient, it is to be danger pay, thisis a hazard pay.

Secretary Patrn, Yes,sir.

Mr. Bexxerr. So the fact that he is qualified to do it isn't. the eri-
terion, the fact that he is actually performing is the criterion.

Secretary Pavr. Right, sir.

Mr. Bexxerr. The reason 1 have concern about this, T presame in
order to make this a practical thing you have to determine that a man
does one of these things a certain period of time during the month,
if he does that minimum he gets zeroed in for the whole month opera-
tion, I assume. It is not done on an hourly basis, it has to be done,
I assume, on a monthly basis.

Secretary Pavn. That is correet. e would be subject to the sane
regulations as a person who is now drawing the single hazardous
duty pay. Inother words, he would Lave to be performing thut duty
fora period of time.

Mr. Bexxerr. Take the illustration you have so we understand what
vou are going to have. Ilere you have a man that does both these
things vou just mentioned. Ilow many actual days in a month would
he have to be doing either one of these two things?  You would have
1o do both of them, but what is the minimum he could do in a month
fodraw the pay for both?

Colonel Bexape. If I may answer that question. Mr. Bennett. Right
now each of the various incentive hazardous duty pays are controlled
by both [Xxeeutive orders and individual regulations of the nilitary
departients.

Foneh of these regulations requires the performance of a certain mini-
mum amount of this hazardous duty in a given period of time. Tn the
case of parachute jumping it requires a specified number of jumps
during that period.

My Bexxere, TTow many?

Colonel Bexave. Generally. it requires a minimum of one or more
Jumps during any three consecutive calendar months.

Mr. Bexxere. One jump a nonth he would get the pay?

Colonel BExADE. Yes, sir.

Mr. Bexxerr. Now what is the minimum for the demolition man?

Colonel Bexape. They must actually engage in demolition duty dur-
ing any given month to qualify for incentive pay for that month.
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Mr. Bennerr. I feel we are being a little on the generous side with
regard to this. I don’t think we are generous enough in some other
fields. DBecause I think when we cstablished the jump pay, for in-
stance, we had in mind that a man was going to get this pay partly
because he might be jumping a little bit more than that. ‘

I kind of doubt that the people doing both of these things are going
to be exactly in that position. Inother words, if they are going to jump
only one time in the month.

Mr. Rivers. That is the minimum.

Colonel Benape. Yes, sir. i

Mr. Bennerr. Yes; one jump out of 30 days. And you are going to
have demolitions, say, for only 5 hours in a month, this gets a little on
the generous side. You may not have any better way of doing it, but
T would feel happier if there was a degree of conservatism applied to
it. I don’t know how you could do it.

Colonel Brxapz. I can appreciate your concern. I do want to assure
that in this case the desires of the individual are not a consideration
at all. It is the military mission, and the members that we envision
receiving this not more than two payments are those members who
are assigned to units where the actual performance of the mission of
the unit requires the concurrent performance of these duties. And in
all cases they will not only meet the minimum requirement but I am
sure will exceed it in actual practice.

Mr. Ben~zrr. Inother words, you feel it can be kept in check ?

Colonel Benape, Very definitely, Mr. Bennett. Very definitely.

Mr. Bexxerr. That is all I want to know.

Mr. Rivers. Without objection we will go to the next section.

Mr. K1corn. I want to make the comment on this—hazardous duty
operation that what the additional cost amounts to will probably be
saved in longevity pay.

Mr. Rivers. I think youmight have something there.

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Chairman.

Mr, Bates. I would be glad to yield.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bates, do you yield ?

Mr. Osumers. If the gentleman will yield to me. I was wondering if
the committee might consider offering hazard pay to Members of
Congress in even numbered years,

Mr. Rivers. Goahead, Mr. Bates.

Mr. Bates. Just this one situation, let’s take a look at this situation:
I think you have got to presume that one of these is more dangerous
than another.

Colonel Benape. Yes, sir.

Mr, Barrs. Now let’s take the situation where a man is qualified for
both things, but let’s say that he performs the less dangerous one more
frequently and the more dangerous one less frequently. Now let’s take
another individual who just performs the most dangerous one all the
time.

Now under your proposal the fellow that has the two skills will
get more pay even though the danger to which he is exposed is less
than the fellow who does the more dangerous thing more often. Now,
it gets sort of paradoxical doesn’t it ?

Colonel Benape. Notreally, Mr. Bates.
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Mr. Bares, Exeept it is desired to have a man with two skills.

Colonel Bexank. That is really the key of it, Mr. Bates. Before von
conld have the exposure to (he hazard you have to have the inc ividnal
apply, take the training and undertake the hazards of both of the
oceupations,

So the first key is the fact that this payvment of not more than (wo
meentive hazardous duty pays operates as an incentive for gnalified
people to volunteer for and to he triined in more than the one in-
centive duty hazard.

Then, second, he ean only qualify for the double pavment i he ace-
tually perfors both of the hazards,

Mr, Bares, T understand,

Colonel Bexapr, Now even today, Mr. Bates, it can work too, and
does, that although you have the same rate of incentive hazardous
duty pay of 835 1 month, we will say, for the enlisted member, one man
actaally, by virtue of hix duties, he exposing himsel meh 1ore in
terms of hours of exposure, like in demolitions, in the course « £ a 30-
day period than someone else whose duties only require him to per-
form a mininnun amount of this hazardous dury. So vou real ¥ have
that situation right now.

Mr. Bares. Well, we don't want to perpetuate-

Colonel Bexape. Aggravate it 1 agree, That is why T say |
think the key to this s these individuals who would be volun-eering
for this, really don’t know how murh of this double dangcr (hey
¢l

Mr. Bares. Of course. you can rationalize these things any way vou
want to.

Colonel Bexane. Yes, sir.

May I say one thing more: If the amounts were larger than they
are for hazardous duty pay, 1 think your point would be a very goad
powt, As it is, beeause (he amount is %35 a month we don’t feel that
to gain an ex(ra 55 a month an individual who doesn't have the
motivation and the real drive wounld put in for this, The difference
isn't that much, in otlier words,

Mr. Bares, 1 won't argue the point.

Mr. Strarron. I wanted to go back, if 1 could, to the submarine pay.

I apologize for coming in late. I assume that the section was ap-
proved as it appears here ?

Mr. Braxpronn, No, it was not.

Mre. Harovy. It was amended. 1t was amended to conform 1o the
abjection that Admiral Smedberg raiscd the other day. We had quite
wdiseussionon i, Tdon't know whether you want- -

Mr. Srrarros. The point that T owas concerned about was the dele-
tion of the prospective crewmember of a submarine being constructed.

My oy, That has been provided for,

Mr. Serarrox. That is retamed ¢

Mr. Braxororn, We changed it by saying “a person qualiied in
subnrines™  That was the key to it. We had left that far g ere
onut.

Mr. Strearrox. Yo mean a person qualified in submarines who is a
prospective erewmember then gets the pay

Mr. Braxprorp. Of w new submarine under construetion.  This has
been traditional.
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Mr. StrarroN. That is what I was concerned about.

Mr. IIarpy. That was taken care of by amendment.

Mr. StrarroN. Thank you. ‘

Mr. ITarpy. Without objection we will approve the multiple incen-
tive pay.

Goahead.

Mr. Branororp. The next, Mr. Chairman, is the “Repeal of au-
thority for special pay for sea and foreign duty.”

Mr. Bares. What page?

Mr. Branprorp. Page 17.

The subcommittee prints deletes the entire section, and the effect of
deleting it is to retain the system of special pay for paying sea and
foreign duty. This, of course, adds $133 million to the cost of the bill.

Mr. Bexnerr. I move we delete the suggestion of the original bill.

Mr. Haroy. Isthere objection?

Mr., BaTes. Seventeen?

Mr. Harpy. So that we will continue to pay for sea duty as it is
now.

Without objection we will strike that section.

Mr. Branprorp. “Sea and foreign duty pay,” page 17.

Mr. Bates. Does anybody have anything more to say? A total of
$133 million ought to get a little bit more in the record on it.

Mr. Harpy. Of course, we have a good deal on it in the previous
record in the hearings. But if Mr. Paul wants to agree with the
committee in this, I think it would be fine.

Mr. Bares, I think counsel indicated on yesterday when this item
came up we would discuss it further.

Mr. OsmEers. Let’s give him a fair chance to agree with the
committee.

Secretary Pauvrn. Mr. Chairman, I do appreciate a chance to make
a general observation, which is applicable not only to this but other
items the committee will consider later on.

We have proposed a bill here, after 10 months of rather intensive
work, that we feel is a fair bill. We recognize that the passing of
laws on pay for military forces is the prerogative and the responsi-
bility of the Congress.

Wo are prepared to make suggestions but, on the other hand, we
have proposed a bill which is by and large the most costly increase
that has ever been made in military pay. It is well deserved, and we
feel that in the combination of the things we have requested, which is
going to involve an annual increased cost of $1.2 billion, we have pro-
posed a fair bill.

Now we did eliminate sea and foreign duty pay. This involves the
difficulty of taking away a certain pay to which enlisted members
have become accustomed. I believe sea pay in more or less its present
form has been in effect since 1942,

If T may just give you our feeling about the various elements in-
volved in sea and foreign duty pay, we would consider that sea pay,
as such, has considerably more justification than foreign duty pay.

Now, as far as I can see, the sea duty pay is the element with which
I am especially concerned.

There are, I think most of us would recognize, some types of
oversea duty that from a financial standpoint are better than duty at
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home, and if that lends itself to regulation, T would not be unreveptive
to a provision which would permit regulation of foreign du'y pay
inaccordance with the conditions at particular stations.

Mr. Rivers, 1 think Mr, Ilardy said exactly what 1 was going (o
~say. Thatisthe wayv I feel.

Now, Mr. Blandford, you mentioned that von would be :ble to
work out some kind of—

Mr. Braxororn. Well, Mr. Chairman, as you indicated—-

Mr. Rivers. You recognize we are adamant on sea pay ?

Secretary Pavn, Yes, sir, it has been nuude quite elear,

Mr. Rivers. Wearen't changing that,

Now we will try to work ont somerhing with von on the foreign
duty pay.

Mr. Bares. There is more justification to get inereased pay i1 New
York City than there is many places overseas.

Mr. Rivers. That isright.

Mr. Bares, From the point of view of the cost of the femilies
involved.

Mr. Branororp. May I suggest as a modification, which I think
would make some sense, that no foreign duty pay would be paid
o any person who had his dependents with him.

Now to me this at leust is an indication that when 1 man goes to
an oversen base and he can take his dependents with him. it is a
little hard to justify giving him foreign duty pay.

AMr. Bares, TTow about thecost. Do you haveto pay him

Mr. Braxororo. Anybody who qualifies fo have his depedents
overseas would qualify for a station allowance in thuse areas.

Sceretary Pacr. Station allowance in some areas, yes, sir.

Mre. Bares, And (hat is predicated upon local costs ?

Sceretary Patt., Yes, sir,

Mr, Bexxerr. Why don’t we see if they can bring back some
regnlations like that?

Mv. Braxororn. This would be an amendment which wonld be
simplo to propose right here.

Mr. Rivers. Let’s hear it.

Mr. Braxporonn, That is in section (b). I haven't written it. but
I ean make it up asI go along.

I s now reading seetion 305(b) of Public Law 87-649:

Appropriations of the Department of Defense may not be paid as foreign
tiuty pay under subsection (a) of this sectlon to 8 member of & uniformed service
who is a resident of Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands or a
possession unless that member is serving in an area outside Alaska. Havwaii,
the Virgin Islands or a possession of which he iz a resident, :is the case may be,

T think you could add to that: “and subject to such regulations
us the Secretary may preseribe, no appropriations of the Department
of Defense may be paid as foreign £1Lv pay to any member of the
nniformed services who is accompanied by his dependents.”

Mr. Rivers. Because you get your station allowance.

Mr. Br.axprorn, Yes, sir.

Mr. Bates. Now wait. Now why do yvou exclude the individual that
15 living at a camp?

Mr. Braxprorn. Well, vour overseas-—

My, Bares. TTe may not.even be married.
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Mr. BDranvrorp. That of course is a problem, but the man who is
authorized to have his dependents with him if he has his dependents
with him, I think should not draw foreign duty pay, if you want to
modify it. Now what you are really faced with on

Mr. Loxe. I think you are saying yon are not going to pay for
foreign duty.

Mr. Batrs, Yes, anybody, at a certain station

Mr. Buanprorp. An E-1 or E-2 who is in Wiesbaden, a delightful
place, is still nevertheless a youngster overseas, he docsn’t get a
chance to go home and leave until he has finished his tour of foreign
duty.

Nyow we have given these people foreign duty pay. If you wanted
to_make an exception, and you could make all foreign duty pay
subject to regulations as far as that is concerned, but I am thinking
of a sitnation, for example, in Okinawa, where you have all enlisted
personnel drawing oversea pay, and yet you have some enlisted per-
sonnel over there occupying (Government housing and they are also
drawing sea pay.

I think there is a difference between a man who is overseas away
from home without his family and a man overseas with his family.
That is the only thing I am proposing.

Mr. Bennrrr. That is a modest approach, and I think it is prob-
ably better than just leaving it like it is.

Mr. Rivers, Mr. Bates, have you finished ?

Mr. Bares. I think that creates a lot of problems.

Mr. Branororn. T think you could make it subject to such regu-
lations as the Secretary may prescribe and let them worry about the
problem.

Mr. Bares. I think that is right. But if we put in the bill the
fact that it wouldn’t apply to married people with their families over
there, I think it is just complications. I think it is either justified
or not.

Mr. Branororp. That takes us right back to the question as to
whether you should pay foreign duty pay. Certainly an enlisted
man in South Vietnam is in a different situation than an enlisted
man in Wiesbaden. On the other hand, not all of the assignments
in Germany are garden spots. This is the problem you get into.

Mr. Rivers. “Under such regulations as the Secretary may pre-
scibe,” would that cover it?

Mr. Branororp. Yes. This is a broad vesting of authority, but
I think if the subcommittee will express for the hearings their indi-
cation of what they have in mind ought to go in these regulations,
then we could say “except as may be limited by such regulations as
the Secretary may prescribed.”

Now the only thing I say is, T think the Department ought to
receive some guidance from this subcommittee as to who should get
this and who should not get it. '

Mr. Benxerr. May I make my little speech ? My feeling about
it is I feel like whether they are married or not married, whether
dependents or no dependents are there, that the Department ought
to be allowed to select prestige or advantageous spots like Paris, or
maybe even all of Burope, the Department ought to be able to make
regulations to eliminate oversea pay. That is what I feel.
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My Rivers Mr, Stratton,

Mr. Bares. Selected spots.

My, ~reaeros. T would like to make one coment. My Teet aren't
in cotrerete on this point, but [ an inclined to think that we gat into
trouble when we try to diseriminate particular assignments, and 1
think we are apt to overlook the [t that while for Members of
Congress it may be a big treat to get to Europe that for many of these
ads who may even be serving in places like Pariz, Wieshbaden, and
the rest, it is no great treat (o tien. They would rather be home in
New York or Massachusetts, It is diflienlt to convinee them that
they are having the time of their lives, this opportunity to travel,

I think we have got a basic opposirion on the part of Americans
to spending any time abroad, and T think one of lﬂu‘ reasons why we
have this in Iaw is as an incentive to carry out xome of our worldwide
obligations. I hesitate to eliminate it.

Me, Gavix, Will the gentleman vield?

Mr. Strarrox. Be glad o.

Mr. Gavin. Leaving it to the dizeretion of (he Secretary, he can
determine what particular assignment or spot this individual is going
Lo.

Tu fact. I have had many requests (o return back to Germany, for
instunce.  They have done their tour of duty and they are anx ous to
o back,

I (hink if the Secretary is empowered and anthorized at his dis-
eretion, he ean determine the particular spot that the serviceman is
assizned to us to whether it is of such a nature that he is entiled to
foreiam duty pay.

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead, Me, Stratton,

My, Serarron. 1 have no further comment.

Mr, Bares., Are we meeting this afiernoon? 1 think we have gone
far enouzh. If we are going 1o meet this afternoon let thens come
up with some snggestions.

Me. Thaeoy. T (hink that might he a good idew.

M. Rivers, We are going to meet this afternon until we finish this
hitl.

M, Hagoy. 1agree in the suggestion that Mr. Blandford made that
vou should keep tn mind, that under the regulations now, teurs of
duty vary according to whether you have your dependents with you.

A Rivers, T will tell vou something else.  We have to realize
vou have to leave some diseretion 1o the Department, We cardt just
proseribe the activities. 1T you don’t Jeave some diseretion to them
how can they run this thing.

My, Brasprorn, Since the Army is Lere and General Hewitt s heve,
perhapes we might get on the record the views of the Ay, who })'rnl)-
able will be the main losers in this proposition, with any restrictions.

Mr. Rivers. Dr. Loug, did you want to say something first?

Mr. Lox~e. I think not.

Afr. Braspronn. General ITewitt is right here.

Alr. Rivers. What do you think about the situation?

General ITewrrr. T think we ought to have this foreign duty pay.
If you are going to have sea duty pay I think there should be foreign
duty pay, because the man in Korea, T think has it just as hard as an

¥

individual on sea duty and I don't think you can differentiate between
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them. We are thinking about the man over in Korea, who gets that
foreign .

Mr. BENNETT. Nobody suggested Korea, we are talking about Paris.

General Hewrrr., There aren’t very many in Paris.

Mr. Bennerr. Then the regulations wouldn’t apply to them.

Mr. Rivers. Wait a second. This doesn’t stop foreign duty pay.

General ITewrrr. No, sir. )

Mr. Rivers. It would give authority to the Secretary to prescribe.
He would prescribe the regulations, rather than a blank check.

Is this right, Mr. Paul ¢ )

Mr. Gavin. The Secretary at his discretion could determine the
particular assignment the serviceman has, whether or not he should or
should not be entitled.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Blandford, is that what we have done?

Mr. Braxprorn. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think General Ilewitt has
put his finger on what the problem is going to be. There is going to
be a destroyer sitting out at Pusan and everybody is gomg to come
ashore drawing sea pay, and meet with enlisted men from the U.S.
Army in Pusan, and there is going to be an awful lot of irritation
because one of them is drawing sea pay and the other is not drawing
the equivalent.

Mr. Bexnerr. Has anybody thought that Korea would be involved
in this?

Mr. Branororp. We don’t know what the regulations of the Sec-
retary are going to be.

Mr. Bennerr. Say that in the law.

Mr. Branororp., That is the reason I say, when you say “subject to
such regulations as the Secretary may prescribe,” this is a blank
check.

Mr. Bewyerr. T would limit him to Europe.

Mr. Braxororp. I can also give you indications of assignments in
Furope——

Mr. Buxwvrerr. They are always in hopping distance of these lovely
places that they have never been able to get to, I have never been able
to.

Mr. Strarron. This points up the difliculty of trying to distinguish
between separate places. There are bound to be some abuses, but you
have different ships. I mean somebody might be on an old “tin can”
and somebody might be tied up alongside at the Navy yard the way
Admiral King was during World War TII.

But I don’t think that—I think what we lose in trying to discrimi-
nate between various types of assignments is minor.

Mr. BaTus. I go back to my original suggestion, that we pass over
it temporarily and let the staff try to work something out.

Mr. Rivers. Suppose you do that.

Mr, Braxororp. I would like to work out something, but T——

Mr. Gavin. The gencral has given us Korea. You wouldn’t com.
pare Korea with Wiesbaden or Ieidelberg.

General Hewirr. No, sir.

Mr. Gavin. Then what would you do under those circumstances?
If it is left to the diseretion of the Secretary to determine where the
man is assigned, he can determine whether he is entitled to foreign
duty pay.
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But you bring up Korea, you might bring up Formosa or Guum or
Okinawa or somo other place. But wlen you get to comparing them
with Coblenz and Ilcidelberg and Wiesbaden and the Berchtesgaden
area down in southern Bavaria, there is a great deal of difference be-
tween Lhose assignments and Korea,

General Hewirr. Yes, sir; and there are also places in Germany
that are a lot diflerent from Wiesbaden,

Mr. Gavin, There certainly are.

General Iewrrr, There are a lot of people right up on the line there
in Germany.

Mr. Gavin. Yes, but that could be determined, too; if they are in
hazardous spots they ought to be entitled to it, if it is left to the dis-
vretion of the Secretary to determine.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Blandford, do you think you could get something
for us to consider?

Mr. Branprorp. No, sir; I have about eight different positions and
L am not really sure which one the subcommitice proposes here.

Mr. Stratrox. Lel's just leave it in,

Mr. Bexxerr, Just leave it like it is then.

Mr. Braxprorp. 1 think perhaps the best thing to do, if 1 may make
i suggestion, 1s Lo leave it the way the committee print has it at the
moment and just delete the proposed repeal.

'This is something that could be worked out, if necessary. This is
a subject that could be worked out, if we come up ou the tloor of the
Iouse, that by this time everybody is in agreement on. We could
olfer it as an amendment.

I think this is the sort of thing that all the uniformed services ought
to comment on.

Mr. ILaroy, Maybe Mr. Paul can come up with something. 1 think
most of us would agree that in these unusually nice billets foreign
duty pay is probably not justified. I don’t know whether you can
distinguish or not, but maybe Mr. Paul can come up with a suggestion,

Mr. Buanprown. I think to expedite the action we ought to proceed
with the understanding that it 15 quite possible that within the next
month or two, the uniformed services may be able to get together
on this, and by that time the bill would be in the Senate or on the toor
of the House,

There is no reason why we couldn’t consider it at that point.

Mr. Osyers. Mr, Charrman, on this very point, as the discussion has
proceeded T have become less and less optimistic about our ability to
write law or even to have the appropriate Secretaries make these de-
terminations for the sinple reason that a vast majority of people on
foreign duty are not serving in the Parises and Wiesbadens and that
vou will get a great loss of morale throughout your entirve services if
you start to make distinetions between ditferent parts of Germany,
and 1 think you are imposing upon the Secretaries concerned, pos-
sibly administrative responsibilities that have no practical solution.

Mr. Gavix. Would the gentleman yield?

AMr. Osarers. Certainly,

Mr, Gavin. And a serviceman may be in some particularly 1 ice lo-
cation and he suddenly 1s transferred into a hazardous spot and he
has to go through the chanels to get lus records recorded and restorved.

We ought to make it either one way or the other.  As far as I am
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concerned, I think foreign duty pay ought to be granted so that we
won’t have these difficulties that will be constantly arising in many,
many cases, I presume.

So I want to be recorded that it would be better to pay them all
foreign duty pay than make exceptions that are going to affect the
morale of the troops wherever they may be.

Mr. Gusszr. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Gavin. Orthose at sea.

Mr. Strarron. The gentleman agrees with me. This is the only
solution.

Mr. Bexnwrrr. We have a motion before us which T made.

Mr. Rrvers. Mr. Gubbser. _

Mr, Gusser. Would this be not too complicated an answer, that we
perhaps cut back a little bit on oversea pay and keep it uniform but
provide for an additional hardship pay at the discretion of the
Secretary ¢

Mr. Braxororp. That is coming in the next section.

Mr. Rivers. We have the hardship pay next.

Mr. Gusser. Up the hardship and leave this as it is.

Mr. Ben~rrr. Of course, that is what the Department wanted to do.
This is a sort of compromise.

Mr. Brawprorp. When you get to hardship, that is what the sepa-
ration allowance is for.

I think there is something in what Mr. Gubser says to this effect,
that perhaps instead of reducing overseas and foreign duty pay that
you might want to consider changing it so that overseas and foreign
duty pay might be paid to people in remote areas.

I frankly find it difficult to believe that a man serving on a moun-
taintop in Idaho, 55 miles from town, is in any better position than
a man serving 22 miles out of Wiesbaden.

Mr. Gupser. What would Dutch Harbor, Alaska, be ?

Mr. Branororp. T don’t know. Alaska is included for people ex-
cept those who come from Alaska.

Mr. Benwerr. Hawaii?

Mr. Branprorp. It is foreign duty pay except for Hawaiians,

Mr. Bex~urr. I spent a year in ﬁawaii and I think it is a lovely
assignment.

Mr. Osmrrs. T did 6 months there, and I agree with you.

Mr. Rivirs. Dr, Long?

Mr. Lowe. I wonder if Mr. Paul can give us some idea of how much
money would be involved if we denied foreign duty pay to those per-
sons situated in places like some parts of Germany and so forth, where
it isn’t felt there is particular hardship or extra expense?

Secretary PavL. Dr. Long:

Mr. Lone. Isthis a considerable saving if we do it ? :

Secretary Paur, I have to go at the answer this way. Of the $134
million that ‘would be required for the continuance ofy it, a little over
$40 million is now in the sea pay category, so that the remainder, in
(_(ither words, roughly two-thirds, perhaps a little more, is in foreign

uty pay.

MrPRrvnns. Between $80 and $90 million.

Secretary Pavr. Yes, sir, approximately $90 in foreign duty pay.
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Now we haven't costed it out, beeause our proposal had beon 1o
knoek the whole thing out.

Mr, Gaviy, What?

Seeretary Patr. Had been to knock the entire thing out.

Mr. Gavix, Why would vou want to do that at that point, T iight
ask vou, knock it all out?

Secretary PPavn. My, Gaving we had proposed as an alternative to
that, which the commitee will be considermg as we go through the
Lill, a hardship, an unusual hardship-

Mr, Gavin. Yes, but we are very generous with all the countries
of the world. T think I noticed the other day in the paper where we
are allocating to countries of the Far East several hundred million
dollars. So even though this may sourd rather large- $133 did you
suy, or $134 million?

Secretary Pave. Yes,sir.

Mr. Gavix. I don’t know but what it is satisfactory to pay our own
boys who are serving their country, in view of the fact that we are
very generous to all the countries of the world.

Mr. Loxg. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if T could get an answer to the
question which I asked from My, Paul?

Mr. Gavix. Yes.

Seeretary Pavr. As I say, within the $00 million we could probably
aivo you only a rough estimate at this time. But we have, for exam-
ple, over 400,000 members in Europe. So I would think that if this
wero administered as Mr. Bennett suggested, possibly to elininate
urope, that would save probably half (hat amount. But T don't have
tha exact figure.

Mr. Toxg. Twenty or thirty million dollars, something like that.

My, TLaroy. Tf Dr. Long will yield, I have a particular coacern
with why we continue ITawaii in foreign pay. That is a State, and
Alaska would fall in the same category except for the remote areas.

I think perhaps we should—personally T would say we ought to
eliminate both Alaska and ITawaii from foreign duty pay as such,
and perhaps include something that would permit payment of some
sort of a pay in these remote arcas,

Seeretary Pavr. We have approximately 41,000 in ITawaii now,
Mr. ITardy.

Mr. ITawroy. I declare, T don't see any justification at all for calling
that foreign duty now. We went throngh all of the pangs of child-
birth to get them in as States, and now that they are States they are
still foreign duty.

Mr. Strarrox. I would agree with My, Iardy on that,

ITow would we get it out.?

Mr. Braxprorp. If you deleted Alaska or Iawaii from the siatute
then of course you would not draw foreign duty pay while you are
in Alaska. T think ITawaii obviously stands by itself, but I think as
Mr. TTardy pointed out, at least from the brief visit I made there, it
is 2 tough duty station, in many of those areas, and I think you would
he making a sertous mistake tostrike Alaska,

AMfr. Tlanoy. Tf vou struck Alaska you would have to provide for
pay for remote duty stations, because goodness knows anybody up in
PPoint Barrow is certainly entitled to foreign duty.
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Mr. Bun~err. It is obvious we can’t make any progress on this. So
I move we approve the deletion of this section.

Mr. Rivers. You have heard the motion——

Mr. Gavin. Wait & minute. What is the section? Read the section.

Mr. Branbrorp. The section, Mr, Gavin, simply deletes foreign
duty and sea pay as it now is in the law. This is the proposal of the
Department of Defense. The committee print deletes this provision
from the bill, and the effect is to keep foreign and sea pay as it is today.

M. Rivicrs, The sense of this is to have it as Mr. Blandford has it
in the committee print.

Mr. Branprorp, Yes, sir; to continue the foreign duty and sea pay.

Mr. Haroy. T subseribe to that, except I would like language drawn
to eliminate Hawail.

Mr. Braxororp. You can offer the amendment——

Mr. Harpy. T would just like whatever it takes to eliminate Hawaii.

Mr. Loxe. I am wondering whether it would be possible to eliminate
the reference to foreign duty and simply say “remote duty pay to be
determined by the Secretary as an administrative matter, og what is
remote duty,” and that would cover the question of whether somebody
was serving in some remote place in the United States.

Secretary Paur. May I comment on this?

Mr. Lowne. Yes.

Secretary Pavur. I think there is a danger in just referring to it as
remote duty. As Mr. Kilgore or Mr. Bates said, it costs a good deal
{0 live in some of these metropolitan areas. There can be a good deal
of hardship involved there as well. T or that reason, in the special pay
that we had proposed, we used the words “gnusual hardship.” I can
think of Ankara, Turkey, where it is pretty tough duty.

Mr. Rivers. I guarantee that, it is rough.

Secretary Paur. Yet you can’t call it remote.

Mr. Lone. I was thinking of some term such as that, but something
other than “foreign,” because I gather it has lost all meaning as to
whether it is expensive or unpleasant duty. You need some words
better than “foreign duty.” Why can’t we leave that out and let the
Secretary determine what is remote or hardship duty ?

Secretary Pavr. That would raise the

Mr. Gavin. There would be so many questions on so many different
individuals that they never would get their work completed trying to
determine who is entitled.

Mr. Loxe. You mean it would cost more to administrate it.

Mr. Bares. Is there anything that could be worked out on this,
Mr. Paul, if we gave you a little time to do 16

Twenty years ago I was in on some of these decisions on sea pay
and they sure were rough

Mr. Gavin. There is an amendment——

Mr. Bates. Trying to draw the lines you run into terrible problems.

Mr. Rivers. I think that is the reason Mr. Paul wanted to eliminate
it, because you can’t draw regulations to cover every individual case.
I think to bring it to a point—-

Mr. Bares. Would you attempt to answer the question, if he may,
Mr. Chairman ¢

Secretary Pavr. Well, the basis for our proposal for unusual hard-
ship pay was to isolate certain areas, such as some of the ones that
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have been mentioned here as unusnal hardship posts.  We believe
that, with the help also of regulations already established by other
departments of Government, that we could arvive at a lst of places
that could be regarded as involving unusual hardship.

Mr. Gavin. But you would have to almost set up a new department
to go through the several million that are involved in the sctup and
never would get your work finished. It either has to be one or the
other in my estimation.

Mr. Chairman, a motion has been offered and I think we ought to
vote on it.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bates has the floor.

Mr. Bares. You have no other su gestions?

Secretary Paow. I feel we coul develop a differentiation between
degrees of hardship. Wa have proposed two degrees. Perhaps three
degrees would be more appropriate.

Mr. Bares. I wonder 1f t}mre is anything practical you cun come
up with. I think you can draw the lino, but is it a practical and a
wise thing 1

Mr. Rivers. I think for a budget of $54 billion if we equivocate on
a little----

Mr. Gavix, 134

Mr. Ruvers. The inpact on morale has been testified to by the
Chief of Personnel of the Army, who are the greatest beneficiaries
of this, if you want to call it that, I think it would be splittit g hairs
right down the middle, and as far as I am concerred I am ready to
vote on if.

You have heard the motion of the gentleman

Mr.Gavix. I want to concur in what the chairman has stated.

Mr. Rivers. You have heard the motion of the gentleman from
Ilorida, Mr. Bennett. Those in favor ——

Mr. Gavix. The motion is?

Mr. BLaxprorn, To strike it

Mr. Gavin. To leave it just as it is now.

Mr. Braxororn, To accept the commit(ee print which delctes the
eetion which repeals sea and foreign duty pay.

Mr. Gavix, Would what?

Mr. Braxororn, To delete the section in the bill—-

Mr. Rivirs. Just what you have been tulking about.

Mr. Braxprorn (continuing). Which would repeal sea and Zoreign
duty pay.

Mr, Tlaoy. T am completely aerceable with that, I would subse-
quently want an amendment which would eliminate Tawaii,

Mr. Rivens. Those in favor say *Yes,” opposed, *No.”

The aves have it.

The section will remain asit.is in the conunittee print.

Now, Mr. [lardy, you are recognized. .

Mr. Harov. I would merely offer an amendment (o sliminate Mawaii
from foreign duty pay.

Mr. Braxprorn. May I phrase the language for you?

Mr. Hawoy, If you woulld, please. )

Mr. Bravororn. Mr. [ardy proposes that section 305 of Public
Law 87-649, subsections (a) and (b) be amended by deleting the
word “[Tawaii.”

My Itves, Ivervbody understands that.
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Mr. StraTroN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer an amendment
to the amendment. It seems to me if we are going to make this on
the basis of the United States, you can’t eliminate Alaska. We have
remote places in the continental United States, and Hawaii is not all
Honolulu for that matter. I think if we are going to delete Hawall
we have got to delete Alaska, and therefore I would offer an amend-
ment to amend Mr. ITardy’s amendment by adding the word “Alaska.”

Mer. Harpy. Let me make this observation in connection with that.
T would be opposed to that unless and until we devise some procedure
to take care of remote situations in Alaska, because Alaska is not
comparable to any other State in the Union. If you have ever been
to Point Barrow, you know what I mean. ]

Mr. SiratToN. My only point, Mr. Chairman, is that this area 1s
being deleted on the ground that it is now a State.

Mr. Harpy. No, notsolely that ground.

Mr. Rivers. That isnot the reason.

Mr. STraTTON. We have lush parts of the United States and other
parts not so lush.

Mr. Harpy. That would be correct— :

Mr. Rivers. The parliamentary situation. The first vote would
13)? 011{1 the amendment to the amendment by the gentleman from New

ork.

Mr., Gaviy. Before we vote on it, Mr. Chairman, I wonder if Mr.
Paul would express his opinion on whether or not Alaska should be
considered.

Mr. Rivers. Do you want to express your opinion on Mr. Stratton’s
opinion ?

Mr. Bexnerr. You don’t have to.

Secretary Paun. I would prefer not.

Mr. Hagpy. The question, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Rivers, Now the question is the amendment of Mr. Stratton
to the effect that we strike Hawaii and Alaska. :

Mr. Barzs. This is on the Iardy amendment as amended by the
Stratton amendment?

Mr. Harpy. No; it is on the Stratton amendment.

Mr. Gavin. This is Alaska.

Mr. Strarron. Do you want to add Alaska?

Mr, Braxororp. May I rephrase the parliamentary situation, Mr.
Rivers?

Mr. Rivers. Rephrase it.

Mr. Braxprorp. The parliamentary situation is this: Mr. Iardy
has proposed an amendment to section 305 of Public Law 87649
that subsection (a) and (b) be amended by deleting the words “or
Hawaii”

Mr. Stratton has offered an amendment to the amendment which
would delete the words “or in Alaska or Hawaii”.

Mr. Rrvers. That is right.

Now, the question is on the Stratton amendment. As many as
favor the Stratton amendment will say “Aye.”

Opposed, “No.”

T¢ appears to the Chair that the noes have it.

Now, the question Tecurs on the amendment by the gentleman from
Virginia, Mr. Iardy.

As many as favor the Hardy amendment, will say “Aye.”
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The opposed, *No.™

It appears to the Chair that the ayes have it.

Mr. Braxprorn, Hawail is out.

Mr. Hivers, Now, let’s go back.,

Now, Mr, Gubser, you are recognized for an amendment to section
3 o the retired and retainer pay section to be found on page 5. We
want to get (his question settled before we can proceed to tie other
section,

The gentleman from Caltfornia, Mr. Gubser, s recognized.

Mr. Guasser. | spoke on this all day vesterday. I don’t see ary point
in making a further plea now. The issue is clear cut. I think it is
wrong. [ wanta vote on it, Jet's vote it up or down,

Mr. Rivens. 1 want to say to the gem.,[enmn that we appreciate his
fairness. I thought that the Chair yesterday gave him as much time
as he possibly could to discuss this. As I said yesterday we realizo the
facts of life, we can’t change all the things wrong with the universe.

Read his amendment, Mr. Blandford. You wrote it, didn’t you’

Mr. Braxprorp. Yes, sir.

Mvr. Gubser has two amendments, the first amendment is on page 11
of the committes print, strike out all of section 4+ which is the retire-
ment recomputation provision. One word of explanation. [f this
section is deﬁ.md from the bill and no other language is put in it, then
retired pay would be recompufed on whatever the basic pay scales are
that go into effect in the future.

AMre. Bares, Tsthat all of theimn—-—

Mr. Braxprorn. This would let everybody recompute who today,
without the language in the 1958 act, would have been permitted to
recompute. The 411 people could not recompute because they wre not
paid under the Career Compensation Act and the 511 people under
the Court of Claims decision would because the only thing thst pre-
vented them from doing it was the action we took in 1938,

My, Gavin. Inother words, they can all reconipute vow ¢

Mr. Bravororn. No, siv. Mr. Dates have given the one execption,
that is the people who are not paid under the Carecr Compensation
Aet wonld not be able to recompute, regardless of the language you
adopt. Section 4 is applicable only to those peaple paid wnder the
Career Compensation et with the exeeption of the people who con-
finue to recompute nnder section 511 of the Career Compensation Aet.

Mr. Rivens, This will add how much to the bill?

AMr. Braxprorp, This will add $80 million to the bill.

AMr, Rivers, As many as favor the motion

Mr. Bates. That is section 4.

AMr. Buaxprorn. It was section 5.

My, Bares, Yes. What is the significance of striking out all of line
19 and part of 20%

Mr. Braxprorn, You don't mean line 19, do you?

Mr. Bates, Yes.

Mr. Braxororp. I beg your pardon.

Mr. Bares. That was provided in section 1402 of title 10 United
States Code, what does that referto?

Mr. Braxprorp, That is a very interesting provision of law which
wauld requive some minor modification on our part. 11 we left tha
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langunage in there without modifying it, you would have the situation
that after an individual retired, he could be called back to active duty
for 1 day and because he served on active duty for 1 day could recom-
putate under the new pay scales.

Mr, Bares. Isthat the only

Mr. Brannrorp. That is the only change I have made in it.

Mr. Rrvers. I think everybody understands it.

Mr. Bares. T want to make sure. I think we understand the gen-
eral situation.

Mr. Braxprorp. We haven’t even gotten into section 1402, because
it is a technical provision.

Mr. Bares. T want to make certain what we are doing.

Mr. Rivers. Excuse me, I didn’t mean to cut you off.

My, Br.Anprorp, You are absolutely right, I haven’t mentioned it,
because when yon read the section of law 1t appears patent. You see
in 1958 we put a provision in the law that people would have to come
back and serve on active duty for at least a year and tombstone people
would have to have 2 years in order to qualify for the 1958 pay scales.
Section 1402 standing by itself, and I think Colonel Benade would
agree with me, could be construed so as to permit a person denied the
right to compute under the new pay scales, could come back on active
duty for 1 day and then qualify for the new pay scale.

Mr. Bares. Isthere anything clse in that?

Mr. Braxprorn, This is a big section but that is one feature of it
that Colonel Benade and the drafters put in. Then, of course, this
vaises the whole question of—I approached it from the viewpoint that
we ought to delete it at this stage of the game and then discuss later
if you wanted to, what amount of active duty would be required in
order to permit a person who is already retired who comes back on
active duty, how much time he would have to serve in order to be
reretired in order to qualify.

Mr. Rivers. We had better leave these collateral issues off.

Mr. Branororn. Yes, sir, that is why I dido’t raise it.

Mr. Gavin. There is

Mr. Bares. Wait a minute, Mr. Chairman. I want to know what
we are doing.

ITave you stated your case ?

Mr. Br.anororp. I bave tried to explain it.

Mr. Barrs. Right. Do you have any inferences that you draw from
this, Colonel ?

Colonel Brnapr. I would like to add one comment, sir. Section
1402 of title 10 is permanent law. It is under that provision of law
that members previously retired who later are recalled and serve on
active duty have their retired pay upon their re-retirement computed
on the rates of pay in effect when they are re-retired. In the past, this
has not been a particular problem because up until 1958, since recom-
putation was in effect, it really made little or no practical difference.
But it is an important section. T believe it should be retained but
amended to provide whatever minimum period of time the committee
thinks proper that a man should serve on active duty in the event he is
recalled after he has retired in order to be able to qualify for recom-
putation. Another reason it is important is this: You really have
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{wo sitnations that can happen after a man has retived. 11 the mem-
ber comes back on active duty, whether it is voluntary or imoluntary,
technieally he need only serve 1 day and go ofl active duty to recon-
pute.  That obhvionsly 1s not desirable,

Oncthe other hand, ta delete it completely means that you could have
aman come on active duty and serve for as long as 1,2, 015 vears and

sy 1o him, *You are still going to be held ar vour old rate of retived
}'):1._\'." That would nat be just.

Also, it is possible. although not very prolable, some menbhers can
gain a promotion when they are back on active duty if they are on a
long cnongh period of time. It is possible. Anda the etfect of this,
again—-

My Bares, Most of thent did in World War 11

Colonel Bexapi. Yesosir: although I orealize that was 20 vears ago
aed we haven't mueh sinee then, bur this s also for that possibility.

Mr, Rivers, Didu’t there used to be a regulation of 30 days?

Mr. Braxororp, No, siv. | suggest, and the reason 1 did not raise
it previously is that it is tee Binieal and that until @ decision was made
as to whether vou were going to keep the provision or delete it. what
we wonld do would he to go Tack to the 1938 language where we said
you had to serve a year on active duty in order to qualify for the new
refirement pay.

Me Bovers. All right.

Ay Bares, Allright,

My, Gavix, A man assigned to subiarine duty-—this is not lear (o
me, and the submarine is nuder construction—does he reeeive sub-
marine pay?

Mr. Braxororn. Yes, sir,

Mr. Gavix, While the submarine s lu-ing construeted and he is in
training, he gets full submariner’s pay

AMe. Braxororn, As long as he is a qulhhod subimariner, assigned
to submarine under construction he witl draw the pay.

Me., Rivers, That is our understanding.  As many as favor the
amendment by the gentleman from California, Mr. Gubser, will sig-
nify by saying ave.

Opposed, no.

It appears to the Chair that the noes have it.

T'hat disposes of it.

Mr. Braxvrorn., The section is deleted. o

My, Gureser. Just say that completes it. don’t use that word “dis-
pose”, it sounds like garbage.

Mr. Rivers, The Chair stands corrected.  The wmendment by the
gentleman is not agreed to.

AMlr. Gaviy. Walt o minute, I don’t think you have got what the
Chairman said. o

My, Rivens. The amendment of the gentleman from Califoraia is
not agreed to.

Mr. Gueser. Yes,

My, Braxororn, Now. Mr, Chairman, Mr. Gubser has anosther
amendment.
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On page 11 of the committee print, strike out all of section 4 and
insert in lieu thereof the following language:

The changes made by this act in the rates of basic pay of members of the
uniformed services do not increasc the retired pay or retainer pay to which a
member or former member of the uniformed services was entitled on the day
before the effective date of this act except that any member of the uniformed
services retired with 80 years or more of active duty or retired for disability shall
compute his retirement pay under the basic pay scales provided in this act unless
entitled to a higer amount under some other provision of this or any other law.

(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a) above, the retired pay of all persons
entitled to retirement or retainer pay shall be increased by 5 percent on the
effective date of this act.

Mr. Rivers. Do you want to explain it?

Mr. Gueser. If I may take just a moment or two. This was dis-
cussed yesterday. It strikes me now that the principle of recomputa-
tion is officially flushed down the drain or disposed of

Mr. Rivers. They are your words, not mine.

Mr. Gueser. It strikes me that this is a very intelligent and legiti-
mate compromise, in that the principal objection of the Defengse De-
partment to recomputation, namely the cost and the fantastic rise in
cost which is imminent in the near future, this constitutes a compromise
and eliminates much of the cost of recomputation and allows us to
live with the situation. At the same time it recognizes that the 30-
year man is in a slightly different position because he has contributed
more of his life to his country and to the service and it also recognizes
the fact that the disabled person had to retire involuntarily. I think
you are cutting down the cost here but you are at least saving some of
the principle which hasbeen a tradition.

Mr. Rivers. Then those with under 80 years would say, “You dis-
criminate against us because they turned us out, we had no discre-
tion.” Take the hump boys, for Instance, they are a good group, we
had to make a very hard decision in the hump group. Mr. Blandford,
am I not correct ¢

Mr. Branororp. Yes, sir. You are also discriminating against all
reservists retired under the reserve retirement act.

Mr. Gavin. What was that again ? :

Mr. Branororp. All reserves retired under the reserve retirement
act will be discriminated against.

Mr. Gusser. How long has it been possible to retire with the retire-
ment payment for less than 30 years?

Mr. Rrvers. About 10 years.

Mr. Branprorp. The 20-year reserve retirement provision has been
since 1948,

_ Mr. Gusser. This is the point. We are going back to original tradi-
tion, 30 years retirement and we are allowing recomputation for just
those. This is restoring a tradition that we broke in 1958 that you
stayed in the service 30 years to retire.

Mr. ITarpy. That didn’t apply to the services generally in 1948.

Mr, Gusser. Did it?

Mr. Haroy. No.

Mr. Branororp. I was trying to answer I think two questions and
I hope that I can clarify it. I stated that under the rescrve retire-
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ment act you need 20 vears of satisfactory xervice in order to qualify
for recirement under the reserve retirement aet. This amendment that
Mr. Gubser has written as I understand it, is to be confined exclusively
to those who served 30 vears on netive duty or were retired for dis-
ability. )

Mr. Gavix. That is the Gubser amendment now.,

Mr. Braxprorn, Yes, this is the second amendment. We have no
cost figures on it. Bt obviously what you would create, we might
as well face it, is a tremendous amount. of complaint from { 10se who
went ont with 29 years, the man who failed of selection for the second
{ime, or there are many cases that would come up, including the hump
legislation, in which we provided by law that all persons would be
out and be considered to have retired voluntarily, so vou wouldn't be
retiring them for disability or anything, ) )

Mr. Gueser. Give me 30 seconds more and then T an ready to have
this put tua vole. '

Mr. Rivers, Mr. Gubser, vou will have as muceh time as you want.

Mr. Gueser. I might fail of eleer:on at the next Congress in which
eise my retirement benefit would be cut down at least 5 percent assum-
ing I serve 2 vears in the 8Mh Congress. This is a risk anybody takes
who works for a living, Tt ix unfortunate that a man failed of se-
lection and couldn’t complete his 30 vears and hal to retire involun-
tarily, <o to <peak, but this ix one of the risks that everybody in busi-
ness or in the business world assumes. Insofar as diserimination is
concertied, admittedly we would ereate some discriminatior . bhut we
are accepting the fact that diserinination has to be a part of this hill.
We are saving in effect that from now on people of equal =ervice, of
equal ability and equal mnerit are going 10 retive at dillerent amounts.
Thar is discrimination.  So we have aceepted discrimination and 1
think we are just lessening it with this bill.  We certainly are not
creating any more,

Mrv. Rivers. Mr. Gubser, have vou finished ?

Mre. Gupser. Yes, [ am through for the day.

Mr. Hawny. The thing that ocenrs to me on this, if we went to the
floor with this, one of the first questions I think would be raised would
be a question as to who would get the benefit of it. Now, I den't know
what the figures are, but I would guess that percentagewise. the per-
centage of enlisted personnel who retire with 30 years serviee would be
very. very small.

Now, I would guess. also, that the percentage of officers who would
retire in the 30-vear group would be very high in the O-6 and above
and very low below that figure.

AMr. Braxororn, Yes, sir, much higher.

Mr. ITaeny. Now, that being the case we could get to sorae of the
most beautiful demagoguery that yvou ever heard.

My, Gavine You will, too,

Mr, Haroy. So I would not particularly want to see that oceur, be-
eanse the prineipal beneficiavies under that wounld be the O-6 and
above.

M Rivers, I think everybody understands the question.

Mr, Gavin, T don’t guite understand it.  Explain it briefly, will
vou Mr. Blandford, what we are voting on,
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Mr. Branororp. I don’t know if T can do it briefly. What we are
voting on here is the proposition that Mr. Gubser has suggested that
those who retire with 30 years of active duty or more and those who
retire for disability will be able to recompute from here on out under
whatever the new pay scales are and everybody else will not.

Mr. Gavin, Whero do the Rescrves come in?

Mr. Branprorp. Reserves rarely have 30 years of active duty.

Mr. Gavin. They are not involved in this amendment?

Mr. Braxororp. No, Mr. Gubser has deliberately left them out on
the theory this is not a career for them.

Mr. Rivers. As many as favor the amendment of the gentleman
from California, say aye.

Opposed, no.

Tt appears to the Chair that the noes have it.

The amendment is not agreed to.

Now, Mr. Bates, your technical question.

Mr. Branororp. I would like to defer that.

Mr. Batms. He is going to try to work it out.

Mr. Braxprorp. If yon have confidence in me I will give you the
language——-

Mr. Bares. I have confidence in you.

Mr. Gavin, Yes.

Mr. ITarpy. Reasonable confidence.

Mr. Branororp. Reasonable confidence is all I need.

Mr. Gavix. You have earned and merit the high commendation of
this committee for your excellent work.

Mr, Branororp. Thank you.

Now, we come to page 18, line 7 of the committee print which re-
peals the authority for responsibility pay. This was recommended by
the Department on the grounds that responsibility pay which is only
applicable to officers and then in a limited number, has never been
implemented. This was put in by the Senate and it was agreed to by
the House in conference and it became law in 1958. Tt has been on the
statute books for 5 years. It has never been implemented. The
Marine Corps and the Army are opposed to it, the Navy and the Air
Force think it could be implemented. The Department of Defense
says let’s eliminate it.

Mr. Rivers. Without objection.

All right, go to the next section.

Mr. Braxprorp. Unusual hardship. In view of the action you have
taken on foreign duty pay, if you put this in, you will add $30 million
to the bill and you will be paying up to 15 or 25 percent of basic pay
to both enlisted men and officers.

Mr. Gavin. What page is that?

Mr. Branprorn. Page 18, line 15, special pay duty involving unusual
hardship. In view of the action taken by the committee and because
of the separation allowance which we have not yet come to, I recom-
wend to the subcommittee that you delete this portion.

Mr. Haroy., Mr. Chairman, I think it ought to be deleted in view
of the action we took.

Mr. Rrvers. I was just about to say that in view of our action it is
not now needed as much as when your %il] was introduced.
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Mr. Pavr. Certainly to superimpose it on complete restoration of
sea and foreign duty pay would make it difficult to administer this
gection,

Mr. Gaviy. ITow many cases would you have of unusual bardship?
What do vou think it would cost ?

Mr. Pave. We had estimated a cost of $30 million. This would
cover roughly 60,000 members of our Armed Forces.

Mpr. Gavix, What would you define as unusual hardship?

Mr. Pavrn. We would define two degrees under our proposal. The
lirst would allow a man, either an enlisted man or an officor, to draw 15
prercent of his monthly base pay. That would cover the majority of
the areas.

Now, aun example of that could he certain duty in south Vietnam,
for example,

Mr. Gaviy, What wasthat? Ididn’t gotit.

Mr, Pacr. This first category could include certain types of duty in
Korea or south Vietnam. The extreme hardship or the 2i-percent
differential, would include a very fow, realtively few posts. Now, I
would say one of the outstanding examples of extreme hardship would
be duty in the Antaretic region,?or example, MeMurdoo Sound. This
would apply to people in the Navy orin the other services.

Mr. Bates. What is sea pay, 20 percent ?

Mr. Braxprorp. No, sir; $22.50 maximum and $8 minimun.

Mr. Bares. It was repealed—-—

Mr. Pavr. Officers are not included.  For enlisted members it goes
by grade from %8 up to $22.50 a month.

Mr. Gaviy. I don't know but what I would say that if it was han-
dled with discretion (his section ought to be retained. Ts it 25 per-
cent, Mr. Secretary ?

Mr. Paor. That would be the maximum, yes.

Mr. Gavix. I sympathize with that situation. I don’t know what
the rest of the committee thinks, but a man that is involved in unusual
hardship should be given greater consideration than the man who is
not involved in unusual hardship.

Mr. Braxprorp. Mr. Gavin, may I say that when we come to the
family separation allowance there is a provision that has been sug-
gested by the chairman which will cover many of these aress where
a man is away from his Tamily and will cover some of the situations
that you have outlined.

Mr. Gavin. What is your opinton on it, Mr. Secretary

My, Pave. We would not apply this pay, Mr. Guvin. 1 think I
ought to make this clear for the record, in view of the action of the
committee in restoring sea and forcign duty pay, that if this pro-
vision were 1o go in, we would suggest (o the commitice (hat Lxnguage
be included which would prevent a man from drawing hoth sea
and foreign duty pay and unusual hardship pay.

Mr. Iivers, That is not mandatory.,

Mr. Pave. No. sir.  In no caze would this unusnal hardship pay
be as low as 822,50, It would always be more than that, so we wonld
not think that & man should draw both that and sea and foreign
duty payv. )

Al Rivers. In view of the action of the committer on the other
section. as many as favor striking this from the bill say =Aye.”
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Opposed, “No.”

It appears to the Chair the ayes have it. )

Mr. Branororp., Career incentive payments on page 19, Mr. Chair-
man. This is the career incentive payment which permits the phasing
out of the present reenlistment bonus and permits the payment of a
minimum of $500 and a maximum of $2,400 as a single lump-sum
payment to an individual who reenlists. We had, of course, con-
siderable discussion on this question of whether we want these career
incentive payments to go and who should get them. T would like to
make this suggestion to the subcommittee, if I may, Mr. Chairman:
This is an extremely complicated provision. You heard varying
views from each one of the deputy chiefs of staff for personnel. I
think that this provision is worthy of introduction as a separate bill
and consideration as a separate {)ill rather than attempt to work
this out in this bill or we could be here for another week or 10 days
just on this provision alone.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Secretary, we realize that this is an area that needs
attention. We have already introduced one bill as a result of one
of the sections in this.

Wo want to and so does Mr. Vinson, wants this bill to adhere as
much to a pay bill as possible and a retention bill as possible, and any
of the sections—this 1s quite an all-embracive bill—and any sections
that we can handle and treat in another subject matter, that is what
Mr. Vinson wants, Mr. Blandford ?

Mr. Branororp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. So it does not make any difference to you really if this
can be treated in another bill.

Mr. S"ZI‘RATFORD. Mr. Chairman, this is the major retention feature,
is it not ?

Secretary Paur. I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate
the desires of the committee and the desires of Chairman Vinson to
simplify this bill as much as possible. It certainly does have a lot of
varied sections in it. But I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that we
do feel very strongly that the concept of a career incentive payment is
most important for the armed services. "

Perhaps we have not come up with the ideal formulation here, but
we feel that the fact of the matter is today, that under the present
reenlistment bonus system the services have in some skills retained
many more people than they need to retain, more than they, them-
selves, estimate they would want to retain; whereas in other skills
they are retaining considerably less.

That is the whole purpose of this provision and, Mr. Chairman, we
do feel very strongly that this provision ought to remain.

Mr. Bares. I can see the reason you feel strongly about it. But on
the other hand many of the provisions of previous bills have not been
implemented.

Mzr. Rrvers. That is right.

Mr. Barms. It would seem to me that bringing this thing into
proper perspective, it all should be considered together and I cer-
tainly would not be adverse, providing the chairman assures us that
we are going to go ahead and take it up at a later date because
frankly T am not satisfied with what we have already done, with
legislation that would include them for this specific purpose.
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Mr. Gavixe What do vou mean by taking it up at a later cate!?

My, Rivers. Mr. Blandford?

Mr, Braxpropp, s a matter of facy, that is exactly what I Lope the
comniittee will do. I think it will take quite a bit of time and I think
from the testimony vou heard that the wilitary departments have
varying views on this, and we know that they have not implemented
proficiency pay.

We may want (o modify the proficiency pay systen, we may want
1o knock ofl, ax Mr. Hardy suggested, 2 reenlistment bonus alter the
second reenlistiment,

But I strongly suggest if we are gaing to get a pay bill out during
this session of Congress that we puss the pay bill and take ths up as
soon as we can with a separate bill beeause Tithink it 1s worthy of full
consideration.

I think there is a great deal of merit in the Departinent’s position.

I think. however, there has not been enough coordmation frankly of
the views of the other departments on this provision and 1 think this
committee is entitled to the views of all of the services and I think also
we ought to have a much better understanding on what they intend
to do with proficiency pay.

Mr. ITanoy. Ithink that is the important thing to me.

Mr. Rivers. 1 is, very important,

Mr. Tlarpy. There does not seenm to be agreement on it and cer-
tainly the effort to implement it has been negligible, Muybe t is not
i good thing. T don't know. I notice there is some opposition to it.
But 1 think it is something that we need a lot more discussion on than
we have had now in order to he able to include this language in
this bill.

Mr, Rivers. We are not sure that the other body is going to accept
i lot of things we put in here. I personally want to stick as close as 1
can to a pay bill,

Mr. ITaroy. Mr, Chairman, T move this section be deleted with the
view toward its being considered as separate legislation.

Mr. Rovers. Separate legislation?

Mr. Gavix., Well, T don't know. In my thinking, I think it is an
incentive for a man to get this incentive pay on reenlistment und T
would like to have the opinion of the colonel on this matter.

What do you think, Colonel?

AMr, Rivers. Would you rather talk when the Secretary is not here?

Mr. Gavix. ITe has been around a long time and no doubt he will
be here with us for many more years.

Colonel Bexane. T appreciate your kind comment.

Mr. Gavix, T have been confident——

Mr. Rivers. You notice he did not eall any other branels of the
service— -

(*olonel Bexanr, appreciate that,

I helieve M. Gaving as the Seeretary, Mro Paul. has already sand, 1t
is i very nmportant parve of the bill. 1 would like to emphasize onee
more the principal basis npon which this was put into the hill.

I't is true that the implementation of proficieney pay has not heen
1o the extent of the anthority that existing law provides,

M Ghavix, Tt has not heen used to the extent it should be used.
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Colonel Brwape. That is correct, sir. But on the other hand, I
think it is important to remember that these two systems are con-
sidered to be complementary—not one in place of the other.

This particular provision takes into account a fact of life that we all
know, and that is the tendency of the young man to place a greater
value on cash in hand than the possibility of getting monthly pay-
ments spread over a long period of time in the future, ] )

This section is designed to recognize that particular incentive or
pulling power. L )

Proficiency pay is intended, and I think it was the concept of this
committee, as a long-term retention feature. o )

My own personal opinion, Mr. Gavin, is that this is an Important
provision of the bill which should be retained.

Mr. Gavin. Thank you, Colonel.

I hope that my very good and able colleague will possibly change
his

Mr. Rivers. You have heard the motion of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia, Mr. ITardy. As many as favor the motion of Mr. Hardy that
this will be deleted and be taken up in separate legislation so that the
benefit of the views of the other services may be had, will say “Aye”;
opposed “No.”

The Chair is in doubt.

As many as favor Mr. ITardy’s motion will signify by raising his
hand.

Mr. GaviN. Mr. Hardy’s motion is to delete it. I have been argu-
ing that it is an incentive for reenlistment, and that is what we are
trying to do with this whole structure.

Mr. Rivers. This does not delete it without having separate legis-
lation.

Mr. Gavin. It is coming later, but in the meantime the morale of
the troops may be affected.

And that should be considered.

Mr. Rivers. Everything is considered.

Mr. Gavin. As you pointed out a minute ago, Mr. Vinson wants
a bill to come out here that is going to receive favorable consideration.

Mr. Rivers. As many as favor Mr. Hardy’s motion will raise his
hand—one, two, three, four, five, six.

Opposed also raise his han d—one, two, three, four.

Mr. Branprorp., Four—it is out.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Hardy’s motion is agreed to.

Mr. Blandford, you will prepare a bill; Mr. Secretary, the bill
will be prepared with your cooperation and tho Department and
it will come up as soon as it is convenient, so this may not have as
much time lapse as Mr, Gavin is afraid of.

Mr. Braxvrorp. Mr. Gavin’s point is that it is a carcer incentive
payment. There is no doubt about it. But the testimony indicates
there are many conflicting points on it

Mr. Rivers. Well, we will do a better job.

Mr. BLaxprorn. Page 24,

Mzr. Gavin. When that word gets out to the various branches of
the service I think you
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M. Braxororn. We have not taken away the reenlistment bonus;
it is still in effect; the law is still going on day after day after day.
You have not taken a thing away. )

Mr. Gavix. Notathing.

Mpr. Braxprorp. Not a thing.

Mr. Gaviy. And now we are going to reconsider the matier and
bring it ont in another bill so that everybody has an opportunity to
express thenselves,

Mr. Braxprorn, That is exactly right.

M. Rivews, The next section is on page 21,

Mr. Brasprorn, Speeial duty pay—hostile fire.

Mr, Bex~err. On this hostile five thing, T make a motion.

_Lmove that we approve the Department's language, except { would
like to see subsection (4) at line 17, page 24, deleted because I think
that is against public poliey to have combat pay for people that ure
captured.

That is my motion. I would like to discuss icif I may.

I won't discuss it at. length.

Mr. Rivers. You have the tloor.

Mr. Bexyerr. 1 hate to be personal about this, and I am nor trying
fo wave any flag at all, but 1 was an infantry enl'sted man and an
infantry oflicer and I was in combat for a considerable length of
time,

And I feel that combat pay is thoroughly justified.

As n mutter of fact, I think it puts into insignificance every other
(vpe of pay in this bill.

These are the people who get only the veterans benefits that come
to people who have 90-day service and never go overseas.

We have n multi-billion-dollar program which is bazed upon this
frontline soldier. Only a few actuzlly have this fronthne combat
service. They have thisservice.

As 4 result of this we have retirement benefits, which is even ex-
tended to the U.S. Public Iealth Service people.

It extends to people who never leave the confines of the United
States. We have all these benefits of veterans pensions and all these
intricate things which are very liberal and very fine and I am not
trying (o destroy any of them, but everyone of them is based on @
small number of peopls who actually fight in the front lines,

And tho time is long overdue to pay them something.

Now I am not a man who says that $55 is any magical sum, I don't
think it ought. to be less than it was in World War 11, which was $10
because L Lhink that is a reasonable token but to delete 1t as “ve scem
to be on our way to doing is to me very unconscionable.

Now the areument is made that 2 man who is in the service 18 sup-
posed to light and therefore he is not entitled o any money for
fighting. _

Well, of course he is supposed to fight, so are pilats supposed to Uy,
«0 are demolition men supposed to tuke care of demolitions or tuke
care of mines.

All of theso people are supposed (o be doing those things, but all
the great benefits which come, these 20 year retirement, all these gen-
erous veterans programs, all of them are based on this particular guy

fighting on the front line.
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To say he is not going to get any recognition at all is just to me
the most unconscionable thing I can think of.

So I have made a simple motion which says that we ought to accept
what the Department has recommended. )

1 would like to delete section 4 because I think it is against public
policy to pay combat pay to people when they are captured.

Mr. Gavin. Section 4.

Mr. Benyerr. Line 17, page 24,

I would like to eliminate that particular portion.

I will end my remarks by saying I do seriously hope that you will
allow this to stay in.

I would not fight about the amount of it, but I just think the princi-
ple of it should be maintained and I would just be very, very disap-
pointed in this committee and the Congress 1f we don’t leave this in.

Mr, Rivers. Mr. Secretary, is this the reason you put it in%

Secretary Paur. I think Mr. Bennett has expressed it much more
eloquently than we could have.

Mr. Gavin. I want to concur with the gentleman that the combat
troops go through the filth, and heat and misery and mud of warfare,
who are really m combat are deserving of our very serious considera-
tions and I agree with what you say.

Mr. Haroy. Mr. Secretary, since Mr, Bennett raised the question
of the amount involved, how did you arrive at the figure of $55¢

Secretary Pavr. It is equal to the smallest amount that is presently
paid for hazard duty.

It has no other art than that. We wanted to pick a reasonable
figure but not an excessive figure and we simply took the smallest
amount that is currently paid for hazardous duty.

Mr. Benxerr, The ggure is agreeable with me, but I am saying T
would rather compromise it down than throw it out entirely.

Mr. Rivers. I would be very vain if I even presumed that the com-
mittee would take every suggestion I have made.

I want the committee to write this bill. If you want to restore
what we have suggested be stricken, certainly I will have no com-
plaint about it.

I want that perfectly understood.

Mr. Bates?

Mr. Barrs. Mr. Secretary, has there ever been any provision of law
which would reimburse an individual under such circumstances as
included in this amendment ?

Secretary Pavr. Yes, sir. The only previous one I know of—there
may have been others—of course there were special provisions in
World War IT. But the most recent one was the Korean combat pay
legislation.

Mr. Bares. I am not familiar with that. What was it in World
War 117

Mr. Bexxerr. It was just $10,

Secretary Paur. It wasan infantry award.

Mr. Bargs. Thisis a very broad thing now,

Colonel Benapr. We did not have in World War ITI—that is a com-
mon _misconception—there was no combat pay equivalent to this in
World War IT.
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Mr. Bares. I never heard of it.

Colonel Bexabe. No, sir, there was not.  There was an sward of
=10 for u combat infantryman’s badge.

Mr. Bares. Badge.

Colonel Bexabe, Yes sir. But this is an entirely diiferent thing.
My Bexxerr. That was earned by being in combat and remaining
in combuat ¢ That is how vou got it. the combat infantry badge came
to infantry soldiers who were in combat under fire and remained in that
condlition; when they didn’t remain in that condition it was tuken
away from rhem?

Colonel Brexape, They received it—my impression is that it went
to others not necessarily engaged in combat.

Mr. Bex~xwrr. 1 think you are 100 percent wrong on that.

Colonel Bexabe. 1 may be wrong,

Mr. Rivers, Mr. Bennett, do you have a motion

Mr. BENNETT. Yes, sir

Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairnan, I have the floor. 1 somebody wonld
like to have it, that is all right.

Mr. Ruvers, I thought you had finished.

Mr. Bares. Only beeanse Ity to be kind. I mwust be more firm.

Colonel Bexabe, In Korea, after action had started, the Congress
enacted what was known as the Korean combat pay bill. Tt is still on
the books today but is inoperative because it is delimited to Korea.
And it was made retroactive to the start of hostilities in Korea. T
would point out this provision is not retroactive, and is only prospec-
tive inits operation.

Mr. Bares. Isthis language similar to that in tlie Korean bill?

Colonel Bexabe. Not quite.  The Korean combat pay bill spelled
out in detail the conditions under which it would be paid.  This is
much broader in language, and vests diseretionary authority in the
Secretary of Defense,

My, Bares, That is what 1 wanted to get to, beeause I don’t under-
stand what it means here, "subject 10 hostile fire.”

Colonel Bexape. Yex, sir,

Mr. Bares, In Korea, today, is thae being subject to hostile fire?

Colonel Bexape, Nogsiry they are not being subjected to hostile fire.

Mr. Bares, They might be,

Colonel Bexape. They might be.  And the Seceretary of Defense
could then declare this to be an area that would qualify.  But no area
would qualify automatically under thi= language.

Mr. Bares. Tell us exactly under what cireumnstances peop:e would
vet this. There has to be shooting, or only the possibility of =hooting,
or what /

Colonel Bexane. 1T would ke to use an example, if T may.
Visualize the situation in southeast Asia and look at how diflferent
thiat is today from the situation in Korea.  When you have a clearly
marked line of demarcation between opposing forees and exchange
of fire, vou can spell out in detail as was done in the Korea combat
pay bill.  Today in southeast Asia—and I have in mind service mem-
bers that are assisting (he Government of South Vietnam--we can
send a patrol info the jungle. They may spend some weeks in the
jungle, but may never actually have w shot fired at them. The impor-
tant thing is they don't know that in advance. For all they know
a bullet may come (lying out from anywhere.
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Mzr. Bares. I understand that. )

Colonel Bexape. They are under that kind of tension. That is
why if we specify they had to be under fire we would be limiting it
too much.

Mr. Bates. I dido’t say that. Does the language of this bill cover
that possibility you referred to?

Colonel BeNabe. Yes, sir.

Mr, Bates. It does. IIow about people in Berlin, with all the
shooting that is going on around there; say one of our people in Berlin
should get shot, what is the situation there ¢

Colonel Bexape. Under this, the Secretary of Defense could con-
sider the situation, and if he felt they were being subjected to the
dangers set forth in section 312, he could declare it to be such an area.
Ile would have to be satisfied that the conditions are such that it
should be made applicable.

Mr. Bares. So you haven’t really set this up in your own mind
exactly what this means?

Colonel Benabx. No, sir, I think we have, very much so.

Mr. Batrs. Have you already got this spelled out so that you know
what areas will be included now ?

Colonel Benabr, No, sir.

Mr. Batns. Well, then, you haven’t done it ?

Colonel Benare. No, sir, because this is intended to be, Mr. Bates, a
continuing type of

Mr. Rivers. Prospective.

Mr. Bares. I understand. But as of the present situation you had
certain things in mind when you wrote this bill.

Colonel Benabr. Southeast Asia, I think, is the only place that
could qualify at present.

Mr. Gavin. What did you say?

Colonel Bexape. T believe that only southeast Asia, the situation in
South Vietnam, would qualify under this.

Secretary Paur. And only parts of that.

Mr, Hupbreston. Wouldn’t this provision apply to domestic situa-
tions too?

Colonel Benape. No.

Mr. Huppreston. There is no intention ?

Mr. Haroy. It could.

Mr. Rivers. What about if some of your soldiers get hurt in Mis-
sissippi?

Mr. Haroy. It could apply if the Secretary of Defense so deter-
mined, and I wouldn’t be a bit surprised if under some circumstances
if]he came under the influence of the Attorney General he might so
ruie.

Mr. Rivems. Tle certainly would.

Secretary Pavr. We did not intend that.

Mr. Haroy. Idon’t think you did either,

Mr. Huoprestoxn. There is no language that indicates that you
di%n’t intend it or that would prevent it from being applied domesti-
cally.

Colonel Benapr, T think the expression “hostile fire”—T think any-
time you are being fired on it is hard to say it isn’t hostile. But
certainly it is the itention, and if we have failed to express that
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clearly, we would want to improve the language to make more clear
what was intended.

Tt is not intended to cover domestic disturbances.

Mr. Hanoy, The one thing that bothers me about this, frankly, if
we are going to do this, and there may have been justification for com-
bat pay, but if we are going to do this I would like ro see more definite
guidelines to control the Secretary’s regulations, rather than let him
make the determination.

Mr. Guuser. My, Pand, what was the reason for putting section 4
‘1 there which Mr. Bennett objects to, and is it true thal it is not
public policy to make the determination thal being a prisoner is being
m combat ¢

Secretary Pavn. I believe the Korean combat legislation which 1s
o(ill on the books contains this feature init. We would have no objec-
tion 1o its deletion. 1 can’t, myself, state what public policy is at the
moment on the point raised by Mr, Bennett.

AMr. ITarpy. Whocan!

Mr. Benxere. Let mie say this, we can correet this matter this way:
We can make a matter of the hearing at this point that it is not the
intention of Congress to include domestic dificulties in there, and that
takes care of it perfeetly, there is no problem about that. T think we
should proceed o

Mr. hARnY. T would doubt very much that anything that we say
here would control the wanner in which——

Mr. Brxyerr, We have done it on every other section of the bill,
and I see no reason to malke an exception on this.

AMr. Guaser, | want s answer to my question.

Seceretary Pave. 1 T havent haven t answered it——

Mr, Rivers. My, Bates, youstill have the floor.

Mr. Bares. 1 will vield to Charley.

Mr. Guoser, What was the reason, Mr, Paul, for putting section 4
in there?

Secretary Paur. Because it follows the precedent of the previous
combat pay legislation.

Mr. Gusser. And prisoners of war in the Korean conflict were
considered as under combat, right?

Colonel Bexapg. Yes, sir.

Secretary Paur. Yes,sir, they were.

Mr. Gupser. Could Mr. Bennett be correct in considering that they
are not in combat i f they are prisoncrs of war?

Mr. Gavix. They certainly must have been

Mr. Gusser, I ask Mr. Benneti.

Mr. (;avin. This is a war in which they are fighting, they couldn't
have been captured, they wers prisoners of war, under hostile fire,
1o doubt in combat when they were taken over or eaptured.

Mr. Besxerr, [ am not ﬁgllting on section . If you want to leave
it in, it has been in the previous Law, and T guess has not been abused.
ITowever, I may say (o you that we had more trouble about captures
in the Korean war, where this thing was involved, than we ever had
bofore. And I think it is against public policy to give a remunera-
tion for a thing of this type. Now, I think there are precedents for
this in other matters, am{ I am not going to quibble about it. Tt
doesn’t make very much difference to me because I presume they could
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weed out those defecting. But I see no reason for having it in. If
you want to fight about this, that is all right. Section 4 is not im-
portant to me. But I want to make one point before I stop—

Mr. Barms. - I yield for one further statement.

Mr. Benwerr. And that is that this is not a matter which is con-
jectural, subject to lots of fuzzy thought and that sort of thing. It
shouldn’t be indicated that it was, because it was handled very well
in World War IT; I never heard a word of complaint about it. It
was handled very well in the Korean war, and they have had the
experience of study this in the interim years in the Department, and
you can throw all kind of smokescreens around it you want to, but
this is not nearly as fuzzy as other sections of the bill which we have
had no problem about accepting, including the one about double pay-
ment which we just had today which, in my opinion, is much more
fuzzy than this thing is that we are dealing with today.

MT. Bates. I am going to yield to Mr. ITuddleston and then yield
the floor.

Mer. ITuporestoN. We have had similar types of provisions in World
War IT and Korean war, but this is the first time we have been asked
to enact sweeping legislation dealing with combat pay or payments
for being subject to hostile fire. This has no limitation on geographic
location or time or the conditions under which the hostile fire or com-
bat occurs. In the past it has always been a specific limitation.
Korea, World War II, and so on, but this is the first time, is it not,
that we have had this broad type of request ?

Secretary Paur. Yes, sir, it is.

Mr. Bates. I said I was going to yield the floor, and I am about to
do it, but I wonder whether, before we finish the discussion on this
bill, we can be advised by the counsel as to what particular provi-
sions of the bill are not budgeted, because if there are certain sections
of this bill that are not budgeted I think we onght to know this before
we finish.

Mr. Braxororp. I can give you that answer very guickly, Mr. Bates;
that there is no money in the budget for hostile fire. 1 don’t know
whether that means there won’t be any regulations or nobody is going
to get shot at in fiscal 1964 and there 1s no money in for readjustment
payments for enlisted members who are not reenlisted.

Mr. Bares. That puts us in a strange position, doesn’t it?

Mr. Gavin. Not necessarily. I don’t see any reason why in any sup-
plemental appropriation bill'it can’t be included. I know you haven’t
yielded to me, but I am just expressing my opinion.

Mr. Batgs. Do you want to comment on Mr. Gavin’s remarks? Why
are you asking for this legislation when at the same time, you are not
asking for it in terms of funds?

Secretary Pavr. We have not estimated the number of people who
might to bein this situation in any given year.

Mr. Bares. ITow are you going to pay them if you don’t have the
money ? What is it coming out of ?

Secretary Paur. T am not a budgetary expert, but I believe we
would find the money or ask the Congress for money if the occasion
warranted. We have always been able to do so in the past.

Mr. Batrs. Does anybody else want to comment? Any experts here
on budgeting ?
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Colonel Bexape, That is how it would be done,

Mr. Bares, Let's take July Ist of this coming fiscal yoar. A fellow
is in combat in Vietnum; you decide you want to pay him. Are you
woing to go ahead and pay him or wait until you get a supplemental
bill hefore the Congress?

Secretury IPavn. Subject to correction, 1 believe there are clements
of our appropriations, | ean't identify them for you right now, that
would permit at least in the interim, going ahead with this pending
the time we can get the money from the Congress.

Mr. Bares. T wonder if you would show precisely in the record the
places where it is not budgeted where you get the money to put. it into
effeet, beeause oftentimes we have that issue on that floor.

Is it budgeted /. No, What are you doing recommending this thing
when thev didn’t even ask the money for it/ Now, in authorizations,
when they don't intend to ask for the money that year, we dou’t buy it.
When you are serious about it, you put it in the budget and you azk
for authorization, and we give iL.

My, Ttivers, Check that as faras you could.

Seeretary Pavn, Yes

Srecral, Pay: Dury Stwsseer 10 HDstine Fiee (Sec. 15, HLR. T006)

As special pay for duty subject to hostile fire would be an item of pay and
allowances, current appropriations covering pay and allowances would be uvail-
able for such specinl pay, to be folluwed by a request for a supplemental appro-
printion unless the additional cost can be absorbed by reducing other pay and
illowance program items.

Mr. Srrarrax, May 1 have the floor?

Mr. Rivers. Yes.

My, Bares. Iawm done, Ihave yielded.

Mr. Srrarrox. 1 would like to rry to clear up something which
seems (o be in confusion with regard to the merits of this point.  Mr.
Bennett refers to the fact that we had this in World War 11, The
fact of the matter i= as the colonel indicated, we didn’t have it in
World War I, we didn't have a pay provision to pay people under
enemy fire.

Mr. Benxerr, Well, we did.

Mr. Strarron. We had a combat infantryman’s badge that went to
combat infautry, but there were some of us who were—-

Mr. Bexxerr. This is broader than that, but they did have pay of
this nature. .

Mr. Strarrox. But you didn’t pay somebody for being shot at.

Mr. Bexxerr. I beg to differ.  That was the criterion.

Mr. Strarron. There were a lot of boys in the Navy that got shot at.

Mr. Gavin, Certainly.

Mr. Bexyerr. Certainly.

Mr. Braxprorn. May I'add the Marine Corps to that.

Mr. Strarrox. The Conmandant of the Marine Corps testified that
he was strongly opposed to this, that he didn't think we ought to pay
people for being under hostile fire.  TTe said, that is the only purpose
for which we have military forces.  Now if T understand this cor-
rectIv, and T think this is in the mind of the Department, but ir has
gone unsaid here throughont these whole proceedings, what we are
Teally trving (o do. it seems to me, is to provide a special payment
for people who are under encmy fire during a time of so-called peace.
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‘We have been in so-called peace in Korea; we are in so-called peace in
Vietnam; we are in so-called peace at the Berlin wall, and yet, as a
practical matter, these people are getting shot at.

And the whole purpose of the combat pay bill in the Korean war,
if T understand it correctly, Mr. Secretary, was to try to provide some-
thing to compensate for combat conditions while we continued, tech-
nically, to remain at peace. The same thing is true today.

1f we understand it this way, then it seems to me we ought to put
it in the bill and if we were in an actual war situation, we would then
eliminate it, it seems to me. And, secondly, this begins to make the
paragraph No. 4, to which Mr. Bennett takes exceptlon, make sense.
Sure, we don’t pay a fellow combat hostile pay in wartime when he
is captured, but if he isin a peacetime situation and he goes to Vietnam
and he gets captured, he s a lot tougher off, harder off, than the
fellow in Wiesbaden, or somewhere clse.

Tt seems to me this is the real rationale behind this section, but you
haven’t brought it in. Now, am I correct, Mr. Secretary ?

Secretary Paur. Yes, sir. 'We have taken into account today’s con-
ditions which are technically peace conditions, but people are being
fired at. If an open conflict were to break out in any part of the
world, I think we would certainly ask the Congress, and I am sure
they would want to review the whole matter, to determine whether,
in offect, a wartime situation existed at that time.

In other words, we have in mind the fact that there is only a small
fraction of our total armed strength, who at the present time, are
subject to this kind of hazard and risk.

This is not an incentive, because these members go where they are
assigned, It is a recognition pay for the special situation in which
they find themselves.

Mr. Huppruston. Tf Mr. Stratton will yield, I think the point he
has made is an unusually good one, and I think his thinking combined
with Mr. Bennett’s, makes some sense, but I believe if you are going
to try to do this, you ought to try to {ind language.

Mr. Rivers. Let’s take a litfle recess and maybe we can work that
out this afternoon.

Mr. Gavin. Why not finish this particular item and vote on it, so
we won’t have to pick it up again.

Mr. Rivers. 1 think the langnage should be improved.

Mr. Braxprorp. Mr. Chairman, I could snggest this possible lan-
guage, T don’t know whether Mr. Bennett would agree with me, I think
you could start off this section, by saying, except in time of war or
national emergency hereafter declared by the Congress or the
President.

Now this, at least, puts you in the position of not having this appli-
cable in war or in a national emergency situation where the President
declares an emergency where you would have large forces committed.

Mr. Harpy, Iwill buy that.

Mr. Braxororp. That is what I think Mr. Stratton is saying and
what you are saying, Mr. Bennett, that we have a situation which has
been going on and may go on for many years, in which people are
going to get shot at. A very small number, perhaps.

On the other hand, when we turn out a full mobilization, people are
being assigned and practically everybody may be subject to hostile
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fire; then it becomes something that everybody has to aceept and there
ghouldn’t be any special pay attached (o it.

Mr. Bexxerr. May I address that? TFor the purpose of being
ITenry Clay and getting things done, I might agree to this, particularly
since the Department has let moe down on an answer to Mr. Stratton’s
questions. But it certainly is not ny feeling that this is a peacetime
hostile fire bill as far as I wn concerned.

I am more interested in it in time of war than T am in Peacetime
and I would be more interested in the idea of this exception if you
were going to make exceptions for pilot pay and all this other Kind
of weird and bizarre pays, which are very lovely and very fine, but
they are not the foundation upon which ail the veterans® berefits and
everything else is predicated in our Government.

So I don’t want any compromise I might have to indicate I would
favor this, because I certainly don™. I am more enthusiastic about
having it in time of war than so-called peacetime.

Mr. Braxprorp. May I read the law to you in connection with flight
pay?

In time of war, the President may suspeud the payment of incentive pay for
any hazardous duty described in subsection (n) of this section.

Mr. Bexxerr. Then you don't have to have an amendment on this?

Mr. Braxororn. No, this is an additional special pay. What I am
saying is that light pay can be suspended in time of war.

My, BenwerT. It can be, but was it 2

Mr. Braxoronn, No.

Mr. Bexxerr. But you are going to write in the idea that this is
a peacetime pay. For the purpose of getting this passed, I might go
along with that point, but I am

Mr. ILigoy. What you do is just raise everybody’s pay by that
amount and then you would have it. covered.

Mr. Benxerr. Not everybody, that is one of the grave errors that
a lot of people make. They seem to think that. everyvbody who is an
infantry soldier is involved in this: it is not true at all. They are
only a very small portion of the public involved in this.

Mr. ITaroy. Charlie-——

Mr. BENNETT. Just a second. That is one of my pet peevas about
the way in which our veterans legislation and all other legislation
isdrafted. We give tremendons benefits to people that may have been
oven better off for the 90 days they had in the service and then we take
this small portion of people who imperil their safety and future and
whole life in a difficult situation, just a small number of people, and
when they do that, we say, “You are af war: that is what youn are sup-
posed to be paid for. You are at war: therefore, you get this mag-
nificent salary you get as a private and a corporal.” That is very
noble. If General Shoup wants to take that positicn, he can take that
position.  That is a very noble position. T am not condemning him.
ITe is a wonderful man. But we are occupying a position different
from that. We ought to represent the soul of America, and that
soul of America ought to be interested in the soldiers winuing the
wars and endangering their lives in times of war. This is nct peace-
time hostile fire, as far as I am concerned. If it takes that to pass
this for this current time, I wonld be in favor of it.but T am not saying

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0



Approved For Release 2005/04/243CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0

and I am not implying that this is a peacetime thing as far as Iam
concerned.

Mr. Haroy, When they start shooting theses missiles over from
Cuba, everybody is going to be under hostile fire.

Mr, Strarron. May I make one comment on what Mr. Blandford
said. My recollection is we had a national emergency declared during
the Korean war. .

Mr. Braxororp. Not by the Congress. The President declared it,
but we didn’t, no. We never have declared one, except during the
‘War Between the States.

Mr. Ben~err. Let’s vote one way or the other.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bennett moves that section 13

Mr, Bennerr. Let me read my amendment first. The amendment
was that section 13 shall be retained with the exception of subsection
4 of section A, which would be deleted.

Mr. Braxororp, And all references thereto.

Mr. Rivers. As many as favor the motion by the gentleman from
Florida

Mr. ITarpy. Wait a minute. ]

Mr. StraTToN. I am going to offer an amendment to the motion by
Mr. Bennett.

Mr. Rivers. Do you offer an amendment at_this point?

Mr. StratTon. I will have to offer it to get it in.

Mr. Rivers. All right.  You have the floor.

Mr. StraTTON. To amend the section by inserting—I think it would
have to come——

Mr. Barrs. I move we adjourn.

Mr. Strarron. I think it would have to come before (a)—

Mr. Rivers. This thing is all mixed up. Let’s recess until 2 o’clock.
‘We will come back at 2 o’clock.

(Whereupon, at 12:13 p.m., the subcommittee recessed to recon-
vene at 2 p.m. of the same day.)

AFTERNOON SESSION

(The subcommittee reconvened at 2 p.m.)

Mr. Rovers. Let the committee come to order.

Mr. Stratton, you have an amendment to Mr. Bennett’s amendment.

Mr. Stratron. That is right. My amendment would go in on page
24, line 2, immediately after the amount, in parentheses, and would
insert the wording “except in time of war declared by Congress, un-
der” and the remainder of it to read as it does in the text.

Mr. Rivers. Did anybody say something about an emergency ?

Mr. StraTron. That was the counsel’s proposal. But I think my
amendment is just to delete it as far as war is concerned. T am afraid
we will get, into a situation where we will be declaring emergencies in
this cold war situation that aren’t really the same thing as war.

Mr. Branprorp. What is a state of war? That is the only problem
I would have.

- Mr. Stratron. That is at least provided for by the Constitution. So

if we don’t know what that is we are in real trouble.

Mr. Bennyurr. What would you think about using the language
that he read about other things, like pilot pay ¢ Why single out com-
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bat pay and make it the mos( unattractive? The way vou have it
written—give me a lighting chanee at least like they have for the pilot
puy and other kinds of pay.

Mr. Rivers. How would it reacd now /

Mr. Beasororn, Tdon't have My, Stratton’s language.

MreoSrvrron, =¥ * % oxeept in time of war declared by Congress.”
then read the rest ol the seetion. )

My, Rivees. Al vieht, now read it.

That is on page 24/

Mr. Strarron. Page 24, 1ine 2,

Mr. Rivers, »Fxeepr i time of war declared by Congress”

Mr. Braxororn. o think von mean then »and except as otherwise
provided i this seetion,”

Mr. Strarron. Wello mayhe T don’t quite get the point here,

Mr. Braxprorn, Let me see if T understand, Mr. Stratcen, what
this 1= except In time of war deelared by Congress, except us other-
wise provided in this seetion,”

You don’t have any other provizion in there 1o “except in time of
war.,” T think what you may mean = except in rirme of war declured
by Congress and exeept as otherwise provided in this seetion . That
i the only point Tam making,

MroSrearrox. 1 don’t guite get e purpose of excepting.  What
are the exeeptions now that vou fee! shonld be eliminated ?

Mr. Braxprorn, T am not suggesting anvthing be eliminuel.

Mre Srrarrox, Thisis My, Bennetts idea. is that right?

AMro Braxoronn, Ax T understund it, what yvonr amendment is on
line 2 of page 25 of the committee print——-

Mr. Rivers, Page 257/

Mr. Bares, 28 or2]/

My Serarrox, 24, Ine 2.

Mr. Braxprorn, I T get on the right page thar will help e, 1
ame sorry. | have it now,

My, Bex~err. May I speak briefly in opposition ?

Mr. Bares, LeUs find out what it is fiest,

Mr. Braxororn., Towould read—
exeept. in time of war deelared by Congress, nnder reguiations preseribed by
the Secretary of Defense, a member of a uniformed service may be pa.d special
pay at the rate of 835 o month for any menth in which he was entitled to baxic
pay and in which he * * *

Now this covers only a war declared by Coneress, of course.

Mr. Bexxerr, T would like to speak briefly in opposition.  This is
hetter than nothing, of course. Bur the oppositicn T would like to
express to it is, T would like to repeat without saying the words again
evervthing I said this morning and point oul the fact that there are
other kinds of payv which are essentially belligerent pav or danger
pay, and none of those types of pay do we have that ithe thing is going
1o end in thme of war.

We allow the Department of Defense to bring it to an end in time
of war. But here he is saying this kind of pay is some pay that got in
by the back door. Tnstead of being primary pav. it ix the “last resort™
type of pay and the most undistingnished kind of pay vou'v2 ot to
give, it has to come to an end.  In the others it just allows it to come
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to the end at the time of war, and in the others they don’t come to an
end at the time of war.

Mr. StrarToN. Will the gentleman yield ?

Mr. Rivers. In time of war you can be fired on in a helicopter or any
such thing as that. )

Mr. Bexnerr. 1 have no objection to tightening up the language, if
anybody wants to—I haven’t any objection to making it more compact
if you want to do that, but that is not what he is doing. He is saying
if you have a war declared this benefit comes to an end.

Mr. Rivers. Then the Congress will take over.

Mr. StrarroN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BENNETT. Yes.

Mr. StraTTON. Aren’t you referring to flight pay?

Mr, Bexnerr. Yes.

Mr. Strarron. That is pay not for combat, that is pay for hazard-
ous duty, which has no relation to whether you arc under fire or not.
_ Mr. Bennerr. You mean to say you don’t think it is hazardous duty
to be under fire?

Mr. Stratron. I am not saying that. This is the only provision I
know of where special pay is being given to people for being under
enemy fire.

Mr. Ben~err. Of course, that is what it is.

Mr. Stearron. All right. The thing you are talking about is
hazardous duty which has nothing to do with whether an enemy is
around.

Mr. Bennerr. Yes; there is a difference, but it is all in favor of the
combat pay for hostile fire. There is a difference, but the difference
ought to be that this ought to be a select or distinguished type of pay
as distinguished from that other. In other words, it is the type of
thing that ought to touch your heart more and you ought to be more
anxious to give it than this other kind of pay.

Mr. StrarroN. I agree with you there, except that in time of war
wo are all subject to it, and therefore it would be almost administra-
tively impossible to carry it out.

Mr. Ben~ert. Now, I believe that is one of the major errors this
committee is doing in thinking about this bill and this provision, be-
cause it isn’t true that we are all subject to this fire. It isn’t true at all.
The number of people who are actually in combat in the sense this
thing provides for is a relatively small number; it is a very, verv smail
porcentage.

Just take the percentages in the Korean war and World War 1T,
this is not a thing you have to guess about. It is very small and it
can be made smaller.

If you want to make it smaller by saying a man has te be shot
at every day, you can do that, but to say that you are going to
eliminate the pay in time of war when you don’t eliminate these
other kind of hazard pays in time of war, T just think deesn’t make
any sense at all.

But of course T asked for only a few minutes, I said my piece.
T don’t think I can express it any better.

Mr. Osmers. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask a question.
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At the present time, what happens to a man serving in Vistnam?
Ithink I know the answer.  What Is his pay situation £

Mr. Braxprorn, With the exception of oversea pay he driws the
same pay as if he werein San IPrancisco.

Mr. Osaers. Right. And if this amendment is adopted he would
veecetve additional pay, is that correct?

Mr. Rivers. Under regulations preseribed by the Secretary.

Mr. Braxororn. He might. ’

Mr. Bexxerr. Ile might.

Mre, Rivers. IHe might.

I think we understand it.  We cersainly have had enough disens-
sion on it.  The question now is on the amendment of the gentleman
from FFlorida, Mr. Bennett——-

Mr. Bexxgrr. No: the first one is Mr. Stratton’s amendment. 1
hope we will have a separate vote on it.

Mr. Ruvers. The minendment by the gentleman from New York,
Mr. Stratton, to the amendment of the gentleman from Florida, Mr.
Bennett, which provides that—read ir, Mr. Blandford.

Mr. Braxprown., Mr. Stratton amends Mr., Bennett's amendment
by inserting the words “except in time of war declared by Congress.”

Mr, Iavens, As many in favor of the amendment of the gentleman
{from New York to the amendment of the gentleman from Klorida,
will say “Aye.”?

Opposed, “No.”

The Chair is in doubt.

Mr. GaviN, You had better read it again so our colleague can
understand what he is voting on,

Mr. Braxprorp. The amendment is Mr. Stratton’s amendment to
Iimit hostile fire -or to eliminate the payment of hoestile fire in time
of war declared by Congress.

The amendment suggested by Mr. Stratton is to amend My. Ben-
nett’s proposal by adding the words “except in time of war declared
by Congress.”

Mr. Rrvers. As many as favor the amendment of the gentloman
from New York will raise his hand.

Oue, two, three, four.

Opposed likewise,

Mr. Braxprorp. Four to three, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Benxerr, [How about Mr. Long

Mr. Ravers, Mr, Long, we are voting on this amendment. We are
voting on this provision to make pay applicable to those subject to
hostile fire, Mr. Bennett’s amendment is to restore this provision as
it is written in the bill, and Mr. Stratton’s is to add the provision
“except in Lime of emergency declared by the Congress.”

Mr. Buaxororp. Except in time of war.

Mr. Rivers. In time of war declared by the Congress.

Mr. I1arpy. You left out “national emergency.”

Mr. Braxprorp. Mr. Stratton left out “national emergency.”

Mr. T.oxe. This would give extra pay to those who were in combat
or near combat during peacetime?

Mr. Rivers. That is right.

Mr. Strarroxn. Right.

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0



Approved For Release 2005/04/21#2GIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0

Mr. Benxerr. But the amendment——

Mr. Gavin. In the event of war. .

Mr. Braxororp. I think we ought to review the bidding here—

Mr. Rivess. I think we ought to review everything.

Mr. Branprorp. What you have here is an amendment offered by
Mr. Stratton to Mr. Bennett’s suggestion that the hostile fire section
be restored in the committee print.

Now you will recall that in the Korean conflict there was no declara-
tion of ‘war, there was no declaration by Congress of an emergency.
The President declared the emergency.

Now Mr. Stratton’s exception therefore is in a sense limited only to
the time when Congress itself actually declares war.

My, Gavin. That isright. .

Mr. Branororp. And the last time Congress declared war was In
1941. -So Mr. Stratton offers an amendment to Mr. Bennett’s proposal
that hostile fire not be paid whenever the Congress declares war; at
all other times hostile fire could be paid to those who are subjected to
hostile fire.

Mr. Rrvers. Treat the subject separately like always.

Mr. Loxe. Iam voting on Mr. Stratton’s amendment?

Mr. Branprorn, First, yes. That no one can get hostile fire when
Congress declares war.

Mr. Strarron. If I may say so, if I may interpret may own amend-
ment, if we are going to add or restore the hostile fire provisions my
proposal is that we restore it and limit it to an actual peacetime
situation.

Mr, Rivers. That is it. I think everybody understands.

As many as favor the amendment will raise his hand.

Mr. Gueser. Voting on the Stratton amendment ?

Mr, Rivers. Yes.

One, two, three, four, five.

Opposed, the same thing?

One, two, three.

Passed.

Mr. Gavin. Idon’t think it passed.

Mr. Rivers. All those in favor of Mr. Stratton’s amendment raise
their hands.

As many as oppose it raise their hands.

Six to four.

Mr. Branproro. Now the question is on Mr. Bennett’s amendment
as amended by the amendment by Mr. Stratton.

Mr. Rivers. Those in favor of the amendment as amended:

Mr. Huppresron. Is this the amendment to strike out subsection (4)

Mr. Rivers. Restore it.

Mcr. Braxororp. This is to put into effect hostile five.

Mr. Haroy. Except for subsection (4).

Mr. Barrs. Except for?

Mr. Branororp., I was going to get to that. I assume this is with
subsection (4) out, which deals with being captured.

Mr. Haroy. Technically all you need to do its strike subsection (4).

Mr. Ben~err. If you want me to rephrase it that way

Mr. ITubpLesron. Let’s vote on subsection (4) separately,
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Mr. Bares. Right.

M. Braxorogn, This is a separate vote, I von want a separate
vote on subsection (4), that which would eliminate the payment of
hostile fire when a person wag captured by a hostile foree or heeome
missing under circumstances that indieates hostile action was it.volved,
do vou ask for a separate vote on that

Mr. Benygrr. T didn's,

Mre. Heonresrox, 1 did.

Mr. Rivers. The question now oceurs on the amerdment of the gen-
tleman from Flovida, Mr. Beunett, as amended.

M Bates. And which I don’t understand.

Mr, Rivers, Al right.

Mr, Bares, What is the wniendment ! T would Tike to have it read.

My, Srrarrox. A parlinmentary inquiry.

Since we have adopted the Stratton amenchuent does Mr., Bennert
still feel that number (4) ought to be climinated?

Mpr. Bexyerr. Why not?

Mr, Rovers, I don’t know, you will have to ask hinu

Mr. Bexxerr. I owill be glad to take a little time out and make a
little speech on it. T do think it should be out of there. I -hink it
is against the public interest. T think after the war is over it might
be appropriate to pass a law to give »enelits to people who have been
captured and released, but to establish in advance of capture of a
soldier that you are going to pay him =o much for being captured 1
think is against public interest.

Mre, ITaeny. T think vour point is well taken,

AMr. Rivers, Mr. Bates?

AMr, Bares. Charley. is that all yours is, strike that out?

Mr. Bexxerr. All my motion is—~I can rephrase it in technical
language, but 1 was trving to make it simple. Tf you want “o make
it technical, T ean make it technical. But what 1 suggested was that
we abide by the recommendations ¢f the adopted bill with the ex-
ceplion we would strike subsection (), but if you want it teehnically
stated I could technically state it.

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead.

Mr. Bexxerr. All right.

[¢ would De that we strike subsection . beginniag at fine 17, line
19. page 2+, of the bill as introduced, and that will accomplish the
objective which T have in mind.

AMr. ITeoprestox, et wie say something ahout that.

Now this embraces, of course, being captured by a hostile foree, b
it also embraces being missing under circumstances that indicate hos-
tile action was involved.

In other words, if we strike thiz section 4 into to we will be allowing
wen who are known to be killed in action to receive this payment, but
if 2 man is blown up and thereby is declared missing in action, he is
disqualified from receiving this $55 a month.

Mr. Bexxerr., This points out the advantage of doing it technically.
This way you can vote my motion down if you want to and then I
will make another motion that the provision as amended—

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bennett’s amendment was to restore the section
with the section deleted and Mr. Stratton’s put it in “except in time of
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emergency declared by the Congress,” and now the question is on the
amendment by the gentlman from Florida, Mr. Bennett.

Allin favor will say Aye, opposed, No.

Did you vote?

Mr. Gavin. No.

Mr. Rrvers. It appears to the Chair that the ayes have it, and the
amendment by the gentleman from Florida is accepted.

Mr. Bexnwrrr. Thank you very much.

Mr. Rwvers. If you want to have another amendment Iater on to
strike it out, that is another proposition.

Mr. Harpy. I thought that did.

My, Rivers. It did. T mean to restore it.

My, IHarpy. Everybody knows what we have. 'We have this section
in here without section (4) plus the Stratton language.

Mr. Strarron. All right.

Mzr. Houpprrston. Mr. Chairman, may I offer an amendment to rein-
corporate the language “or become missing under circumstances that
indicate hostile action was involved.”

Mr. Rivers. In other words, you want to strike out “captured by
hostile fire—"

Mr. Strarron. May I comment on that? Could I ask a question
on that?

Mr. Rivers. Let’s just wait and see what we got first. Wait a sec-
ond. Youwant to restore “or become missing: ?

Mr. Branororp. That would inelude being captured.

Mr. Bares. It sure would.

Mr. Rivers. Certainly.

Mr. Branororp. All people captured unless somebody sees them, are
declared missing——

Mr. Bennerr. I am not in favor of Mr. Huddleston’s amendment,
for what it is worth.

Mr. Rivirs. We have had enough discussion.

Mr. StraTron. Could I ask Mr. Bennett a question ?

Your point was that if you set up a premium for capture it en-
courages an individual to be captured.

Mr. Bennerr. Correct.

Mr. Srrarron. In this case it would encourage him to go get lost
somewhere, is that the idea ?

Mzr. Bex~yerr., Correct.

. l\/.’[r. Gavin. Why not vote on Bennett’s amendment with Strat-
on’s

Mr. Branprorp. That has been adopted, Mr. Gavin.

Mr. Hupbreston. I want a vote on my motion. I think there are
many instances where men become missing under circumstances that
indicate hostile action was involved.

Mr. Rivers. I think we understand. All those in favor of the
amendment of the gentleman from Alabama will say “Aye” As
many as favor the amendment will raise his hand. Four.

Opposed, likewise. Five.

Mr. Rivers. The next section.

Mr, Braxpororp. Dependency requirements for parents. This, for
practical purposes, is existing law 1n which they eliminate the provi-
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sion dealing with the dependent actunlly residing in the household of
the member and also a new seetion concerning the determination of
dependeney made by the Seeretary Leing conelusive,

In view of the fuct that this Is now contained in the Dependents’
Assistance Act, and in view of the fact that we are in the process of
extending the Dependent's Assistance Act and that his is additional
verbiage in the l)i{l that has nothing to do with pay at this moment, I
would respectfully suggest 1that this section be deleted merely to cut
down some of the explanation necessary in the debate on an estremely
complicated bill,

Mr. Rivers. Wealrendy have the Lill——

Mr. Braxprorp. No, sit. This is actually taken care of when we ex-
tend the Dependents™ Assistance Act which we wil] pass on Monday.

Mr. Rivirs. Without objection, we will take (hat ane ont,

Mr. Braxororp, The next section is increase in basic a lowance
for subsistence. This is somewhat more complicated,

Mr. Rivers, What page!?

Mr. Braxprorn, Bot(om of page 26 and top of page 27,

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead.

Mr. Br.axvrorn, The commiftee print says:

Is amended to read as follows ;

“SEec. 10, Section 402(d) of title 37, United States Cuwde, i3 amended to read
as follows :

*(d) The basic allowance for subsistence for members of the uniformed
gervices is as follows :

“Officers : $31 & month,

“Inlisted members with dependents when permission to mess separately is
granted : $1.25 a day.

“Iinlisted members when rations in kind are not available: $3.25 a day.

“Enlisted members when assigned to duty under emergency eondilions
where messing fucilities of the United $tates are not available: Not meore
than $4.31 a day.”

Now, if I may explain for a few rmoments what this is about.

Mr. Rivers, 1 wis]\ you would listen to this carefully becasse this
is very important. ‘This takes care of raising the enlisted man from
$1.03 to $1.25 a day.

Mr. Braxpromn. Yes, sir. The present subsistence allowance for
oflicers under existing law is %17.585 per month. The Departinent
proposed that the subsistence allowance for officers be inereased from
$17.88 to $77 a month.

The Department made no proposal with regard 1o the subsistence
allowance for enlisted personnel.  There is $120 million involved
in_the increase in subsistence allowance for officers, After giving
this matter a lot of thought, the chairman considered the possibility
of reducing the subsistence increase for oflicers and attemp’ing to
spread it more equitably wmong all people who have to eat in order
to live.

The chairman suggested that since the cost of food has inereased
6.6 percent since 1952, which was the last time we increased {hese
allowances, that we put the subsistence for oflicers at _‘SSI 1 month.

The suggestion in the committee print also is that since the com.
muted ration is only the value of l}u-. food to the Government, and
does not reflect the cost to the housewife who prepares it for her
husband or does not come anywhere near reflecting the cost to the
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enlisted man who is drawing a commuted ration when he buys his
food separately, that the least we could do would be to increase $1.03
a day now payable which is subject to whatever the Secretary may
determine is cost of food be set at a fixed amount of $1.25 a day.

Mr. Rivers. Make it statutory. : i

Mr. Branprorp. Yes. This turns out to be a fairly expensive pro-
position because there are 800,000 enlisted men drawing commuted
rations. This costs $54 million if you increase these commuted rations
by 22 cents a day. .

In addition to that there are individual cases, quite confusing cases,
I might add, where enlisted members are entitled to draw a ration
where rations in kind are not available. Today that amounts to $2.57.

The theory behind that $2.57 is that these individuals are in an area
where there are no messing facilities available and therefore they are
eating in resturants and the cost, therefore, is $2.57 as opposed to the
$1.08 commuted rations,

The other provision in the committee print is rarely used. I think
there are 800 enlisted personnel who now draw a ration under emer-
gency conditions which is

My, Gavin. $431.

Mr. Braxprorp. That is the proposal. It is $3.68 I think, or some-
thing in that neighborhood, and this would be increased to $4.31.

Now, what this subcommittee print does and this requires quite an
explanation, the subcommittee print was just a first effort to raise
the question of how fair do we want to be to enlisted men who draw
commuted rations and eat either at home or eat away.

Also, wo had to increase—if we were going to be consistent, we had
to increase the amount payable to an enlisted member when rations
in kind are not available. This was increased by 26 percent because
the cost of eating away from home, that is, restaurant costs, have
increased 26 percent since 1952, whereas the cost of food has only gone
up 6.6 percent.

Now, tho proposal before you would involve a cost of $13 million
for officers for subsistence, $54 million for increasing the commuted
ration for the enlisted man, raising it from $1.03 to $1.25; and $15
million for increasing the amount when rations in kind are not avail-
able to $3.25 a day and some negligible sum which I haven’t even
computed:

Mr. Gavin. From what?

Myr. Branororp. $2.57 to $3.25.

Mr. Gavin. $2.57 to $3.25.

Mr. Branprorp. Yes, sir,

Mr. Rovers. All right. That is $82 million.

Mr. Branproro, Now we have money left over.

Mr. Rivers. Go back. To start off with under the Department pro-
posal the figure was 120,

Mr, Branprorp. There was $120 million in here for officers alone.

Mir. Gavin. $120¢

Mr. Braxprorp. Yes, sir. Now, at that point after computing this
this far—and the mail reflects the concern of enlisted personnel on
this point-—the chairman then suggested that because we wanted to
give the officers something approaching the amount of increase recom-
mended by the Department of Defense, the chairman suggested that
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we Inereaso first il second lieutenants by $15 a month, and W-1"s and
W-2's, and then all others by 810 a montly,

Mur, Rivers, What would that be?

Mr. Braxprorp. That canie to 247 rillion.

Ar. Rivers, Soour deficit 15538 from 47,20 million we have raised the
overall picture.

Mu. Harov. That is the basic pay seales vou are ralking about now.

Mr, Rivers. Basic pay scales, -

Mr. Braxprorn. Yes, sir. T have to continue with this explanation
and L will try to explain that.

What we did then was this: The Department proposed an increase
of %29 in subsistence allowances fov officers.

Mr, Gavix, Wait a minute. What amount? Ilew much?

My, Braxoroep. 829 a month for oflicers.

Mr. Gavin, And what are they getting now?

AMr. Braxororp., $47.838.

My, Gavix. And this bill calls for it to raise it 1o $517

Mr. Braxprorp, No, sir. The bill as introduced called for 877 and
the committee print 15 31,

My, Gavin, 5770 And how muel 1s that going to amount o/

Mr, Braxprorp, The 877 would amount 1o $120 million a vear.

Mr. Gavin. For offlicers?

Mr. Braxororp, Yes, sir.

Mr Gavix, $120 million a vear alone just Tor the oflicers

Mr, Braxororn, Aloue, just for oflicers.

My, Gavix, All right,

Mr. Braxsprorn. Now, the 851 a month, whiel is a 83,12 increase,
amoutnted to $13 million ?

Mr. Gavin, Who was that for?

Mr. Braxprorp. Oflicers.

My, Gavix. Well, T guess T can’t {igure this one cut.  You just said
upping it from 51 to 77 would coxt us $120 million, is that right?

Ay, Rivers. That is not right.

My, Gavin. And then you say now it is costing what/?

Alr. Braxprorp, 1 didn’t say what $47.88 is now costing. I have
that ligure, but et me start again.

Taday, oflicers receive a =ubsistence allowance ¢f $47.88 a month.
The Department proposed 877 a month. )

My, Gavin, Who wrote this bill then with 851 a month?

Mr. Rivers. This is our proposal. _

Mr. Braxprorp, The subcommitiee’s print.  The chairman—I will
el tothat in a moment. )

The Depuartment recominended $77 a month. The increase from
RIT.AS o %77 for oflicers involved an additional annual cost of £120
million,

Mr. Gavix. OIL

Mr. Braxprorp, The chairiman suggests that we give officers 851 a
wonth subsistence, which is considerably less than the 877 and spread
some of this among the enlisted personnel by increasing the commuted
ration from $1.03 to $1.25 and when rations in kind were not available
from $2.57 to $3.25 a day.

Now, in order (o make up for the difference, becanse there would
then be less money in this bill for oficers than what the Department
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proposed, the chairman suggested adding $15 to the pay of lieutenants
and W-1’s and W-2’s and §10 a month for all other officers in the basic
pay scales. 'This would have cost $47 million.

This came to a grand total of $129 million to take care of officers
and enlisted personnel as opposed to the $120 million that was recom-
mended for officers alone.

ITowever, you do have this situation which we have to face and 1
would like to ask the Secretary what his comments are in this connec-
tion. The Department, after careful study, decided on these basic
pay scales and also that additional. The $29 per month in the subsist-
ence inerease would give officers what the Department considers is nec-
essary in order to retain the oflicers that they wish to retain.

This, in most cases, comes close to rounding out the $100 figure that
Mzr. Gorman and Mr. Paul talked about the other day, particularly in
the area of lieutenants.

Now, if the subcommittee wishes, and the chairman has suggested
this to the subcommittee, that if, in the wisdom of the subcommittee,
the subcommittee desires to put the entire amount recommended by
the Department in the basic pay scales which would be approximately
$30 a month per officer, this would then be a total increase of $123
million. Including the cost of the Reserves and terminal leave and
other incidentals the cost 1s $130 million.

There would then be the difference between the $47 million the sub-
committee print suggested, plus the $10 and $15 increases suggested
in the other grades, as opposed to the $30 which is the alternate
proposal.

One will cost you, of course, more than the other, obviously. DBut
bear in mind that subsistence allowances are not taxable, whereas
basic pay is taxable.

Therefore, it is not quite correct to say that a $29 increase in sub-
sistence is the same increase as a $29 increase in basic pay. It comes
closer to being approximately $34. So if we increase all officers by
$30 a month in their basic pay and by $3.12 a month in their sub-
sistence, we will then give the officers about the same amount that the
Department recommended for officers and the cost is not significantly
nore.

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, I think we are approaching this whole
thing just as wrong as we can. This business of trying to juggle
subsistence allowances without any rational reason for it at all is
just as cockeyed as it can be. Now, I think we have come in here with
a pretty reasonable approach to subsistence.

Now, pay rates ought to be considered entirely separate from this.
The fact that there was $120 million involved in the subsistence cost,
mcreases, doesn’t impress me in the least.

When we start talking about trying to make up in basic pay what
we cut out of this thing, T think it is wrong. I think we ought to go
ahead and approve what we are going to do with subsistence and then
take up the basic pay rates on the basis of their own merit and not
stay within this figure.

Mr. Branororp. You would have to come back to the basic pay rates.
The only reason I mentioned it, and I know this is always confusing to
tall about subsistence and basic pay, is that the $30—

85066—63—No, 6——-22
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AMr. ITarpy. But there isn’t anything sacred about the $30 that the
Department has put in.

Mr. Branprorn. The only thing saered about it is the take-home
pay to the man involved.

Afr. Taxny. But you are not going to get it to the same people if
we follow this procedure.

AMr. Braxororp, Yes, The $30 that we give to every officer would
be the same as if we-

Afr. Ilaroy. That is if you increased it across the board.

Ar. Brasovrorp, That s what T am talking about, a $30 increase
across the board. This would then give the officers the same amount
of take-home pay that the Department recommended.

Ar. 1laroy. That is making a very cockeyed assumption in my book
in that the amount that the Department has figured out is just exactly
what it ought to be.

Mr. Braxprorp. I can’t comment cn that. I don't know whether
it is correct or not.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Blandford wanted to, as far as possible, stay as
close as he could, for the benefit of the subcommittee, to the %120
million.

Afr. TEarpy. Now

A, Rivers, Wait now.

Now. if the subeommitiee and that is why we worked it out this
way—-if the subcommittee wants to change it, that ix entirely up to
{he subcommittee, 1 just want to eall this to your attention.

M. Haedy has something. 1 think it may be well if we consider
subsistance ; get, that behind ns and then go to the basic pay.

Afr. Braxprorn, That is exactly right, Mr. Chairman. If we can
agrree on subsistence, I have snggested langnage written by the Depurt-
ment that they would prefer to see in the bill rather than the lunguage
the way we have it.

Mr, Rivers. Mayvbe the Seeretary would like to say something at
this point.

AMr. Gaviy. 1 would like to ask Russ a question at this point before
we get away from it

The oflicers are being raised £30 million. figured at $17.88 per month,
and then $30 added. "That would bring the officers’ total to a. cost of
€193 million: is that right?

Afr. Braxprorn. No., not quite. Tt is close.

Mr. Gavix. Say $120 million.

Mr. Brasprogn, No. What we are trying to do, and T am afraid T
have confused the iscue, the Department suggested that each officer
receive n 29 w month increase in substence.  Tf vou will just think
of it in terms of %29 increase in subsistenee, this will be helpful.

Mr. Rivirs. This is not basic pay.

Alr. BLANDFORD. NOW, We recduced the $29 increase in subsistence
allowance to %3.12, which made it 851, Tn other words. instead of
increasing from 1788 to 877, we increased to $51, beeause you can
justify that inerease beeause the cost of food has increased 6.6 pereent
sinece 1952,

Yow. when we did that, we ohviously took the difference away from
theoflicers. They were going to get 829 instead they got ®3.
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Now, we can give it back to the officers in basic pay increases by
giving the officers an increase in basic pay. DBut bear in mind that
basic pay is taxable and subsistence allowances are not taxable.

Mr. Gavin. Let me ask you this: The officers—how many would you
say there are of the officers that will participate in this $123 million,
the $47.88 and $77 ; how many officers are there?

Mr. Br.anororp. 825,000, I believe.

Mr. Gavin. 325,0007

Mr. Branprorp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Gaviy. 325,000. Now, on the enlisted members with depend-
ents you got to bringing them up from $1.03 to $1.25 and you are
bringing the enlisted members when rations-in-kind are not available,
from $2.57 to $3.25 ¢

Mr. Braxprorp. There are 800,000 enlisted members now drawing
commuted rations.

Mr. GaviN. Then there are enlisted members when assigned to
emergency duty under conditions where messing facilities are not
available, $4.31.

Mer. Braxprorp. I don’t know how many there are in that category.

Mr. Gavin. The enlisted members is a $54 million increase; is that
right ?

%\lr. BrANDFORD. Yes, sir.

Mr. Gaviy. Enlisted members when rations-in-kind are not avail-
able is $15 million.

‘Mr. Branprorp. Yes.

Mr. Gavin. And enlisted members when assigned to duty under
emergency conditions, $4.31 a day. Iow much is that?

Mr. Branprorp, 800 1peop]e.

Mr. Gavin. 800 people. ~Whatwould you say ?

Mr. Braxprorp. $24,000 a year.

Mr. Gavin. Well, we will leave them out. But there is $69 million
for the enlisted men of which there are how many in these 3 groups
«or 4 groups

Mr. Rivers. 800,000,

Mr. Branprorp. 860,800 in the three groups.

Mr. Gavin. And how many did you say, 800,000-—how many officers
did you say ?

Mr. Branprorp. 825,000,

Mr. Gavin. 325,000 and there are only 80,000 enlisted men

Mr. Braxprorp. 800,000 enlisted men drawing that kind of ration.
~# Mr. Gavin. 800,000 enlisted men and how many officers?

Mr. Branprorp. 325,000.

Mr. Gavin. So the officers are going to participate up to the extent
of $77.89 million and the rest of the services

Mr. Branororn. Not on subsistence.

Mr. Rivers. Not on subsistence,

Mr. Gavin. $54 million, $15 million, $69 million

Mr. Braxororp. For the enlisted ¢

Mr. Gavin. For the enlisted. There seems to be a great differential
between what the officers are getting and what the enlisted man is
eetting.
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Mr. Braxprorp. Yes, there is: for the first time in history the en-
listed man is poing to get more of an increase dollarwise than the
oflicers are,

My, Rivers. Do you objeet to that ?

Mr. Gaviy. No. I certainly do noz object to it, but it is not quite
clear 1o me, I will tell you that.

Mr. Rivers. I you let Mr. Blandford explain this, Mr. Blandford,
will vou just explain to the committee just that provision or. top of
page 27 of the committee print? This is what Mr. Hardy want= vou
1o do.

Mr. Bexxerr. 1t looks pretty good to me. I move we approve it.

Mr. Rivers. ‘This is based on the 6 pereent and 26 percent-—

Mr. Braxprorn. Yes, but I would like to suggest in licu of the
language we have here which was merely an attempt to get sornething
mto the conmittee privt <o we could understand the objective,

I don’t say the language is perfect. The Department has proposed
language which would indicate that officers wonld get £51 a montlI

This would be a subsistence allowance.

M. Rivers. All right.

Mr. Braxprorp. The Departivent wants to be on record that they
are not recommending anything,  They did this as a drafting service.

Mr. ITaxny. You mean theyv just like the 877,

Mr. Braxpromrn, Yes, sir. As a favor to me, they wrote this lan-
suage:

BEC, 100 Reetion 402 of title 37, Tnited Xates Code, ix amended as follows

€1} Subsection (b)) amended by ~triking cut the fourth sentence.

12) Nnbsection (d) is amended to read as follows:

“(d) Even the basic allowance for subsistence for members of the uniformed
services is as follows:

ey tflicers 851 a montl,

“12y Enlisted members when rations in kind are not available and theiv duty
assigiment requires them to ineur subsistence expenses substantially i excess
of thoxe incurred by members covered by clause 13"

f———

Now.this is a new approach, but this would entitle them to 297.50 g
month which 123,25 a day multiphied hy 3o,

Then—

i) Enlisted members when permission to mess separately is granted, £37.50
amonth.”

Which is 30 times $1.25 and—-

“-4) Enlisted members, when assigned to duly under emergeney conditions
where no messing facilities of the TUnited States are available and they ure
required to ineur subsistence expenses substantially in exeess of thoxe incurred
by members not covered by eclause (2). not more than £129.20 1 month.”

Mr. Rovers. This makes everything read per month.,

Mr. Braxprorn., Yes, DBut it makes one change and T want to be
very elear that there will be a reduction in some areas.

We have a very, almost ridieulous situation on this £2.57 allowance
which is paid today. You can have two people living next door to
each other and one can be assigned to one place where there are no
wessing facilities and another can be assigned some place where there
are messing facilities avatlable.

They both live next door to cach other and because one man is
assigned to an area where no me=sing facilities are available and the
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other man is assigned to an area where there are messing facilities
available, but neither of them are eating at a mess, they both come
bome, but one draws $2.57 and the other draws $1.03. )

It just is as crazy as anything and it ought to be subject to
regulation.

Mr. Rivers. I think this, I think if the Secretary of Defense can
set up the supply thing that Mr. Ilardy ran into under General
MecNamara he can sure make a provision of law to take care of this.

Secretary Paur., Yes, sir. .

Mr. Haroy. Mr. Chairman, don’t let him set up a defense messing
agency. )

Mr. Branororp. I suggest this language in lieu of the language in
the committee print. .

Mr. HupprestoN. How many man-hours a year would we save if
we rounded these numbers instead of putting these odd cents?

Mr. Buanororp. They are not odd. I hope I am right in saying
everything is divisible by 30.

Mr. Huppresron. I mean the $4.31, how many man-hours would we
save if we rounded it out to $4.30°?

Mr. Braxororp. I don’t know.

I hope all of this is divisible by 30. All pay scales are divisible by
30. And you are absolutely right, this saves real money.

Mr. Bares. Commuted rations are going to be commuted daily.

Mr, Branororp, If they are allowed to live home, it is $1.25.

‘Mr. Bares. On the payroll it will be carried per day.

Mr. Benyurr. There is no controversy. I move we accept this.

Mr. Barms. Mr. Chairman.

For officers’ mess they will be getting $1.25 for the commuted rations.

Mr. Bruaxprorp. Not officers.

Mzr. Bares. Yes; they will.

Mr. Braxprorp. No.

Mr. Bares., What will they be getting?

Mr. Branprorp. $51 a month for officers.

Mr. Bares. No. For enlisted men who eat in the officers’ mess,
what will they get for that?

Mr. Brawprorp. They will merely check their rations.

Secretary Paor. They will get one-thirtieth:

Mr. Barrs. Will they get $1.25—let’s start right at the beginning.
Kverybody is giving me the answer before I finish making my
statement.

Mr. Rivers. That is right.

Mr. Bares. Now let’s take an enlisted man eating at an officers’ mess,
mess attendant, et cetera; what will the officers’ mess get for each man
who actnally eats at the officers’ mess?

Colonel Bexapbr. I don’t know that enlisted members are used in
officers’ messes.

Mzr. Bartes. They are not aboard ship? How long has that been so?

Colonel Bexabe. I would be happy to defer to the N avy.

Mr. Barms. Noj; they get credit for each of the enlisted men who
actually subsist on the mess.

It has always been that way, they always got the value of the com-
muted rations. In that case it is $1.25. i
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General Bowsen. It is my impression they get. the value of the ration
allowance at that time.,

Mr. Bares. Right, but what is the ration allowance?

(ieneral Bowser. It would be $1.03.

My, Bates. That is right, which goes now up to the $1.25.

Mr. Rivers. Yes: it is the same as providing quarters, which is
checked off.

General Bowsynr, But the $1.25 that Russ mertioned heve is for
men on o ecommuted ration: it does not aflect the value of the sub-
sistence allowance, ration,

M. Bares, Wasn't that always the same as the commuted ration?

General Bowser. 1t wasuntil this committee print?

Mr. Braxororn, That isright.

Mr. Rivers. My, Bates is right, then the $1.25 will just be forfeited,
or whatever vou want {o call it.

General Bowser. No, because the man will not be on commuted
rations, Mr. Chairman.

ITis ration allowanee, whatever it is set at at the time, right now it is
$1.03, would be $1.03 which would be credited to the officers’ mess
because you are feeding the men.

Mr. Ianpy. The oflicers would have to absorb any difference.

Mr. Batis. T am asking under this print, the print that we have,
won’t. the mess get $1.257

General Bowsrer. No, sir,

Mr. Bares, Then what will they get under the print?

General Bowser. Under the print they will get the value of the
ration at the tine.

Right now it is ®1.03,

General IHewrrr. That fluctuates with the cost of food that goes into
the ration.

My, Ravens. They get it cheaper aboard ship.

Mr. Braxprorn, Mr. Bates has a point, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Bares, Itisallmixedup. It might be soin the Avmy.

Mr, Gavin. Tdon’t know abont that.

Mr. Bares. Wehave some admirals and captains here.

Tsn't the ration value what you get in the Navy?

Admiral Sarenisere. There are two ditferent sifuations, sir,

In a mess ashore, an officers’ mess ashore, sometimes the mess gets
tho value of the man’s rations.

Mr. Ruvers, Conunuted rations?

Admiral Sarensere. Yes, sir; sometimes, But in the mess on board
ship they get the value—well, it is the same situation, but here is the
situation that exists in some ships today.

Tt used to be and T would prefer to have this off the record, may 17

Mr, Rivers. Off the record.

(Discussion ofl the record.)

Mr., Bares, T think maybe we can get somebody to get us the figures.

Mr. Gavix., Lets hear from the Army.

What does the Army do?

Mr. Bares. Put the answer in the record.
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DrorMBER 14, 1962
No. 1338.7
ASD(COMP)

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DIRECTIVE

Subject : Cbinmuted ration for enlisted personnel.
Re DOD Directive 1338.7, subject as above, December 23, 1961 (hercby canceled).

I, AUTIORITY AND PURPOSKE

A. Pursuant to the previsions of section 402, title 37, United States Code, the
value of the commuted ration for an enlisted member of the uniformed services
(as defined in section 101 of title 37) on authorized leave or when permission to
mess separately is granted, is estabilshed at the rate of $1.03 per diem for Conus
and $1.15 per diem for overseas. The term *“overscas” includes Alaska and

Hawaii.

B. Enlisted members on authorized leave will be entitled to the $1.03 rate,
except in the case of enlisted members entitled to sea or foreign duty pay who
will be entitled to the $1.15 rate. Inlisted persons who are subject to the pro-
visions of 37 U.S8.C, 305(b) shall, for the purpose of this directive, be considered
to be on foreign duty.

C. The portions of the reimbursement rates for meals sold from general messes
which represent food costs (including first destination transportation and supply
system logses, damage, and spoilage) shall be established in amounts equal to the
value of the commuted ration,

IL IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTIVE DATE

This directive is effective on January 1, 1963. Copics of military department
instructions implementing this directive shall be forwarded to the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) within 30 days of the date hereof.

11T, CANCELLATION

Referenced directive is hereby superseded and canceled.

RoswELL GILPATRIC,
Deputy Secretary of Defense.

General Hewrry. Normally the enlisted men are not in an officers’
mess.

Mr. Gavix. Tknow that.

General Irwrrr. In the Army. And in attempting to answer Mr.
Bates’ question, the commuted ration is paid to a man who messes
separately.

Mr. Bares, We understand that.

General Hewrrr., That is right. So that that is now paid to the
$1.25, but that is an arbitrary figure which is in excess of the ration, and
the ration is computed on the cost of the food that makes up the ration
and it varies.

Mr. Batss, Tknow that is not correct in the Navy.

It might be true in the Army.

General Hewirr. Yes, sir. I answered Mr. Gavin.

Mr. Bates. In the Army then if an enlisted man does work in the
officers’ mess and eats in that mess you merely reimburse the cost of
the ration of the general mess?

General Hewrrr., That is correct.

Mr. Bares. All right.
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Mr. Gavix, Ordinarily the enlisted man very rarely gets into the
oflicers’ mess.

General Hewrrr, That is right.

Mr, Ruvers. If we are going to sit here and argue the philosophy
of all these things I don’t think we are going to add anything lere
today.

Mr. Bares. That is not philosophy.

Mr. Rivers. I don't

Mr. Braxprorp. To answer the question, for example, the $1.03 is
ot even stated in the law today, 1t is subject to fluctuation ws (he
cost of food goes up and down.

T'o answer Mr. Bates’ question speeitically it would appear that what
would happen i3 that when an individual ix working in an officers’
mess it that is the situation, he will either eat in the messhall or if
lie eats in the oflicers’ mess through some arrangement then I assume
that the mess will be eredited with the cost of the food which will
be $1.03 a day.

Mr. Bexner?, $1.25.

Mr. Braxororn, No,sirg it is$1.03,

Mr. Barrs. No: they never went on the basis of food in the Navy,
They might havein the Army.

Mr. Bex~err. That is what it is going to be now.

Mr. Braxproro. Under this provision,

Mr, livers. 1 think everybody understands.

As many as favor the provision as rewritten by Mr, Blandford.
say aye, opposed no.

Now we get to——

Mr. Braxororn, Page 27, quarters allowances payable when hushand
and wife are members of the uniformed services,

Again in the interest of time I have tried to briefly expla n thix
and then I will suggest that you delete it.

This is a situation where'sn man and wife are hotl, members of (he
nniformed services and under the law they may not consider either
as a dependent of the other.

Today, if they are in the same area and (here are no quarters
available to them, each draw a single quarters allowance, i* (hey
hoth occupy Government quarters or they are available for one a1d nor
for the other then only one ean draw a single quarters allowance
and neither can draw them based upon dependents.

This is an extremely complicated section, hard to explain.  There
1= nothing wrong in the concept of what they are proposing heve hut
anvhody who tries to explain this on the floor of (he ITouse in con-
nection with this pay bill is going to have a time. [ suggest in the
interest of time and in order to expedite it since there are so very
few people involved here that we strike this section from the bill.

It was a separate itenn not recommended by the pay study panel
as steh,

It was added as it went through the departments for comment. |
suggest we strike it out and introduce it as a so;mrme bill.

Mr Haroy, Youdon't see any real obiection ?

Mr. Gusser. How many soparate bills are we going to have?

Mr. Braxororn, Three or four,

Mr.Ruivers, Three or four,
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Secretary Paur. Our objective was to cut down the number of
separate bills. But if the committee would prefer to handle this the
way counsel suggested, we have no objection.

Mr. Gupser. Iaven't we handled—this is allowance for quarters,
isit?

My, Braxororn, No,sir; thisisa different sitnation.

This involves a handful of people.

Where a sergeant is married to a lieutenant.

Mr. Riviers, That is right.

Mr. Branprorp. You have not many cascs here. . ]

Today if they ave living on the base, or if they are living outside
the base, and no quarters are available for cach of them, then they
each draw single quarters allowance, so that equals more than one
quarters allowance with dependents. i

On the other hand, if they get permission to live oft the base, and
quarters are available to one of them, then only one can draw a single
allowance, whereas we try to encourage husbands and wives to live
together.

Mr. Haroy. I move it be deleted.

Mr. Rivers. All right; without objection.

Mr. Branororn. Thank you.

Mr., Rivers. Where docs that take us?

Mr. Braxororn. This takes us to family separation allowance.

Mr. Rivers. What page?

Mr, Branororp. Page 31.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Paul, you are keeping track of the separate pro-
visions we are going to treat by individual legislation.

Secretary Paur. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. Fine. Go ahead.

Mr. Branororp. Now Mr. Chairman, on page 31 we come to a situ-
ation in which the Department recognized the fact that there are
members of the armed services who are assigned to areas where they
are not allowed to have their families join them and there are no Gov-
ernment quarters available to them.

Now, in determining the amount of station allowance to which these
individuals may receive when they are overseas the regulations and the
law has been interpreted to mean that they can only draw the difference
between the quarters allowances payable to an individual without de-
pendents and the quarters allowance payable to a person with de-
pendents.

In some cases it could be as little as $30 a month, yet the individual
may have to pay as much as $100 a month to find a place to live.

So what the Department has proposed in this particular case is
that they allow this individual in his station allowance to be consid-
ered as a member without dependents in computing a station allow-
ance because they recognized the fact that he has to occupy a place
for himself and pay out rent while he is still paying rent for his fam-
ily back in the States. ’

. Now as far as the section goes, obviously it is a good section and it
is an important section to those who are affected by it.

However, there is a relatively few number of people and as the De-
partment proposed this to us, the cost involved was $1,979,000—$2 mil-
Ton, approximately.
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Now, Mr. Chairman, I think all of us here are aware of the problems
involved in (his business of being separated from the family, In
addition the Department of Defense in its wisdom decided to eliminate
per diem allowances for those people on troop movements, in areas
where messing and house facilities were available when on TDY.
They gave them no per diem whatsoever and this is what led 1o the
article in the Reader’s Digest.

The chairman decided at the very least we ought to recommend that
the per diem allowance for people on TDY be not less than $1, at. least
a recognition that when a man is on TDY lie does have extra expanses.

Instead of watching television with his family he might go 1o the
theater on his own.

If he has a couple of shirts he will send them out, irstead of having
his wife put them through the washing machine.

There are extra expenses to the individual,

The chairman has suggested thut at least we guarantee these people
$1 a day.

In many cases it won’t come close to it, but at least it is a indication
on the part of the Congress that there should be some per diem paid
when these people areon TDY.

This is the [irst point.

Now we come to the next suggestion. And I might say that from
the service viewpoint, from the service viewpoint, this is probably the
most welcome suggestion contained in this bill as a morale booster,
and this is the commitlee’s suggestion—it did not come over from the
Departmment of Defense. I have heard more comment on this sepa-
ration allowance than anything else.

This is a recognition that when a man isaway from his duty station
and separated from his family that his family has expenses at home
that are not compensated for by the Government.

Now interestingly enough, the way this subsection is written or
this section is written as proposed by the chairman, the cost is negli-
gible compared, in my opinion, to the benefits to be derived from it
from a moral viewpoint.

It will cost less than $50 million a year and yet it vecognizes long
periods of time at sea away from families, long periods away in these
isolated stations up on radar sites, all types of situations where a man is
separated from his Tamily either for permanent duty or for tem-
porary duty.

Mr. Bextox. Tsthisontop of sea duty?

Mr. Braxorown. Yes, sir; this would be on top of this.

And the amount suggested is one-third of the quarters allowanco
payable to an individual without dependents and the maximum for
oflicers is 8160 a month, so one-third of that is $33.33 or $30 a month,
whichever is greater. There will be relatively little spread belween
the officer and enlisted man but it will be the first time 1n history that
the Congress recognizes the cost to the family wlhen they are sepacated
from the breadwinner.

Mr. Gavin. Do youthink $1isadequate?

Mr. Braxprorn, Noj; this is some?hing else.

The $1 is when a man is on temporary duty for more than 30 days.
This would be in addition, this would be an rllowance because he is
separated {rom his family.
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The $30 is to pay him for the expenses of his wife when she has to
hire a plumber to come in and fix the faucet, cut the grass, whatever
the other factors are that are always involved when a husband is
away from his family for a long period of time.

- Mr. Gavin. Isthere a motion? )
* Mr. Branororn. I suggest that I read the following language be-
fore you adopt it. )

Mzr. Gavin. This would bring the situation to a head.

Mr. Branororp. All right. )

Mr. Gusser. Before it 1s read could I ask a question that is pertinent
here?

Mr. Rivers. Certainly, you can ask a question.

Mr. Gusser. We are talking about two separate payments,

Mzr. Braxprorp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Gusser. One for the TDY.

Mr. Branprorp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Gusser. And separation.

Mr. Branororp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Gusser. TDY is $1 a day per diem.

Mr. Braxororp, Yes.

Mr. Gusser. Separation allowance is one-third of what?

‘Mr. Braxprorp. One-third of the quarters allowance payable to an
individual with dependents. The minimum would be $30.

Mr. Gueser. Thank you.

Mr. Braxprorp. I would like to ask——

Mr. Harpy. Let me ask a question.

Mr. Bates. Yes; let’s ask some questions about this one.

Mr. ITarpy. Now, if you are talking in terms of an enlisted man be-
ing assigned TDY aboardship, I can understand the separation al-
lowance, but I have little trouble understanding per diem allowance
on top of sea duty.

Mr, Branprorp. The man would not draw per diem allowance.

Mr. Harpy, I thought you answered that question in the affirmative
for Charlie.

Mr. Buanororp. If I did, I was incorrect.

I can’t visnalize a man being assigned—there might be a case or
two, perhaps radarman might be assigned on TDY abroad ship for
more than 30 days—and I suppose, he might qualify for sea pay.

But this would be a most unusual situation.

Mr. Gosser. How about SAC or TAC officers on TDY, would he
get that oversea pay ?

Mzr. Branprorp. One dollar a day for his expenses and if he is gone
for more than 30 days he would get the family separation allowance.
_ Mr. Haroy. T can understand the separation allowance, but again
1 run into the same problem with respect to foreign-duty pay and
per diem.

Mr. Branvrorn, The foreign-duty pay is something separate from
that. This man has to be separated from his dependents.

Mr, I1arpy. I understand.

-"Mr. Braxororp. Bear in mind this applies only to those who are
authorized to have their dependents travel with them.

Mr. Bares. What is this, Russ ?
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AMr. Braxoronp. In the section vou will note that it sayvs=, as it was
prepared here—

Iixcept in time of war or a pational energency hereafier declared by the
Congress, when a wember of the uniformed services is entitled to a basic allow-
auce for quarters as a mewmber with dependents, under scction 403, title 37,
United States Code, as amended, and is assigned to a permanent duty station
where his dependents are precluded by competent authority rom residing at or
near his permanent duty stutiou, including abeard a ship, or when i raember
with dependents entltled to a basic nllowar.ce for quarters as a mewmber with
dependents, under section 403, title 37, United States Code, as amended, is
assigued to a temporary duty station for a period in excess of 30 days, he is
entitled to a speeinl family separation allowance of one-third of the quarters
allowance payable to 1 member without dependents for his grade, or £30, per
montht, whichever is greater, in addition to any per diem allowance to which the
member iay otherwise be entitled.

Mr, Haeov. T don’t have any problem with that separation allow-
ance in this thing that we are talking about now.  But you take your
TDY, where he would be drawing foreign-duty pay: 1 have o little
trouble understanding not less than =1 per day per diem on -op of
foreign-duty pay.

Mr, Braxprozb, 1 an informed that you ciomot draw foreign duty
pay on temporary duty.

Mr. Hagny., Cannot?

Mr. Braxprorn, Cannot.

Ts rhat a correct statement

Colonel Bexape, Only for temporary duty of less than = days.

My, Hlarny, All right. That ought to be in there,

Mr. Braxororn, ITdid not know that. T am glad to know it,

Mr. Rivers. My understanding was, in the ease of the Tactical Air
Command and Strategic Air Command, it has bad a very cerious
impact and that was the reason for it.

Mre. Hanoy, I am in agreement on this one, then. But now let's
understand the sea duty.  You can draw sea dnty pay on temporary
duty !

Mr, Braxprorn. T would have to ask the Navy that question. 1
presume on TDY they do not draw sea duty pay. Can yvou draw sea
pay and TDY pay simultaneously?  { mean, can youn draw sea pay
when you are on temporary duty?

Admiral Sayrepeera. You may not dreaw per diem on bowrd hip.

AMr. Braxororp, That is what T thought.

Mr, Haroy, That would be eliminated. Al right. I have no prob-
lem.

My, Gusser. Then there is a distine ion between the Navy and the
Air Force here, )

Mr. Haroy. No, beeause they can't draw foreign Jhuy pay. either.
=o vou would have a similar situation. . .

M. Brasprorn, 1 would like to ask Mr, Workinger, 1f section 12
-overs the situation.

Mr. Rivers. Yes, Mr. Workinger, we want yoi to make a little
coniributton here. '

Mr. Braxprorp, 1 will read the section that has been prepared in
lieu thereof. Section 12, this is a suggested ehange in the subcommii-
tee print: “Section 404 (d) of title™ this, again, was as a drafting
~ervice at my request, so that no one w1l be put in the position of ree-
ommending anything.
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Mr. Rivers. Where does this go? .

Mr. Buanprorp. Page 31, new family separation allowance. This
is cleaned up language.

Mr. Rivers. Isee. Go ahead and read it.

Mr. Gavin. And this would be as a motion to be made, that this is
your recommendation. )

Mr. Branprorp. Yes. Section 404(d) of title 37 of United States
Code is amended by adding the following sentence flush at the end
thereof:

Iowever, if a member performs temporary duty away from his permanent
station for more than 30 days, he is entitled to a per diem for incidental ex-
penses of at least $1 for each day of that temporary duty, notwithstanding that
a messing facility of the United States is available to him and that quarters of
the United States are available for assignment to him without charge.

Thisis the first part, this is the per diem, _
Then chapter 7 of title 37, United States Code, is amended as
follows:

1. The following new scction is inserted after section 426, new gection 427,
Tamily Separation Allowance: (a) In addition to any allowanece or per diem to
which he otherwise may be entitled under this title, a member of a uniformed
service with dependents who is on permanent duty outside of the United States
or in Hawaii or Alaska is entitled to a monthly allowance equal to the basic
-allowance for quarters payable to a member without dependents in the same pay
grade if: (1) the movement of his dependents to his permanent station or a
Dlace near that station is not authorized at the expense of the United States
under Section 408 of this title and his dependents do not reside at or near that
station; and (2) quarters of the United States or a housing facility under the
jurisdiction of a uniformed service are not available for assignment to him ;
(b) except in time of war or of national emergency hereafter declared by Con-
gress, and in addition to any allowance or per diem to which he otherwise may
be entitled under this title, including subsection (A) of this section, a member
of a uniformed service with dependents is entitled to a monthly allowance equal
to $30 or one-third of the basic allowance for quarters payable to a member
without dependents in the same pay grade, whichever amount is the greater ; if
(1) the movement of his dependents to his permanent station or a place near
that station is not authorized at the expense of the United States under section
406 of this title and his dependents do not reside at or near that station ; (2) heis
on duty on board a ship away from the home yard or home port of the ship for
a continuous period of more than 30 days, or (3) he ig on temporary duty away
from hig permanent station for a continuous period of more than 30 days and
his dependents do not reside at or near his temporary duty station.

The analysis is amended by inserting the following item : 427, Family Separa-
tion Allowance.

Mr. Haroy. I think T understand that.

Mr. Gavin. Can we take action on it ?

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bates?

Mr. Barrs. I don’t think I understand it all.

Mr. Bennerr. Let’s go to a vote on it, then.

Mr. Bares. What is that ?

Mr. Gavin. T understand he is going to get $1 a day when he is
away from his family, additional, that he hasn’t been getting, outside
of any other benefits that he may receive,

Mr, Rivers. Admiral Smedberg wants to say something.

Admiral SmEpsERG. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

There was just one little defect which I think is fatal in one of the
sentences you read. You said the home port or the home yard. We
order people to the home port. Now, very often what we used to call
the home yard is not in the same locality as the home port. On the
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west coast, for instance, most of our ships, or a great many, are based
in San Diego. Ivery ship that is based in San Diego has the home
Ym‘t of San Diego. When the ship goes to a yard it has to leave San

diego and go either to Long Beach, San Francisco, Mare Island, or
Puget Sound. So we want to be sure that we don’t say home port ov
home yard.

Mr. Braxprorp. You mean strike out the words *home yard™?

Admiral Sarznserc. Yes, sir; home port does .

Mr. Braxprokp, You want to leave that in?

Admiral Smeppere. Yes.

Mr. Br.asororn, Why was that in there, Mr. Workinger?

Mr. Rivers. Ile didn't serve in the Navy.

Mr. Worgrxveer, That is true.

Mr. Gaviy, What ports did you name there?

Admiral Saepnere. San Diego. Al ships home ported n San
Diego have to go some other place when they havea shipyard overhaul
because there is no shipyard in San Diego.

Mr. Gavin. Send a few of them up to the Philadelphia Yard.

Mr. Branororp. I think the correction is well tuken, beeauss T can
visualize a situation where a ship would be home ported in San Diego
and have to go to Bremerton for repairs, and that would be away
from home and yet under this language the man would be separated
from his family 60, 90, 100 days, and would not be entitled to the
separation allowance. I think it is an appropriate correction.

Mr. Rovers. All these lengthy words you used when reading the
whole provision of the statute as it is now with the-- -

Mr. Braxororn. This would be a substitute for the committes print.

AMr. Bex~erT. 1 move it be accepted.

Mr. Gaviz. I move it be accepted.

Mr. Gunser, 1 want to ask a question.  Inoticed in this 30-day refer-
ence in one point on page 2 there it says “for a continuous period of
30 days or more.” Earlier in the bill when you referred to 30 days,
you just said 30 days.

Mr. Rivers. It has to be continuous and not cumulative.

Mr. Sccretary, did you have something you want to say ?

Mr. Branororn. | think you are right, but it wouldn’t do any harm
to say permanent stetion for more than a continuous period——

Mr. Guonser. In other words, the SAC officer who gets assigned—
who is off 10 days on TDY and then goes out 10 days every other
10 days, he is never going to qualify under this.

Mr. Braxprorp. You are absolutely right.

Mr. Bexnerr. Should he!?

AMr. Braxprorn, If the subcommittee wants to modify it—the only
thing we are trying to do is to indicate- -they can do this adminis-
tratively.

Mr. BaTtes. What were we paying them before?

Mr. Brannrorp. €6 a day. which may have been too high. Iinlisted
man—$2 a day. The Department of Defense on troop movements
climinated per diem entirely. Now they still pay per diem on
individual movements.

Sccretary Pavrn. That is right. Tndividual travelers continue to
recoive a per diem. When Govermment quarters are available but
thero is not a Government mess available, both officers and enlisted
men, individual travelers, get $8 o day.
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Now, the only situation that is presently not covered by per diens
is when they are traveling as members of rotational units when Gov-
ernment quarters are available and when a Government mess is avail-
able. In that situation presently individual travelers get—officers:
get $3.50, enlisted men get $1. If they are members of rotational
units, and these are the two units the chairman was talking about
before, neither get anything. The aflect of this provision, as I under-
stand it, would mean that they would be guaranteed, both officers and
enlisted men, in these rotational units—and these are the only ones
that would be affected by this at this time—they would get a minimum
of 31 a day. Now my only

Mr. Rivers. What is wrong with that?

Secretary Paur. I think there is nothing wrong with this except
for this, Mr. Chairman. If the committee wishes to legislate this
item, of course this is entirely up to the committee. We would be
perfectly willing to reinstall per diem at $1 for officers and $1 for en-
lished men, because we would prefer to keep this within the area
of regulations in the whole per diem framework, rather than to legis-
late an individual per diem item for relatively few people.

Mr. ITarpy. Surely it is not a new problem. You must have seen
the problem over there before. Somecbody must have seen it. Now,
we bring it up. I don’t know whether we can—it is liable to crop up
again if we don’t put it in law.

Mr. Gavin. I make a motion that the statement as presented by Mr.
Blandford be accepted as the section and ask for action by the
committee.

Mr. Bex~erT. Second it,

Mr. Rivers. You have heard the motion.

Mr. Kirgore. In connection with that matter, let me ask whether
or not the preservation of the reference to ITawaii and Alaska here
doesn’t deserve an examination, in light of the subcommittee’s action
earlier today.

Mr. Haroy. If it isin there it ought to be taken out.

Mr. Branprorp. It is in there. I emphasized the word “Hawaii”
when I read it.

Mr. Harpy. I move it be eliminated.

Mr. Rivers. The motion is—and I think we are kind of rountable
on this—we can agree to make it consistent with what we did earlier
today, and put the motion duly made and seconded. As many as
favor the motion stated by Mr. Gavin, say aye; opposed, no.

It appears to the Chair the ayes have it.

Mzr. Br.anprorp. This is with Hawaii in?

Mr. Bennerr. Make it consistent with what we did today.

Mr. Braxororp. Strike IHawaii out.

Mr. Rivers. That is right.

Mr. Benwyerr. That is right.

Mr. Rrvers. What is the other thing? On page 32, Mr. Blandford,
g0 to page 32.

Mr. Branororn., Yes, sir. T am just looking at what happens if we
take Flawaii out of here.

Mr. Rivers. Don’t uncover anything else. We are getting along
pretty good.
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Mr. Braxororp. All right. Now the next section is “Advanced
movement of dependents and baggage and household eflects.” There
is no question that this is a reasonable suggestion on the part of the
Department of Defense.  However, it was u separate item included
in the bill. not a recommendation of the pay panel study, and I recom-
mend that this be introduced asseparnte }ugis{)ul' 101,

Mr. lvers. Without objection.

Now. the next section we already have introduced, havent we!

Alr. Brasprokp, The next section has already been introduced on
“Travel and transportation allowances under anceled, revoked, or
modified orders.” The ehairman has already introduced a separate bill
on this seetion.  Thisissection 19, on page 3o,

Mr, Rivenrs, That takesus to page 8%,

My Braxprorp. *Readjustment payment for members mvolun-
tarily released from active duty.”

This appears at least to me to e a carcer mmoagement. progrinn.
This is the question of paying readjustment pay (o men who are not
reenlisted, and since it isa quaﬁry control probﬁem———

Mr. Love. What page?

Mr. Braxororn, Pags 38, Doctor.

\nd sinee there is a lot of question in some people’s mind as 1o
whether this might not encourage people to get out rather than stay
in it onght to be deleted.

Mr, Rivers, 1f we leave this section here it will encourage them
fo get out, it loaks like to me. Colonel, what do vou think of that!?

Colonel Bexape. I don't ngree, siv.

Mr. Rivers. Why don’t you agree !

Colonel Bexapt, | don’t agree because the only way a nan could
et (his payment is to volunteer to stay in, That is the essential that
makes him eligible.

Mr. Rivens, It looks to we like the reason you put it in, you want
(o make it consistent with what we did for the Reserves.

Colonel Bexapr, Not only that, sir. Tt is true that it has always
heen the concern of this committee (o keep things generally equal be-
tween groups. That entered into it. But the major reason is the
holief that if au enlisted man has given at least 5 yeals of con-
{inuous and honorable service, and if for reasons beyond his control
e is refused reenlistment and is told, in eflect, ¥We are sorry, It
we don't need vou any more,” he should receive a readjustment pay-
ment (o help him get settled in civilian life.

What it does is hold out to the enlisted man an assurance that “alter
vou have served for b consecutive yvears, if for any reason beyond your
control you are involhmtarily released, you have the assurance that
vou will et a reasonable readjustiment payment.”

M. Rivers., That could be the first enlistment.

Colonel Bexabr. No, siv: it would normally be longer than that.

AMr. Beswserr. | would like to give you an illustration from my
disirict which was very touching to me. A young man had been in
the Air Foree for 15 years as an enlisted man, and they raised the
1QQ requirements, and this man was not allowed to go back into the
gervice, after 15 yvearz. This, to e, was a very, very sad thing, and
at Jeast would have given him something. So 1 think this is a very
good provision,
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Mr. Rivers. We aren’t going to argue about it.

Mr. Gavin. What is the amount suggested ¢ )

Secretary Pavr. There is no money in the bill for it. As Colonel
Benade said, this is more a prospective problem at the moment.

Mr. Harpy. Tt is not the kind of thing that will get us into an argu-
ment, on the floor. .

Mr. Bexverr. T am alarmed to know there isn’t any money for it.
I don’t think this man would be very relieved if he doesn’t get any
money. What is he going to get,a diploma?

Mr. Bares. What do you mean “there is no money”?

Mr. Braxprorp. There is no money in the budget for it.

Mr. BenNETT. But it will require payments by the Government.

Colonel Bexape. Only if any members are released who meet the
provisions of this section. We do not anticipate any such release of
military members in 1964. .

Mr. Gavin. They would have to have a purpose for not accepting
his reenlistment.

Mr. Rivees. I think this is all right,

Mr. Gavin. How many similar cases would you say you have had
in the last year or so?

Colonel Brnape. None that 1 know of, except Mr. Bennett has
pointed up a case. I don’t know of any.

Mr. Gavin. Then I think some money ought to be put in to give
him a chance to rehabilitate himself. If he has no money and can’t
find a job under today’s circumstances then he is dependent upon his
relatives or on a charity of some kind to keep moving on in life, and
I think some consideration ought to be given to him, in view of the
fact that there are so very few cases of this nature, some stipulated
amount that he is to receive when he is separated from the service,
in view of the fact that they would not accept his reenlistment,

Colonel Benape. Under this section, it would be 2 months of pay
for each year of service that the individual has completed——

Mr, Rivers. Same as Reserves.

Colonel Benapr. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. Let's go to the next section.

Mr. Barrs. What are you doing with that one; leaving it in?

Mr. Rivers. Leaving it in, without objection.

Mr. Bares. Just record me against it.

Mr. Rovirs. All right, Mr. Bates is against it.

With objection, one objection.

Mr. Gusser. Two objections.

Mr. Branprorn. Two objections.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bates, 1f you have any objection we won’t pass it.

Mr. Barss. No, let it go, but T think we are going out of the way
trying to find something like that.

Mr. Braxprorp. I think there are some factors in here not being
considered.

Mr. Rivers. The only thing I can see that would cause us a lot of
trouble is if we had a wholesale disarmament.

Mr. Br.anororn. Plus the fact of the man going up to his command-
ing officer and saying “I will volunteer to enﬁst but you decline to per-
mit it tomorrow.”

Admiral Smrpsere. May I throw alittle light on this?
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In the Navy we have a tremendous resnlistment rate of our stew-
ards. They are reenlisting at thie rate of over 90 percent. Now, in
the event we should feel we have to inerease promotion opportunities
to the stewards’ rate, we might say “We have to refuse to reenlist some
of you stewards at 12 years.” If wo did that, then this would provide
some money for many. They do a splendid job, and I think it is a
splendid thing to have in the bill, although right now we don’t use it.

Mvr. BaTes. It is good, but you don’t need it.

Mr. Rivers. I don’t think it will tear up the United States. Let'’s
leave it in.

Mr. Gavin. I don’t think you would have very many cases, and I
thinlk it is showing some consideration {o the man.

Mr. Rivens. Let’s give it a chance.

Mr. Gussen. I hope we are not considering a bill 4 years from: now
to correct the abuses coming from this.

Mr. Kivcore. I would like to hear Mr. Blandford.

Mr. ITaroy. This thing bothers me, raised by Mr. Bates and Mr.
(tubser. Supposo we lowered the ceiling on personnel in the military
service and drop them down substantially ¢

Mr. Rivers, That is the only way I can see.

Mvr. ITarny. Then wo have a whole bunch of people going cut at
one t@ime, you are going to have all this separation pay. What about
that?

Secretary Pavurn. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivens. Thatisa fact of life.

Mr. Gavix. Tt is a possibility.

Mr. Rrvens, It hasn’t happened since 1941,

Mr. Iarpy. I don* know. T don’t feel too strongly about it one
way or the other, but T am not at all sure we shouldn’t includs this
with some of these other things—-

Mr. Gusser, This is no more important than the - —-

Mr. Gaviy. Let me tell you this. In World War [ when we were
soparated from the service, if T recall correctly, we got our railroad
ticket back to our hometown and a $60 separation allowance —$60.
And if you couldn’t, when you got back home, find a job, or you had
no family, you were dependent upon charity until you got a chance
to securc a position and they went out by the thousands with that
ticket back home and $60. So you are talking about a wholesale sepa-
ration from the service. We are trying to appeal ro the youth of
America to enlist in the service and therefore I t.{:mk that this proposal
isin order. [ think that this shonld be encouraged.

Mvr. Gunser. 1 think this could be separate legislation, just us the
ITump bill was. Thesame principle is involved.

Mr. Kircore. [ would like to ask counsel to comment on it, if theroe
is no objection to it.

Mr. Gavix. Isthatright? Aremy figures right on World War 17

Mr. Rivers. Absolutely. Go ahead.

Mr. Braxprorp. Mr. Clhairman, I don't like to be a dog in the
manger on this section, but it scems to me that we have spent a great
deal of time talking about the retention of those with critical skills
and retraining people. Now if ever I saw a provision in a bill that
is going to encourage people not to retrain in eritical skills, this is it.

Believe me, you are going {o encourage people who are 1n surplus
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skills not to retrain in the critical skill area, because you are going to
give them the offer of a separation pay which is going to be very
luerative. I think personally it is a serious error. That is all T have
to say.

Mry Benwmwim. It is pretty persuasive.

Mr. Bates. It just is diametrically opposed to everything else we
have done.

Mr. Haroy. Move it be deleted ——

Mr. Gosser. I will move it be deleted, or why don’t you do it?

Mr. Gavin, Somebody is going to read the record anyway, so you
might as well be known as to what your position is on it.

r, Rivers. What is the pleasure of the committee ?

Mr. Gunser. Just to bring it to a test, I move it be deleted.

Mr. BaTes. Second the motion.

Mr. Rivers. As many as favor the motion by Mr. Gubser will sig-
nify by raising his hand. Six.

pposed ?

Mr. Branproro. Six for, two against. Deleted.

Mr. Rivers. That turns us to the effective date, and rather than
having a lot of people turning to hospitals and doing all things to be
kept on beyond the cffective date, Mr. Vinson and I thought it would
be a good 1dea to let anyone separated during this calendar be covered
by this bill; isn’t that right ?

Mr. Branororp, Yes, sir; anybody who is retired during this calen-
dar year will be able to draw retirement pay under the new proposed
pay scale, so we don’t have a mad effort to beat the effective date or
go beyond the effective date.

Mr. Rivers. Without objection.

Mr. Branororp. I missed the uniform allowance, Mr, Chairman.
Somewhere along the line we have passed over uniform allowances.

Mr. Gavin., Mr. Chairman, I know we have already acted on the
separation allowance. I wonder if the Secretary would express an
opinion on that to see what you think about it, these men that want to
reenlist, their reenlistment is refused and they are separated from the
service right now, he goes out. What do you think he goes out with
if he hasn’t accumulated something in the service? Do you think it
is right when a man wants to reenlist after he has been in 3 or 5 years
and the service will not accept him, that we separate him and move
him out without some emolument or money, bonus to find his place
in life again ¢

Secretary Pauw. No, sir; in that situation I think he is entitled to
something,

2Mr. Bares. How come they didn’t put any money in the budget for
it?

Secretary Pauvr. Because, Mr. Bates, it is not a problem that the
services sald they had any immediate plans of implementing.

Mr. Rivers. When you find the problem, send a bill up here.

Mr. Bates. You let people go every day in the week now, don’t you?

Secretary Paur. In this category of those who have served this
5-year minimum period of time and who volunteer for reenlistment
and are at that point separated, I don’t know of any.

Mr. Bates. Don’t you refuse today to reenlist certain people?

Mr. Rivers. Certainly, all the time.

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0



Approved For Release 2005/Q4/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280006-0

Mr. Bexserre. Yes; you raised your standards and that makes it
impossible.

Mr. Batrs. Wouldn't those people come under this provision?

(olonel BExape. No,sir.

Mr. Bares. Why?

Colonel Brxane. This would modify existing law. Ixisting law
already spells out certain categories of niembers who are excluded
from the benefit of a readjustinent payiaent. In addition, by arother
provision in this bill, only those members otherwise eligible for im-
mediate reenlistment woud be entitled to reacjustment payment if
(hey are denied reenlistiment through no fault of their own. The
limitation of being eligible for immediate reenlistiment means that the
member must be otherwise acceptable except that denial of reenlist-
ment is for reasons beyoud the man's control.

Mr, BExNETr. You mean you could raise your stundards and get
rid of him anyway, you wouldn't take care of my man, anyway.

Colonel Bexapg. No, siv: it would. A deninl of reenlistment for
the reason vou mentioned is one of the situations at which this provi-
sion s aimed.

My, Rivens, The commitiee was persuaded by Mr. Blandforl that
(his would discournge retraining, and that is the sum and substance
ofil. let'sgeton.

My, Braxbrorn. 1 have left ont uniform allowances. The eflective
date as propesed is the first day of the first month after enactment.

My, Rivers. That is rights first day of the first wmonth after enact-
ment.

Mr. Baris. Is there any problem?

Afr. Rivers. | (hink the Secretary expeets this.

e, Hanpy, | dont expect vou are going {o get an agreement from
hiim.

Secretary Patn, Tisuol a great surprise.

Mr. Kincore. Some shock, but no surprise.

Secretary Pavn, There may be an administrative problem in the
speed with which we can adjust to the new rates it this legislation.
Exaetly what the time frame will be will depend ultimately on what
Congress does and how substantial ov compheated a bill this s when
final action is taken.

Mr. Braxprorp. Ou (he bottom of page 26, there is provision fo
provide uniform allowance for regular oflicers. Now the theory bhe-
hind this, as 1 understand it, is that Reserves get it and Regulars do
not. and Regulars ought (o got it $2i0 is suggested for all officers.
There is not a great deal of money involved, but 1 i afraid, if 1 may
say this off the record

{ Discussion off the record.)

\[v. Brawvroro. 1T this item is of sufficient importance again, it
ought to be handled in =cparate legislation and not be a part of this
pay provision here.

Mr. Gusser. Russ, what is so complicated about the regulat .ons?

Mr. Brasprorp. It is not complicated; just say a Regular officer
would get it as far as that is concerned. Asa matter of fact, T don’t
want to dilfer with the Secretary on the regulations, but T would dare
say that the regulations for this pay bill, from what we have done here
now. could be put into effect in 30 days and I don’t think we will have

any particular problem with regulations on implementing a pay bill.
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But I do think this uniform allowance provision is a provision that
could be troublesome. When we start providing a uniform allowance
for Regular officers, we may have difficulty on the floor of the House.

Mr. LoNe, Where is this?

Mr. Br.anprorp. Bottom of page 86. This is just a single payment
of $250.

Mr. Gusser. For an officer once in his career.

Mr. Branprorp. For an officer once in his career.

Mr. Gusser. Why be chintzy about it?

Mr. BLANDFORD. y have a provision in the bill that is going to
cause difficulty?

Mr. Harvy., How much does it cost ?

Mr. Branororp. I think it is $4 million.

Admiral Syeosrre. Might I speak to it, sir?

Mr. Rivers. Yes. : ,

Admiral Smepeere. I have been Superintendent of the Milita,r;y
Academy. Our midshipmen always graduate in debt. They can’t
buy their uniforms with the money permitted them at the Academy.
The ROTC regular who comes in with a commission, these youngsters
can’t buy their uniform allowance with anything like the money they
can accumulate.

Mr. Gavin. While at the Academy?

Admiral Smepsere. No sir; and also at any university where they
come in under the regular ROTC program.

Mr. Rivers. The ITolloway plan ¢

Admiral Suepsere. Yes, sir.  These youngsters are not paid enough
really to enable them to get out of debt in the next 4 or b years. We
encourage our officers to stay out of debt; yet we don’t permit them
to, by requiring them to buy two uniforms.

r. Gavin. May I ask you this question ?

Admiral SmepBERG. Yes, SiT.

Mr. Gavin. The number of uniforms they have to buy and approxi-
mately what would you estimate the cost now ¢

Admiral Syweosrre. I would say, sir, it is $700 and $900 initial cost
of the outfit.

Mr. Gavin. And he has to have his uniform ?

Admiral Smepsrre. Yes, sir, he has to have his uniform when he
reports.

Mr. Gavin. So he has to get $700 or $900 from some place to get the
uniform ?

Admiral SmeppERG. Yes, sir.

Mr. Gunser. Admiral, what is the retention rate of Annapolis grad-
uates after the first 4-year hitch, approximately ¢

Admiral Smuperre. Tt is over 80 percent, sir.

Mr. Gusser. Would you say it could be even higher if some of
these fellows didn’t have financial difficulties in the first 4 years of
their service career ?

Admiral SmepBeEre. I wouldn’t want to say that, sir, really.

Mr. Guessr. Certainly this uniform allowance or this problem of
going into debt doesn’t encourage a man to stay in the Navy.

Admiral Smeperra. That is right. :

Mr. Benwerr. ROTC retention.

Admiral Smepsere. I can’t say it would make that mueh difference.
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It would certainly relieve the man, particularly if he is going to be
married, to know he isn't going to be as much in debt with the uni-
forms we require him to buy. % think it is & most important part of
this bill.

Mr, Gaviy, ITemust have o complete set of uniforms?

Admiral Sxepsere. Yes, sir.

Mr. Loxe., Mr. Chairman.

Admiral, I am not quite clear in my mind why a young man coming
out of the Naval Academy should be so heavily mn debt quite aside
from the amount of money he would have to spend on uniforms. In
what sense is he in debt any more than anyone else getting out of
college? Ilo has gotien a good education, preity well free or don't I
understand the situation?

Admiral Saepnere. The young man getting out of college has to
buy everything on his own, except if he is a Reserve, he does not get a
umform allowanee. What I mean is that the pay of the midshipmen
at the academy is not suflicient to enable him to save up from his
required expenses enough to pay for his uniforms when he gradnates.

Mr. Loxe. But I got the impression from vou that he was in debt
«quite aside from the uniform aspect.

Admiral Sstensere. No. sir. When he buys his uniforms, he will
ba in debt.

Mr. Loxa. But don't vou think there is something to be said for
the fact that he has gotten quile a good and quite an expensive
education?

Admiral Sateopene. Yes, sir.

Mr. Loxg. At Government expense and from that point of view,
is somewhal better off than most voung men who get out of college?

Admiral Smenrerc. Yes. sir, I agree, but this would alse apply to
the young man who graduates from the NROTC regular program:
he would also get his help toward lis uniformm allowance which has
to be the same as the others.

Mr. Gavix, But you feel quite certain while he is at the Academy,
that he 1s not. prid suflicient money 10 accumulate, to buy his uniforms
when he graduates from the Academy?

Admiral Sarepnere. That is correet, siv. Ile etther getts the money
I'rom home or he goes in debt.

Mr. Gusser. What percentage of your new ensigns are reservists?

Admiral Saepsere. 1 ean say this, in each year, the output from
the Naval Academy is only 6 pereent of all the oflicers we get that
vear in the Navy, 6 percent today.

Mr, Gusser. What !

Admiral Symepskre. Yes, sir; 6 percent of the new input »f oflicers
into the Navy in one year, today, are from the Naval Acadenyy.

Mr. Braxprorn. Eighty-one perzent of your new ensigns ave re-
servists 1f I am not mistaken?

Mr. Gunser. In other words, the majority ol new officers are getft-
ing a uniform allowance and the Annapolis graduates are penalized
where they don’t.?

Admiral Suroserc. Well—-

Mr. Gusser. I said majority.

Admiral Syrepeere. Majority, yes, sir. But the NROTC regular
is also being penalized: he is not. a Naval Academy graduate.
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Colonel Buxapr. In the Army the distinguished military graduate
is also penalized by virtue of accepting a regular appointment. He
does not, receive a uniform allowance but the reserve officer who comes
on and may stay on for 20 years, does receive a uniform allowance.

Mr. Rivers. Let’s finish with the Admiral first. . o

Admiral Swensrre. T would like to say one more thing. This bill
would also benefit the enlisted man who goes to an officer grade who
today does not get any allowance for his uniform. Teis a regular,
if he goes to officer, this would also give him the allowance.

Mrs, Rivers. Now, what is your statement ?

General Hnwrrr. Mr. Blandford said this was addressed to grad-
uates of the Academies. They are the people who take a regular
commission initially. We have many who are not Academy graduates
and you have a situation where a_graduate of a college ROTC, the
man who accepts a regular commission, gets no allowance, the man
who is ordered to active duty presumably for 2 years gets the
allowance.

So you have a different status on graduates where the man who
accepts a regular commission is penalized. .

M];. Haroy. I am glad to go along with this thing, but I would
like to have an explanation as to why you are changing the.amount.
Mr. Rivers. From $200 to $250. : :

Secretary Pavr. Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Paul ¢

Secretary Pavr. At the present time, an enlisted man of the Navy,
Marines, or Coast Guard appointed a temporary officer is entitled to
a $250 allowance. Also, a commissioned officer in the Public Health
Service in pay grades O-1, O-2, or O-3 receives $250.

Mr. Rivers. You are making it consistent ?

Secretary Paur. Yes; making it consistent.

Mr. Rivers. Without objection: :

Mr. Bates. Mr. Chairman, I was on the Board of Naval Visitors
last year, had an opportunity to look over the figures for many years,
and I think the midshipmen are in worse shape now from the point
of view of clothing, as they have ever been. I undeérstand this is the
same thing at West Point. We have made no allowances whatsoever
in this bill for midshipmen, : ‘

Mr. Buanororp. They will receive an automatic increase as a result
of increasing the pay of second lieutenants. They get half the pay
of second lieutenants.

Mr. Bares, Didn’t we used tohave this in the bill?

Mr. Branororp. We used to; but now it is automatic. It is half
the pay of an O-1.

Mr. Bares. When did we do that ?

Mr. Branororn. 1955 is my recollection.

_ Mr. Gavin. May I ask the general what a second lieutenant’s salary
is when he goes into the service graduating from the Military Academy.

Mr. Gusser. Under this bill :

Mzr. Gavin., Under this bill or at the present time.

Admiral SmepsER. It is $268 for the ensign. e

General IIewrrr. The same, O-1 entering salary, $268 a month.

Mr. Harpy. T move we leave this section in. e

Mr. Rivers. Without objection.
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Mr. Strarron, Mr. Chairman——-

Mr, uppeeston. Mr. Chainnan.

Mr. Ruvers. Mr. ITuddleston. 1 have to go according Lo seniority.

Mr. ITupprestox, I would like to know if thissection asit s written
would cover all regular oflicers now on active duty who have never
served in a reserve status.

Mr. PaoL. No, sir; it would not.

Mr. ITvppLesToN. Just new officers?

Mr. Pavr. Fromnow on. It isnot retroactive,

Mvr. Rivers. Mr. Stratton.

Mr, Stratrox. I would like to ask the admiral o question. What
is the retention ratio of those in the NROTC, regular?

Admiral SyepBerg. It has gone up to the highest this vear in his-
tory, almost 32 percent.

Mr. StraTron. Is the legal status of a midshipman in the regular
NROTC program the same as a staus of the midshipmen at the Naval
Academy?

Admiral Sarepsere. Exactly the same.

Mr. StratroN. Both during his renure as a student and upon his
1ssuUmMing a commission.

Admiral Smeppeng. I can’t say that it Is during the time he is a
student because he is not under the strict regulations bur on
graduation

Mr. Stratron. Is he a midshipman in the Naval Tstablishment?

Admiral Sxmepsere. Ile is not a nidshipman in the U8, Navy the
way the man at the Naval Academy is; no,sir.  But after they gradu-
ate they both get regular cominissions, each has to serve - years before
he may even submit a request for resignation.

Mr. StratioN. We passed a bill in the last Congress, did we not.
that required him to nitiate specific action to get out rather than
to elect to stay in?

Admiral Smepsrra. Yes, sir, I think that was extremely helpful
in this retention rate.

Mr. StrarroN. One other thing. On this 6 percent, this is an
amazing figure. Do you mean to say that 94 percent of tle officers
who come in in any 1 year are the products of

Admiral Sareppere. Other than the Naval Academy.

Mr. Strarron. NROTC and OCS.

Admiral S»xepnere. No, sir.  You have doctors, dentists, limited
duty, you have ROC's, NISEIs, you have all kinds of different
classes of officers. I will send you up a little something on it, it is
very interesting.

Myr. StrarroX. Thank you very much.

Mr. Rrvers. Send that up to Mr. Stratton now.

We have two other things. One of them is to agree on the generals.
Read that.

Mr. Braxprorp. Yes, sir. I would like to tell you what their
present. pay is.

Mr. Rrvers. You read us what we agreed on.

Mr. BraNpronp. We agreed on alternative No. 1 and what I have
to say has to be summarized this way: You have got three five stars
and three four stars, now drawing special pay and allowances under
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special acts of Congress. You have to be very carcful how you
word this because the four stars, that is General Spaatz, Admiral
Spruance, and General Vandergrift draw different amounts because
their pay is attached to that of a major general plus the allowances
of 22. Strangely enough the five stars is attached to the pay of
major generals under the act of May 1946. So you have got to be
careful that you don’t end up giving the four stars a substantially
bigger increase.

Mr. Rrvirs. We figured that all out the other day. Tet’s not get
back into that.

Mr. Braxororp. All right. I suggest that we increase (Generals
MacArthur, Bradley, and Admiral Nimitz from their present pay of
$20,548.36 a year to $24,186.56 a year. In other words, we let
them draw the basic pay and allowances of a major general under
the 1958 pay scales, including the quarters allowance under the in-
crease that we put into effect in 1962, the special allowance of $416
and the subsistence allowance of $47.88 as a. monthly pay which would
be $215.55 a month which would give them a total annual pay of
$24,816.56.

Now, for General Spaatz

Mr. Haroy. Just give us the total or we will get all bogged down.

Mr. Braxprorn. OK.

Mr. Rivers. Just take—MacArthur gets how much?

Mr. Braxororp. Now gets $20,543.

Mr. Rivers. What about Spaatz?

Mr. Branororp. Ie would get $21,386.

Mr. Rivers. That is each category represented ?

Mr. BraNororp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. So that is the question.

Mr. Branororp., That is the question.

Mr. IIarpy. Have you got the language prepared to do it ?

Mr. Branororn. I don’t have it but I will get it.

Mr. Rivers. Wo agree that people of Spaatz’ vintage won’t be ahead
of people of MacArthur’s vintage, is that right?

Mr. Branororp., That is right.

Mr. ?HUDDLESTON. Would either group be ahead of General Eisen-
hower ¢

Mr. Buanprorp. No, because he draws the $25,000 as ex-President.

Mr. Gusser. Former President.

Mr. HuppLesToN. The allowance is not in there.

Mr. BLanororp. No. As a matter of fact, it works ont very nicely.
General Eisenhower gets $25,000; the maximum anybody gets is
$24,186. So he still is ahead.

Mr. Bexywrr. We allowed them to get all these allowances.

Mr. StraTroN. May I ask Mr. Blandford, President Eisenhower has
elected to take his pension as a retired President rather than as a
General of the Army?

Mr. Bra~prorp. He elected, when T say that—this is off the record.

(Discussion off the record.)

Mr. Branororn. We have one remaining question.

Mr. Rivers. The basic pay feature.

Admiral Smupsere. I didn’t want to delay this, sir, but T did want to
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point out that Admiral Nunitz is the only five-star oflicer who hus
stayed on active duty—consistently curned down all jobs—so there
would never be 1 question of conflict ol interest, has maintained himself
reacly to be a consultant for the Seeretary of the Navy and for that
reason I think he should be recognized as w man who has not gone out
for himself but has kept himself available for the service.

My, Rivers. | might also add he has taken many, many special jobs
for the services.

Adiniral Sarepserc. That is right, with no compensation.

Mr, Rivers. Not a utekel, T want that to be on the record.

Mr, Gaviy, We are quite proud of Admiral Nimitz. Ile turned in
a very magnificant performance. bota in time of peace and -ime of
war and he has earned and deserves the hearty commendatior of the
American people and the Navy can well be proud ol Admival Nz,

Admiral Syevperc. We are, sir,

My, Rivees, Let's go back to the basie pay,

Mr. Braxproan. Now, to basic pay, Mr. Chairman.  We have now,
Iy adopting the subsistence allowanee provision for officers, we have
now reduced the amount proposed for officers by the ditference be-
tween =312 and the 29 that they would have received had we
incorporated the $77 subsistence allowanee,

Now, if the Departuent was correet in its recommended remuner-
ation for officers, if it is correct that some ol these oflicers need in-
creases ranging close to $100 a month in order to retain the quality
of oflicers we want. then I submit to the subeommitiee that you
might wish to vonsider increasing the basic pay scales of all ofticers
by %30 a month, all officers and warrant officers. This would then
give them a total increase in subsistence and pay, this does not include
the basic pay increases already recominen ed, but this would give
them a total increase of $33.12 as opposed to the $29 increase in sub-
sistence.  Now, aguin, just to refresh your memories, the $2¢ is tax
free.  The $33—the increase of $30 would be tuxable. You cun
figure 20 percent of that is taxes. So if you take 20 percent of =30
you have, I hope - -

Alr. Loxa. $6.

M. Braxprorp, S6 off that—-%25  You add %53.12 to the increase
in subsistence allowance and they are coming out very close to take-
Lome pay recommended. Now, what we make on the income tax
veturn we lose on the retirement increase. Now, bear in mind that
not evervhody on active duty continues on. As a matter of fact, very
fow people, in comparison with those who start out, continne on to
retirement.  Now. whether the committee wishes fo do this or not,
I do not know, The cost involved—-

Mr. Rivers. Tdon't like to say what we gain or what we lose.  These
people are either entitled to it or not-—— _

Mr. ITampy. This is just as wrong as it can be to talk about them
{his light. The subsistence is to pay them for subsistence.

Mr. Rivers. Basic pay is something based on cutstanding merit
and ability that goes with it, qualifications of the young man. _

Afr. Braxororo, May I ask Mr. Paul a very fundamental question
in that case.

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead.
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Myr. Braxproro. Am T correct, Mr. Paul, that the reason the $29
subsistence increase was placed in this bill was to couple that with
the basic pay increase so that the take-home pay of the officers in-
volved would be the amount that you considered necessary to_bring
about the retention of officers you feel is required for our armed serv-
ices?

Mr. Pavr. I would state it slightly differently, but fundamentall
that is correct. We took a look at the total take-home pay of all
officers in trying to assess the amount of compensation they shonld
recoive. We did this for the enlisted grades as well. As to the
amount of the subsistence increase we recommended, although we felt
it was justified as a subsistence increase, it was simply regarded as
part of the total take-home pay. This is the reason why we proposed
what we did for the officers. We very much included that as a part
of their compensation. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, we feel more
strongly about restoring the officers’ compensation to where it was
than any other aspect of this bill.

Mr. Tlarpy. Mr. Chairman, if T could comment very quickly on
that, that is just like padding your expense account. 1 think it is just
as phony as I think it is absolutely wrong to try to accomplish an
increase in pay through a fictitiously built-up subsistence allowance.
1 think, by jingo, that it is misleading.

Mr. Benxerr. He won’t do it again.

Mr. ITaroy. It offends my sense of equity and reason.

Mr. Pavr. Well, there is a lot in the whole subsistence payment
system, Mr. Hardy, that makes sense or doesn’t make sense, depending
on any number of interpretations one wants to put on it.

Mr. Haroy. Are you suggesting that an officer’s subsistence figure
of $51 won’t pay his subsistence cost in an officer’s mess?

Mr. Paur. I would say for a large percentage of the officers who
have to eat under those conditions, no, it would not.

Mr. Haroy. If it doesn’t pay a subsistence cost in the officer’s mess
then it ought to be adjusted to do that, but you ought not to reach
in the pot and just put in a figure in a subsistence allowance in order
to build up a man’s basic take-home pay. T thinkit is wrong. I think
it is ethically wrong.

Mr. Gavin. Would the gentleman yield ?

Mr. Hagpy. I am through.

Mr. Rivers. Dr. Long asked for the floor.

Mr. Loxa. T was just recalling Mr. Blandford’s point the other day,
the difference between the cost of living and the standard of living.
We talk about percentage increases in your subsistence based on
changes in the cost of living living, and this is technically true, but
if you had started out 100 years ago with a certain figure of what it
cost a person to live and if you had just made your changes over that
time on the basis of what the cost-of-living index had shown, you
would have a mighty low subsistence allowance at the present time.
What we do during that time is to make adjustments also to take
account of the standard of living.

Mr. BLanprorp. But not in subsistence. In basic pay that is true,
but not in subsistence. The difficulty with this, Mr. Chairman, and
unfortunately this is—Mr. Paul and Mr. Hardy are in my opinion
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both correct in their approach—but the trouble with this thing is that
there is nothing sacrec’l about the $47.88.

Mr, Bartes. Never has been.

Mr. Braxprorn. Let me tell you what happened on that.  Ollicers
at one time used to get three allowances of %271, %21, and $21, then whey
they got to colonel they cut them down to two because because pre-
sumably rhe families were grown up and had left. Then wo decided
m 19449 to give one allowance of $12, Tet's assume that 42 was cor-
rect, I Arankly don’t know if it is correet. Bur let's assume it is,
Then in 1952 we passed a bill in this committee, rizht in this room, to
merease basic pay and subsistence by 10 pereent. across the hoard.

When we came out of conference we had inereased basic pay 4 per-
cent and allowances 14 percent.

T am saying if yvou make any assumption as heing correet, i every-
body has been relatively happy sinee 1952 with $47.88, and the cost
of food has gone up 6 pereent sinee 1952, then we ought to increase it
to 851, But I would agree with Mr. ITardy that the whole thing is
corkeved.

T can say in the Nuvy, we have these figures, there are wardroom
messes on airerafll cavriers where the mess bills are under £33 a mouth.

[s that not correet?

Admiral Syeppera. Yes. sir.

Mr. Braxprorn. A1l right. 235 @ month. That means tae officer
pockets the difference. Therefore that $47.88 is more than the cost
of food. There are nine messes in the Air Foree where they are
checked the full amount of their allowance, which is $17.8%, There
are other officers’ messes where they have to pay $2a day.

Admiral Ssreperra. %60 2 montl in some messes.

Mr. Braxprorn. All T know is that this is the most hodgepodge
collection of stuff T have ever zeen in my life.

Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman—-—

My, Rivers. Wait.,

[ think yon also get into comparability.  Then scmebody is going to
<ty civil serviee don’t get this and don’c get that, then we get into the
retirement and subsistence and we are trying to give the min some-
thing he can 1ake home. If von fry to evaluate all these contra-
dictory statutes 1 don’t know where it is going to leave us.

Mr. Gaviy, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Rivers. T would prefer what Mr. TTardy said, if he eould. put
it down where you ean read it—that is, the hasic salarv-—and face the
issue once and for all.

Mr. Braxororn, T think one of these days it is going to have to
be considered as part of basic pay.

Mr. Bares. T agree with Russ. As a matter of fact, T was going
to cover the same territory Russ covered.

This is my 14th vear in the Congress. When T was in the service I
was getting $63 0 month for subsistence. This is 14 years ago. So
when we get a figure of 877 today compared to $63 14 vears ago, vonu
ean’t sayv that is too high, vou can’t sav that.

Now we have never equated all of these varions things.

Mr. Rivers, You can't equate them.

My, Gavix, Mr. Chairman——

AMr. Bates. But T don’t think the 877 figure is out of balance.
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Mr. Barrerr., Tet’s put the $30 in the pay.
Mr. Gavin. Mr. Chairman:
Mr. Rivers. Have you finished ? )

Mr. Bares. I don’t know where we should put it.

Mr. Braxprorp. $30 would go to all the basic pay scales. You
would increase the cost of the bill by $131 million.

Mr. Rivers. Is this what you suggest ? ) o

Secretary Pavr. It would cost more to do it that way but it is cer-
tainly a clear way of identifying their salary. )

Mr. Rivers. I don’t think we should encourage getting away from
the tax obligations, because I sure don’t have any encouragement in
my small salary.

Mr. Gusser. It will increase retirement.

Mr. Bexnerr. What does the same amount of money cost more in
one section than in another?

Mr. Rivers. It is subsistence, not taxable.

Mr, Braxprogp. No, sir, Mr. Bennett has a point.

Mr. Rivers. Let Mr, Bennett

Mr. Bennerr. He knows the question.

Mr. Braxprorp. You add $30 across the board, and also increase
subsistence by $3.12 for officers, so there is $13 million.

Now when you count the Reserves who draw basic pay, one-thirtieth
of a day of basic pay, when you increase basic pay the Reserve costs
go up just that much more. In this case, $1 a day, one-third of that
would be 33 cents for cach Reserve duty officer drawing drill pay or
on active duty.

Mr. Ben~err. You ought to reduce the $30 by that $3.12.

Mr. Branororp. No. This is why I started out earlier talking about
them together, because I had to relate the $120 million to this $131
million in the basic pay scales, because you don’t pay reservists sub-
sistence allowance when they are in active duty training.

Mr. Bunwers. I understand that. DBut that thing about subsistence
ought not to be an extra cost in there, it ought to be knocked out of
the $30.

Mr. Buawprorn. The only reason is to be fair to the individual., I
just suggest that this subcommittee did not want to report a bill that
would reduce officers below that which the Department had recom-
mended, and you would be doing that.

Mr. BenxerT. ITdon’t want to do that either.

Mr. Branprorp. No. $29 of tax-free money is better than $30 of
taxable money.

Mr, Benxerr. You have sold me, T am for the whole amount.

Mr. Haroy. Let me——

Mr. Rrvers. Mr. Gavin asked for the floor.

Mr. Gaviw. T am not looking at the amount of money concerned
in this. What I am looking at is you got the membership there on the
floor of the Honse, they haven’t been listening to these discussions and
debates of these various problems. The first thing they are going
to do is to turn to this pay scale and they are going to say “Well, here
is the officer, he is going to get $77 a month, and the boys get $37.50
a month.”

Mr. Br.anororp. It is not 877, it is going to be $51.

Mer. Gavin. But the proposal brings it up to $77.
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Mr. Braxprorp. No, sir.

Mr, Gavin, Say it is $31.

Mr. Braxprorn. It is.

Mr. Gavix. And they are going (o start to make compari-ons, you
see.  They won’t vote on their knowledge of the particular subjeet,
Lbut they will vore their feelings that maybe an injustice is being
done the enlisted men, and they ought to bring the cost up higher
for the enlisted men rather than the general oflicers.

Mr. Braxprorn. When you tell them that you are spending $69
million for more enlisted subsistence than the Department proposed
they may feel better about it.

Mr. Gavix. They may and I hope they do feel better, but 1 am just
siwving what they will look at, they won't read the bill or the hearings.
Many of them will, but some of them won’t. And they will just start
{o make comparisons and then we may find ourselves in some difliculty.

Mr. Braxprorp. This will depend upon the ability of the subcom-
niittee, ol course, to indicate the changes that have been made. wherein
we have improved the bill considerably for enlisted personnel.

Mr. Gavix. You will have to give us some good sound solid argu-
ments on all of these changes being made so we will be able to

Mr. Braxprorn. L expect to devote a good deal of time doing exactly
that.

My, Haroy. 1 feel sure you will do that,

Mr. Gavin. Do vou think, Mr, [Tardy, the thought I had there -

Mr. Hakoy. | think it is a fine thought and I think Mr. Bandford
will hielp us get togethier a lot of support for these points.

Mr. Rivers. That is why we are going to allocate to members spe-
cialists on this bill beeanse 1t is complicated.

My, ITarpy. 1 don't want my point earlier to be misunderstood.
I am perfectly agreeable to going along with any subsistence allow-
ance that is necessary or that is equitable, and 1 am perfectly willing
to get on the Hoor and serap for it. But 1 think this 15 unrealistic and
[ don’t think, if the purpose was to achicve the increase in pay. 1 think
it ix wrong and I think we would be in awful bad shape to do it.

Now in approaching the question of what you are going to do about
the basic pay scale, if it is true that in computing these basic pay
seales there was a deliberate effort to suild into the take-home pay some
residue from the subsistence, maybe we should take that into account.

But I think we must also, Mr. Secretary. take into account the
fact that we have added some things in this bill that you didn’t Lave.
1f vou were talking about incentive to keep men in the service, cer-
tainly this separation allowance ought to be right much of an incen-
tive and that ought to o a good ways to offsetting some of the take-
home pay that you wanted to include here, because a lot of them are
eoing (o get take-howe pay through your TDY and per diem. Tt
mightnot be spread uniformly.

I don't know that it ought 1o be spread uniformly. T don't know if
it would make good sense to take a specific amount of money 1o increase
these pay rates, I don’t know that we ought to make it a blunket for
every individual officer.

Seeretary Pavr. May Tnake a remark on that?

Mr, Rivenrs, Yes

Sceeretary PPatvn. As I understand the commitree’s actions today,
you have added a number of things to the bill. Towever, there is noth-
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ing sacred about our judgment as to how much total compensation an
officer should get versus an enlisted man. We have made our best
judgment on that. T feel the net result has been to push the enlisted
area up and change the balance between the compensation increases
we had proposed for the officers and enlisted members. We may not
have been right., This was our best judgment.

T do think without a further basic pay increase for officers, the bal-
ance is changed. Now whether it is changed incorrectly or not is some-
thing the committee must, decide. We feel that our recommended dis-
tribution between officers and enlisted members on total compensa-
tion, which did include subsistence allowances for both enlisted mem-
bers and officers, should be maintained.

Secretary I’avr. Thatisall T have to say.

Mr. Tlarpy. I don’t know how you could arrive at a ratio between
the two that you could reasonably think is a sacred thing either be-
cause you are talking now about incentive to stay in the service, aren’t
you?

Secretary Paur. Yes, sir; retention isthe No. 1 problem.

Mr. Benwrrr. Certainly we don’t feel more conservative than the
Department does on this bill. Let’s go ahead and put in the $30. We
are being ridiculous. We are not going to cut

Mr. Rivers. Would this increase the fignre for 0--1 to $280

Secretary Pavr. Yes, sir,

Mzr. Banprorp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivere. What have we put in the bill right to this point?

Mr. Braxororp. Let me recapitulate if T can, and T wish the De-
partment would follow me on this, because this is going to be compli-
cated, but if you will take a pad T will try to go through the bill.

Mr. Rivers. Well, put down (he figures, what we have added.

Mr. Branororp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Hawpy. I think you must keep in mind when you are doing this,
some of these things may be a little more effective as an incentive to
stay aboard than some of the others.

Mr., Branororn. If you add $30 to the pay scales for all officers and
warrant officers, this increases it by $132 million.

Mr. Rivers. That is over what Department sent up here ?

Mr. Branovorn. Tt should be $135, because you have social security,
severance pay, and terminal leave. So make it $135 million.

Mr. Rivers. Good.

Mr. Braxororn. Now, when you took out the section dealing with
obligated versus unobligated reservists, the figure that the Depart-
ment originally gave me was $38 million; they have now modified
that fioure to how much ?

Mr. Benwrrer. $23,880,000.

Mr. Braxororn, That 1s $25 million more to the bill, because we did
not discriminate between the obligated and unobligated reservists.

I hardly say this is our responsibility. I don’t think it should have
been sent over that way in the first place.

Mr, Rivers. Add 23 more.

Mr. Branprorn. Yes, constructive credit, you can take a saving of
$1,718,000.

Mr. Gavin. Minus.

Mr. Rivers. 1.8,
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Mr. Brasprorp. Yes, sir.

Mr, Gosser. That is a minus,

Mr. Braxprorp. It isa saving for us, whatever way you want to Jook
at this.

Mr. Rivers, You have this written down on the savings, don't you!

Mr. Braxororp, Now, by permitting sea and foreigm duty pay, by
restoring it we add 2131 million; by taking out IMawaii at 41,000
people. Mr. Gorham say=it ix about %6 million.  Sothat is $128 million
we have added back in the bill.

3y eliminating the nnusual hardship provision, we have saved =30
million. By putting in the lamily separation allowanee amd the per
diem and evervthing else we have that goes with that, we have added
50 million.

Now, [ might say at this point that that is the lst real sddition
out of 21200 willion—-this is the first original thonght that :he sub-
committee has offered.  "This is the only area where we really have
incrensed anything.  This is a new idea—850 million.

AMr. Bares. What was the one before that, unusual hardship?

Mr. Braxororn, 530 million, saving.

Mr. Bares, Righa.

Mr. Brasprorn, Now, i f vou inerease oflicers” subsistence from SHSS
fo 331 a month, that is $13 million.

Mr. Heopreston, That figure again?

Mr. Brasoronn, 205 million,

Mr. Rivers, But the Department wanted to spend 3120 million.

Mr. Braxproep, Yes,sirs T will take that saving in a moment.

Mr., Bivers, Giood.  We want 1o gat the saving.

M. Brasproen., The amount that would have gone to oflicers with
the $77 was %121,9531,000,

Mr. Rivers. So vou add over =121 million to the other cohunn?

Alr. Braxprorn, Depending on which side of the ledger you are put-
ting these on.

Now, you inereased the commuted mution for the enfisted man which
is the sencond big thing that we have done in this hidl to make it more
attractive (o stay in the armed services, this costs $43 million.

Mr. Rivees, Good: 18 million.

Braxnrorn, Now, by increasing the =257 to S5.25 a day as we
proposed it, it would have cost 215 million. T rhink that that tigure
cant be reduced somewhat by language we uzed whieh makes i subject
to regulations, for practical purposes.

Mr, Rivers, How mueh is that !

Mr. Braspronn. I can be reduced to #10 million.

M, Gorirasm, By sHonithon,

Mr. Brasoroan, T other words, from %15 to $5 milhon beceause
we now straighten out this situation where next door neighbors draw
Jitlerent ration allowanees,  We decided to put uniform allowances
baek in., Thitt adds $3.691000 to the bill. Then we eliminated some
other—-— -

Mr. Bexsere, The =3 million was already there.

Mr. Biaxprorn, The other elements in here come up to mayhe a
couple of mitlion dollars. We eliminated travel on canceled, moditied,
or revoked orders: von can take 23 million saving on that.
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Mr. Rivers. What did we save by putting in separate legislation
bills?

Mr. Braxororp. We haven’t saved it yet, but assuming that we act
on it, it will be an additional cost. That comes to a total of $425
million.

Mr. Rivers. 425. Now, the savings come to how much? _

Secretary Paur. 1 don’t think you mentioned one, item. The in-
crease in the retired pay by permitting this retroactive provision.

Mr. Bra~xprorp, By letting an{body who retires this calendar year
recompute under the new pay scales would be $4,700,000.

Mr. Rivers. Now, you add up the others.

Mr. ITuppLrstoN. IHow about the new date? That is a big item.

Mr. Bares, Yes.

Mr. Braxororp. The elfective date nobody can guess at. I am
assuming this to be a July 1 effective date.

Mr. Rrvers. Yes.

Secretary Paur. $300 million in the budget.

Mr. Branprorp. What happens is that we have increased the bill
by $429 million. We have eliminated $153 million. We have added
aﬁout $270 million to the bill. The cost of the bill as sent over was
$1,242 million. The now total is approximately $1,500 million.

Ilowever, I want to call your attention to the fact that of that
amount of the $1,500 million, $134 million was in sea and foreign
duty pay and we have put that back in the bill.

The 88, which I use as a figure, it is now $23 million, was the obli-
gated versus the unobligated reservist. So a good deal of the addi-
tional cost of this bill is simply by our refusal to eliminate benefits
now in existence for service people. So I don’t think it can be said that
this subcommittee has been excessive in its expenditures over and above
the original cost of this bill as it came over.

Mr. Rivers. Now, adding the $30 basic across the board, which would
be $135 million, makes it—how much if we added to the bill which we
produced, counting the savings, over what the Department did, $280
million?

Mr. Braxprorp. The net increase now

Mr. Rivirs. Including the $30.

Mr. Braxprorp. When you put the uniform allowances in you threw
me way off. It now comes to a net increase, $2,287,000. Now I have
to subtract $3,961,000 and add it on to my

Mr., Rivers. Mow much isthat ?

Secretary Pavrn. 7.2 million swing.

Mr. Rivers. How much have we increased the bill including $30%

Mr. Branprorp. Amount $270 million.

Mr. Rrvirs. Including $30 across the board and restoring sea pay ¢

Mr. Braxprorp. Yes,

Mr. Strarron. Don’t you have to add this $300 million by moving
up the effective date ?

Mr. Branprorp. We have been assuming a fiscal year for 1964.

Mr. StrarToN. You mean the overall cost has been assumed on the
basis of a full fiscal year.

Mr. Bates. No. This is $1,800 million for the next fiscal year.
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Ao Braxprorn, No, sir, 1,500 million, on a full fiscal vear. It
by some miracle this bill beeame effective on May 1. it would be tiove
costly. )

Mr, Bares, Wait a minute, Tot's get it straightened out, This #1,-
200 million, is the way it came up to u=. We have added to it up to
S1.500 million ¢

Mr. Braxoroen, Yes, siv, for a full fiseal vear.

AMr. Bares, Tsthe 1.2 on a full fiseal vear?

Mr. Braxprorp. Yes, sir. )

Mr. Bexzerr. Tiwove we approve the 230 across the board,

Mr. ILskoy. Before we do that, T ra se a question—and vou ave going

10 have to bear in mind that somebody is gning to look at this wiginal
hilland make some comparisons. ) '
I view of these other changes and in view of the faet that actually
m=tead of reducing the amonnt by %30, if yvou do this on the busis of a
S50 inerease, we redneed the subsistence, proposed subsistence allow-
ance by 826,

There ix a question in my mind as 1o whether if we are still talking
about what it takes from an incentive standpoint to keep theta in che
service, in the light of the other things we have added. there is a ques-
tion in my mind as to whether we should go the full $30,

Mr. Bex~err. Move to amend it ard strike $4.  .Fust move o make
my amendment of $4. Substiture that and make it %26, and we can
o to these issues.

Mr. Braxprorn. T think in answer to Mr. ITardyv’s questions we
should note this, that the separation sllowance is $50 million.

Mrv. TTarpy. Tknow it isnot taxable.

Mr. Breaxvrorn, No, the separation allowance is 850 million. Most
famnilies go with the service member or the breadwinner——

Mr. Haeny. You are talking about it in terms of dollars, T am talk-
ing in terms of incentive.

AMr. Braxprorn. Incentive is something that vou have to measure in
terms of dollars,

Mr. TTaroy. T understand that.  But the fellow who is beirg sepa-
rated and not getting anything for it. is the one whose morale 1= most
allected.

Mr. Braxprorn, Yes. and vou are trying fo compensate him and
provide something for his family to take care of the additicnal ex-
penses when he iz gone.  That is 850 million.  But T den’t think that
=hould be considered as part of haxie [])a_v.

AMr. MTarny. T don’t have any problem with that. T am saying to
vou, if you are talking about incentive fo stay in, about morale, the
fellow who is getting the TDY wirhont the per diem. the fellow
who is separided without the separation allowance is the place
at which you have got the bad morale factor. Now, if you corrected
that, T think you have done a little bit more insofar as vour tntal
disposition to stay aboard is coneerned than you would if vou just
make the across-the-board increase.

Mr. Rivers. Let’s say this. Mr. Hardy, maybe vou hadn’t thought
of this: When they sent up the Civil Service and Post Office pay bill
the committee raised it, T think. 2500 million without batting an eve.

Mr. ITarov. T thoughi abont that. Unfortunately, we weren't on
thal committee.
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Mr. Rivers. We went along with that. I am willing to stand or fall
on what we do here today. If we lose, we lose on a principle. 1f we
win, we ought to win.

Mr. Haroy. I want to do that too. 'The point is, if you are talking
about dollars, that is one thing. If you are talking about incentive,
that is another factor.

Mr. Branprorp. You are talking about two things, morale and
incentive.

Mr. Haroy. All right. You are talking about morale and incentive
as against dollars.

Mr. Branprorn. You are talking about morale, and when you are
talking about the man who is separated from his family because he
is doing his duty properly, and you are talking about incentive as
regards a man making the military his carecr.

Mr. IIarpy. But you can’t separate that, if you have a morale
problem, on the one hand, it is also going to affect his incentive.

Mr. Braxprorp. Certainly, if his morale is down low enough, ob-
viously, he is going to get out of the service.

Mr. Gavin. I feel this bill is a good bill and we want to keep the
morale of the American defense system right up on top. We want
to keep our services right at the top with good morale. So when it
comes to $4.9 billion for foreign aid and it comes to $5 to $6 billion
for subsidies I just don’t think that this $1.5 billion is out of order by
any stretch of the imagination.

Mr, Ravers. I don’t either.

Mr. Ben~err. Iagree, T agree.

Mr. Gavin. Therefore I don’t think that we have to go on the floor
of the House and.

Mr. Rivers. Apologize.

Mr. Gavin. That 1s right, and do anything but just lay it on the
Jine, because there are a number of places that I will call to atten-
tion on the floor where we have made very generous contributions.

It is a funny thing, they will take a $5 billion foreign aid bill and
spend about—well, maybe 4 to 6 hours, I would say; is that right?

Mr, Rivers. About that.

Mr. Gavin. About that. But when it comes to doing something
for our own people in our own backyard, our own home, our own
country, then we start to quibble on this and quibble on that. So I
just feel that we want to build the greatest national defense that this
country has ever had, and maintain it; not just build it, but maintain
it. Soif we ever get in difficulties again

Mr. Rivers. We have got them.

Mr. Gavin. We won’t have our guard down, we will be ready to do
business.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Secretary, in view of the changes the committee
has made, is it your position that to add this increase in the basic pay
would make it more in balance? Was that your statement, as to the
officers ?

Sccretary Paur. Yes, sir,

Mr. Braxprorp. Mr. Bennett, have we adopted this $30 provision ?

Mr. Rivers. No, we haven’t yet. What is the pleasure of the
committee ?

Mr. Benyere. Imove that we do put it in.
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Mr. Thavoy. If the Seevetary thinks that is what we are going to
need, | am not going to argue about 1t

Mr. Strarrox. May we have the exact motion ?

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Bennett moves that we inerease the basie pay of
oflicers across the board from OO 1 toO)--10.

Mr. Branoromn, And W 1 througl W,

Mre. Rivers. Yes, 830 0 month.

Mr. Strarrox, S300n every ane of those eategories,

My, Rivers, Fvery one of those, including W-1 through W-£

Mre. Goeser. Weare depressing the pay seale---—

My, Braxprogp. No.

Me. Gueser, Aerossthe hoard, T amnol goime to—-

Mr. Rivers. You have heard the motion. Al in favor?

The Chair says the ayves have it.

Did youvote "no™/

One “no™.

Mr, Gavin. Thank vou.

Mr. Braxoroun, That settles it

AMr. Rivers. 1 want 1o thank the committee for your patience. [
think evervbody has contributed to (his bill.

Mr. Secretary, T want to thank you for your help and assistance.
Don't vou think we got a pretty good bill?

Seeretary Pavi. boappreciate vour courtesyv, Mr. Chairman, in
allowing s to help.

Mr. Braxororn, Shall 1 assume this s the action of the committee?

Mr. Bex~zerr, Let's vote onit,

Mr, Rivers, The question is on the bill as amended.

Mre, Braxororn, T that is the question,

Mr. Rivers. The question is on the hill as awended,  As many as
favor the committee print as muended. will raise his hand.

My, Braxororn, Unanimouns, M, Chalrman.

My Rexserr, D wonld liketo pat this in the record.

Mr. Bivers. Yes.

{The document referred to is as follows:)

COMMISSIONED OFFICERS ASSOCIATION OF TIE
VLS Poncre HEALTIO SERVICE. TN
Bethesda, Md., Marelh 5, 1963,

tlon, CiaRLEs K. BENNETT.
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C°.

DeAr Mz, Besserr: The Commissioned Officers Association of the T.8. Public
Health Service appreciates the request and opportunity o comiment on the re-
commendations made by the Air Foree Pay Study Panel as embodtied in their
report of January 24, 1963.

'he associntion hus reviewed the report and is particularcly impresscd with
the realislie levels of the proposed Air Foree pay rates especially as they relate
fo the problems the Public Health Service faces in relation fo comparability
with eivil service and recruitment and retegtion of their commissioned corps
oflicers,

The association recognizes that budgetary considerations must be taken into
aceonnt.  Therefore, perhaps the most feasible plan to provide adequate com-
pensittion to members of the uniformed services and at the same time restore
the same historieal comparability relationship between the uniformed services
and the eivil service, is to include in the present pay legislation, authorwzation
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for incremental pay increases. The ineremental pay increases recommended by
the Air Force Pay Study Panel are practical and more realistic and would have
a salutary effect on all members of the uniformed services.

The problems and objectives of the Air Force ure similar to those of the
Public Health Service. The Publie IIealth Service is scriously concerned with
the lack of comparable compensation to that received for like work in private
enterprise or civil service. This was poinfed out in the association’s testi-
mony before Chairman Rivers’ subcommittee. The association stated at that
time: “Lack of comparability jcopardizes the csscutial career system of the
Public Health Service when officers who supervise civil service personnel receive
$150 to $200 a month less pay.” The Public Health Service is equally concerned
with the inadequacy of current retention rates to provide qualified replacements.

The Air Force report cites the decrease in the production of engineers and
the need for the uniformed services to “be placed in a better hiring position if
efforts are to be successful in procuring and retaining necessary quantities of
skilled personnel.” This section was particularly noted in that a similar problem
exists in the Public Health Service. The Commissioned Officers Asgociation of
the U.S. Public Health Service wholeheartedly concurs with that part of the
Air Force report which states: “This President stressed the necd to provide
Government employees with salaries comparable to those paid by industry to
persons with similar positions or respousibilities. His message also pointed
up the need to reduce compression between grades. The current pay bill does
not meet these objectives in many officer grades.”

If, in its wisdom, the Armed Services Committee feels that due to budgetary
considerations it is impractical to substantially raise the proposed rates, the
Commissioned Officers Association urges the committee to at least include
authorization in the present bill for future incremental pay increases similar
to those recommended by the Air Force.

Sincercly,
WiLriaM J. Lucca, Jr., Beecutive Director.

Mzr. Bra~vrorp, 1 would like to insert a statement by Congressman
Matsunaga, of Ilawali, urging cnactment of ILR. 3006.

Mr. Rivers. Without objection.

(Statement follows:)

STATEMENT OF ‘SPARK M. MATSUNAGA, MEMBER OF CONGRESS I'ROM TIIE STATE
OF HAWAID

Mr. Chairman, the greatness of our country today is measured to a degree by
the high standard of living of our people. Through legislation we have helped
to secure for the American worker a living wage for a shorter workweek, We
have, however, sorely neglected a great segment of our population who are in
fact employees of the Government—the members of our armed services. The
sad economic plight of serviee families is especially noticeable in areas such as
ITawaii where wmilitary stations are maintained. From firsthand observation
I know that the wives of servicemen are forced to work as waitresses and bar-
maids to make ends meet, thereby ereating many domestic and social problems
involving the wife and children.

Like any working American, our men in uniform who labor in the defensc of
our Nation deserve a decent living wage, They are not presently getting it. The
passage of IL.R. 3006 would help to correct this situation.

We must remember too that the defense of our Nation and of our way of life
must be entrusted to our ablest men. We must attract the best gualified to serve
as officers in our armed services, We cannot do this and are in fact losing many
of our most promising young officers and potential officers because of our low pay
scale. For the good of our country we must provide incentives for our men in
uniform to remain in uniform for as long as they are needed.

I therefore urge your favorable report on H.R. 8006. Thank you.

Mr. Rivers. So the committee print, as amended, will be favorably
reported to the full committee and, Mr. Blandford, you will also get
the separate bills ready for presentation.

Mr. Branororp. Yes, sir.
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Mr. Rivers. And don't give me a 20-page report to make to the full
committee.  Make it 27,

Mr. Braxpronn, Twemty-seven:all right.  Now, M. Chaitman, un-
doubtedly the press will want 1o know (e results of today, and this is
going to be a little hard to put together at one time. May I suggest
that the question of what the stibcommittee has done, that the subeon-
mittee hias agreed to report a bill to (he full committee, which involves
a cost ol approximately $1,500 million.

Mr. Rivers. Yes, sir.

Mro Braxprogn, And T may be able to fill them in a little later on.

My, Ravers. I will refer them to you.

Mreo Iy, I would think that 5t would be rather dangerous to
start releasing any information out of this bill unril You get a print.,

Mr. Rivers. 1 do, too.

Mr. Branororp. All right, sir.

Mr. Rivere, Let's wait until we make the report to the full com-
mittee,

Mr. BLaxororn, No comment then unti] Tuesday morning when the
bill is reported to the full committee.

(Whereupon, at 4:38 p.m.. the subcommittes adjourned.)

N
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