AD-AZ202 049 | (OPY

IMPACT OF TIE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
REORGANIZATION ACT OF 1986 ON MANDATORY
RETIREMENT POLICY: TIME FOR A CHANGE?

COLONEL HARRY A. WHITE III

' i-_‘_,.

[ e e L \PPROVED FCR PUB
ar&Bersryl 09 2058 ““pnpsk pisthpuT

ITED STATES AIR FORCE ;
MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE, ALABAMA UNLIMITED .~




AIR WAR COLLEGE

AIR UNIVERSITY

TMPACT O 'THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
RFEORGANIZATION ACT' OF 1986 ON MANDATORY RETIREMENT POLICY:
TIME FOR A CHANGE?

by

Harry A. White, I1I
Coloncl, USAF

A RFSFARCH RFPORT SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY
IN
FULFTLIMENT OF THE RESEARCH

REQUIREMENT

Research Advisor: Colonel Ronald L. Morey

MAXWFI.L AIR FORCE BASE, ALABAMA

April 1988




DISCLAIMER
This research report represents thc views of the author and does not
necessarily reflect the official opinion of the Air War Collegc or the
Department of the Air Force. In accordance with Air Force Regulation
110-8, it is not copyrighted but is the property of the United States
government and is not to be reproduced in whole or in part without per-
mission of the Cammandant, Air War College, Maxwcll Air Force Basc,

Alabama.

Loan Copies of this document miy be obtained through the interlibrary

loan desk of Air University Library, Maxwcll Air Force Basc, Alabama

o R N

st

INSPECTEL
v

35112-5564 (telephone: [205] 293-7223 or AUTOVON 875-7223).

Accession For R

[ 'NTIS GRA&I g
DTIC TAB
Unannounced O
Justification

S |

By
Distribution/ ..

Availabilityrggddl
|Avail and/or
Dist Special ]

4-/

ii




AlIR WAR COLLEGE RESEARCH REPORT ABSTRACT

TITLE: Impact of the Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986
on Mandatory Retircment Policy: Time For a Change?

AUTHOR: Harry A. White, 111, Colonel, USAF

The Goldwatcr-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act cf
1986 (PL 99-433), made sweeping revisions in the identification, assign-
ment and promotion of personncl. Joint duty is now an essential pre-
requisite [or promotion to general officer. Following promotion, there
is a further requirement for general officers in joint assignments to
serve for three ycars in thosc positions. These requirements are incom-
patible with officer carcer progression moves and with desired "payback"
on the investment of promotion to four-star rank. Current length-of-ser-
vice retirement restrictions do not provide an officer with enough time
to be trained and developed to the depth required to become both a pfo—
ficient member of his service and a credible joint specialist.

'his report considers extending of ficer tenure on active duty to

accommodate both the nceds of the service and the intent of Congress when

it passed the new law. Tt reviews military retirement history and compares

our currcnt policics with plans of the civilian sector as well as foreign
military policies. It reviews the background of the current 1egislétion
to show the extent of changes that must be made. The report suggests that
our current retirement laws arc outdated, have not kept pace with tecﬁ-

nological change or modern requirements of the Air Force, or considered

T T ST T

improved health and increased longevity of Air Force members. /Lastly,
the report recommends an update of the RAND Scnior Officer Extended
Service Model which addressed officer tenure prior to the sweeping changes

to joint officer personnel policy caused by this new legislation.
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CHAPTFR 1

TNTRODUCTION

A long habit of not thinking a thing wrong
gives it a superficial appearance of being
right, and raises at first a formidable
outcry in defense of custom.
Thomas Paine
Introduction to Common Sense
Perhaps this characterizes the military services' initial reaction
to Congress' intent to reorganize the Department of Defense. Hearings

before the Armed Services Committees of both Houses considering the

reorganization were characterized with substantial reluctance toward the

proposals, particularly as they pertained to officer personnel management.
Congressional intent behind the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense
Reorganization Act of 1986 was threefold. First, it was to strengthen
the joint structurc. Sccond, it was to remove the military departments
from the direct control of military operational forces. Third, it was

to improve the structure of the employment of operational forces. (7:5)
The Bill proposced to create a "Joint Specialty" career identifier for
officers specifically chosen to train and serve in joint duties. Joint
experience would become a prerequisite for promotion to general officer
and for nomination to cortain military positions. The objective of the
legislation is "to provide morce authority for those elements of the mili-

tary that operate 'jointly' or on a multiservice basis," according to

Rep. Bill Nichols (D-Ala.), one of the sponsors of the Bill. "In other

words," said Rep. [es Aspin (D-Wis.), House Armed Services Committee




chairman, "it's a slap at service parochialism.” (8:8)

The Air Force told the committee it could not support the cstablish-
mer.t of a "corps of elitists, segregated after one-third of their career
for special consideration and promoted bascd on assignment instead of
individual merit." (8:8) The Army said in onc of its memorandums to
the committee that the emphasis should be on making successful officers
"joint" instead of making joint officers successful. (8:8) David L. Gray,

publisher of Air Force Magazine, was moved to ask, "Do we rcally want to

draw our top military leaders mostly from thc ranks of thosc who gained
early membership in an insulated and cxclusive corps and whose demonstrated
skills are in staff and coordination jobs?" (8:8) (Then) Secretary of
Defense Caspar Weinberger cautioned that the steps to improve the perform-
ance of joint personnel could be accomplished by requlation rather than
legislation. He felt that the legislation would create inequities in
officer personnel management which could interfere with the professional
development of officers who need "significant time to develop combat,
combat support and lecadership expertise in their Services to prepare for
command, or to be effective Service oxperts on joint staffs." He went
on to say, "Our experience indicates that the joint staffs benefit most
from the infusion of first-rate officers with functional expertise and
solid, current Service backgrounds." (19:876)

In one of the more compelling statements made to the Scnate Armed
Services Committee, (then) Secretary of the Navy, John Ichman, implored
the committee to rethink imposing the joint staff of ficer provisions of

the bLill:

Like a Joint Chief, a Joint Stafi officer
needs the most stato-ol-the-art and intimate

familiarity with current military capabilitics.




—.—

A Joint Stalf composed ol of ficers whose
staff duties had kept them out of the field
for successive yecars would necessarily rely
on outdated information about Service capa-
bilities. 'Their knowledge would be as out-
of-touch as those critics of defense organ-
ization who rely on information about Defense
Department procedures that was acquired
. during their tenures in office. Such a
Joint Staff would function in an Ivory Tower.
And Ivory Towers have few windows. They are
isolated from the real world. Even worse,
they would become increasingly like those
think-tank Clausewitzes, innocent of any
military or government scrvice, whose entire
expertise is academic and, of necessity,
secondhand.  (20:603)

Notwithstanding the preceeding words of caution and concern and
the many more contained in the almost 2000 pages of congressional
testimony, the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization
Act of 1986 became the law in October of that year.

In an interview with Air Force Magazine that same month, Air Force

Chief of Staff, General Larry D. Welch, clearly stated the Air Force
position with respect to the legislation. He said, "There is absolute-
ly no question that we will continue the 'joint initiative' with the
other services. The emphasis on joint programs and cooperation will
expand more and more. ‘Therce are many features of the Defense Department
reorganization plan that 1 agrce are very beneficial.” (10:55)
But, he warned that in all reorganization schemes there is the
acute danger that proposals will be added that "are not helpful.”
"The core proposals of the various plans are generally positive. It's
the fringe that contains a lot of things that are dangerous." (10:55)
Title IV of the act addresses Joint Officer Personnel Management.
1t has a profound impact on the traditional way we have managed our

personnel resource. There are cnumerable challenges for us if we are
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to comply with the law and still rctain a viable officer corps as

pointed out in Secretary Lehman's testimony. It has bcen said, however,
that aggressive organizations will always be faced with more good options
for solving a problem than they can execute. If this is true, Title IV
has provided personnel planners in each of the Services with a "target-
rich environment" and ample opportunity for innovation. It is our challenge
to look at traditional personnel programs that may have a long-standing,
superficial appearance of "being right" and not be afraid to challenge

them within the framework of the act. The "sacred cow”, length-of-service
retirement program which has been in-becing for over 100 ycars is onc of
those programs that begs review. We should address this before being

told to do so by Congress. Perhaps our reluctance to change is a driving
factor in Congress' appearing compelled to manage the Department of Defense
for us.

Congress' interest in reorganizing our Department is not now. It
established the Defense Department in 1947 by rcorganizing the War Depart-
ment and Navy Department into one centrally managed organization. Our
experience in World War II and the ycars following provided much of the
impetus. One goal was to integrate morc closely the military and foreign
policy of America. Another goal was to improve the cfficiency of operation.
Hearings implied this was to be done by applying good busincss practices
in areas where they could save the taxpaver moncy. (20:265)

The years since 1947 have seen many other calls for the Department
of Defense to implement management practices used in the private sector
to improve efficiency and effectiveness. The Government Accounting

Office (GAO), political candidates, incoming Sccretarics of Defense,




and parti~vclarly Congress are continually proposing management techniques
prove-n in their cxpericnce base. The public, the media, organizations
of retired military people and various other organizations concerned with
defense issues also have opinions as to how their dollars should be used
more ol fectively.  Our defense budget and programs depend on the percep-
tions of these groups and their opinions must be heeded. (20:265-266)

The comparison of the Department of Defense to business, however,
may not be useful in some contexts or in some areas of defense management.
In deference to the bepartment. of Defense, it is larger than any private
organization in the Unitod States. It has a budget twice the size of the
number-one business in the Fortune 500. And, the Defense Department
supports six times the workers of the American Telephone and Telegraph
Company, the single largest cmployer in the private sector. (20:266-267)

The Department of Defense differs from business as well in that it
i1s part of the government. 1t has no "bottom line" number that can be
referred to to indicate how well it is being managed. There are also
subtleties in the way our business is done in peacetime versus wartime.
Readiness for combat is expensive, yet the American people are reluctant
to support large budgets when crises are remote. This is true today.
[t 1s a dichotomy that the better you do your job, the harder it is to
get financial support to continuc. The Defense Department cannot be fully
managed in the same manner as a business. There is no single measurable
criterion that indicatcs our relative success. (20:268)

It is within this frustrating atmosphere that legislation such as
the latest reorganization is designed in Congress. This latest act is

anothcer attempt by Congress to fine-tune our behemoth on the Potomac for
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improving efficiency.
So, we should look at this act as an opportunity to improve the way

we do business. We have the framework, albeit Congressionally mandated,
to revolutionize one important area--pcrsonncl management. The Defense
Department may not be capable of being managed "fully" likce a business,
but the author submits that managing parts of it in a businesslike way
may be desirable. 1In fact, with the passage of this act, it may be
imperative. We can improve efficiency by bringing our personnel policies
in the executive retirement arena out of the dark ages. Former Sccretary
Weinberger states:

To manage the nation's defense cfficicntly

at the lowest possible cost, along the lines

of private-sector busincss management. and

organization, is a uscful standard.

He goes on to say:

Defense cannot be managed like a business,

but it can be led in such a way that preserves

United States national sccurity interosts

while operating effectively in a world of

limits and amid the pull of conflicting

interests. (20:274)

Let us assume, then, that there may be opportunities for us to
improve our organization by applying proven private-scctor management
initiatives to personnel management in the military. Unfortunately,
it is not a simple task to effect change in a bureaucracy such as the
Defense Department. Our problem becomes cven more difficult in the arca
of executive retirement where our laws date to 1780 and the first major
non-disability retirement legislation came with the outbreak of the
Civil War. (14:VII-1) The thrust of this legislation was to retire

older officers no longer fit for ficld duty. In fact, maintaining a

youthful, vigourous military capable of handling the charge in the ficld




has been the theme of all legislation passed since that time, even in
the face of a radically changed, technologically advanced defense estab-
lishment. (14:Vii-1-15) The Department of Defense remains the only major

cmployer that forces its key managerial and leadership resources to

retire at a time when they should be kept. Addressing this issue is not
new. Indeed, many major studics have been conducted to determine if
retircment laws are accomplishing what Congress had intended. Predict-
ably, each study has rocommended little, if any, change to the length-
of -service restrictions.

Now is the time to make those recommendations. The 1986 reorgan-
ization imposcd upon us by Congress impacts personnel policy signifi-
cantly and dictates an in-depth lTook at the prudence of forced early
rctirement in light of the new joint personnel restrictions.

Therefore, a review of the history of military retirement laws is
uscful to determine conqressional intent with respect to length-of-
service retirements.  Then, a comparison of our current law with industry
poension plans and other foreign military retircement laws will be dis-
cussed. A review of the provisions of the Goldwater-Nichols legislation
and their effect on joint officer personnel policy will be provided to
give a perspective of the management implications if innovative changes
arc not forthcoming. Finally, the results of a study conducted that
examined the impact of extending length-of-service retirements in the
Air Force will be presented with conclusions and recommendations for

application in the post-reorganization environment.
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CHAPTIR 11
MILITARY RETIREMENT HISTORY

In order to gain an appreciation of current retirement laws and to
cvaluate them objectively in the context of today's military, the histor-
ical background of military retirement should be studied. It will also
serve to develop an understanding of congressional intent underlying the
legislation. This chaptor addresses the chronology of events and legis-
lative history that led to the current uniformed services non-disability
retiroment system for officers. Much of the historical information was
provided by the Fifth Quadrennial Review of Military Compensation. A
more detailed accounting of the legislative history may be found in
their January 1984 report to the Secretary of Defense, hut is not required
for the purposc of this study.

The military retirement system has evolved over a period of many
years. Farly origins depended primarily on death, disability or volun-
tary departure only after all military effectiveness was diminished.

The current system is basoed on the need to maintain an effective, combat
ready force, by rewarding those who have served their country and pro-
viding them with retired pay based on their service. It has been design-
od to meet specific needs which are not gencrally found in the civilian
scctor of business. Our system must be able to control the size of the
force through voluntary or mandatory retirement, and at the same time,

be attractive enough to retain the highly qualified individuals needed
to meet the needs of a carcer military force. It must motivate the most

capable mititary members to remain in service during their most productive




years to ensure both technological and physical efficiency. At the

same time, we have to provide for mobility within the force to insure
opportunities for advancement and to avoid stagnation. (28:5)

Our present military retirement system has roots that date back
to our English forefathers. The Pilgrims at Plymouth provided in 1636
that "any man sent forth as a soldier and returned maimed should be
maintained by the Colony during his lifetime." (14:VII-1) The practice
of providing special pay to persons disabled while performing military
service can be traced to some of the carliest cnactments of the Federal
Congress. The first national pension law of August 26, 1776, promised
half pay for life, or for the duration of the disability. After the
Revolutionary War, disabled commissioned officers were paid at one-half
of their monthly pay. (14:VIi-1)

But, these are examples of compensation for disabled members of the
services. Pensions based solely on service (non-disability) were morc
controversial. In 1780, Congress promised officers half pay for life
for serving until thc end of the war. The claims presented for payment
were settled for less than had bcen promised and not without considerable
argument. (14:VII-1) However, the treasury of the United States began
to improve and the numbers of vetecrans submitting claims decreased and
Congress began meeting its obligations. 1In March of 1818, Congress
provided for relief to Revolutionary War veterans in need, although the
magnitude of that relief is unspecificd. By 1832, it became full pay
for life, regardless of need. A cursory review of the life expectancy
for that period coupled with the fact that it was now [ifty years follow-

ing the war makes this a less-than-magnanimous gosture on the part of

10




Congress. What is significant is that this same pattern was followed
by Congress; for subscquent wars.,

It wasn't until 1861 that legislative authority was provided for
oither the voluntary or the involuntary retirement of active duty members

of the armeed forces. (14:VII-1) The Congress, while conducting a
study of Army rotirement, reflected on the lack of authority:

The unsatisfactory personnel conditions in

the Regular Army which prompted these repeated
reccommendations of the War Department that
Congress provide some form of retirement for
the Reqular Army were cmphasized during the
field service required over the period 1812-
1861. While the law provided a pension of
one-half pay for disabled officers, there is
no provision for compulsory separation from
active scrvice of old and disabled officers;
there was no limit to active service save by
dismissal or resignation of the officer.

Thus, an of(icer could remain on active duty
until death, despite incapacity due to old

age, physical disability, etc. In consequence,
many junior officers exercised commands in the
field beyond their rank, the old and disabled
of ficers who should have exercised these
conmands being left behind--often on leave-—-
whenever field service was performed. (14-VII-2)

The Act of August 3, 1861, authorized the voluntary retirement of

reqgular officers after 40 years of scrvice. It was later broadened to

provide for the involuntary non-disability retirement of Navy officers
with 45 years of service or at age 62. Six months later, the law
ecstablished similar provisions for the Army and Marine Corps. It is
intcresting to note that, while these laws provided the authority for
involuntary retirement, nothing required the authorities to take such
action. (14:VII1-2)

The Appropriation Acts of July 15, 1870, not only provided for an

active duty salary system for officers, it also authorized the voluntary

11




retirement of Army and Marine Corps officers after 30 years of service.
The Act of June 30, 1882, made retirement mandatory for officers

of all branches of the Service at age 64. This was the first compulsory

retirement law basced on age. It also gave officers a non-discretionary

right to voluntary retirement after 40 ycars of scrvice. They had the

authority to retire at this point under carlier legislation but it was

at the discretion of the President. (15:A-2)

The Act of March 3, 1899, was onc of thce more innovative picces of
legislation passed. The intent appeared to have been to enhance pro-
motion opportunities in the Navy. Certain Navy officers in grades
lieutenant through captain could request voluntary rctirement regardless
of age or length of service. If the required number of promotion vacan-
cies did not materialize through normal attrition during a fiscal year,
the applicants were retired in order of their scniority until the required
number of vacancies were achieved. If the numbers were still insuffi-
cient in the grades required, additional pcople were retired involuntar-
ily. This was the first "promotion flow" rotirement program on record
and it remained in effect for the next sixtceen years. {(15:A-3)

The Act of May 13, 1908, finally brought thc Navy in line with the
Army and Marine Corps by authorizing the voluntary rctircment of Navy
officers after 30 years of service.

The Act of August 29, 1916, brought two of thc more significant
milestones to the retircment system. [First, it initiated usce of the
formula used today for determining retired pay entitioments. More
importantly, it established a rctircment program intcgrated with an
"up-or-out” selective promotion plan. The act permitted the Secrctary

of the Navy to convene annual selection boards to sclect officers to the

12




grades of rear admiral, captain and commander. A captain who reached age
56, a commander who had reached age 50 or a lieutenant commander who had
reached age 45 without having been sclected for promotion had to be
retired.  (15:A-3)

The Act of June 4, 1920, provided for the identification of "in-
eofficient” officers by separation into two classes. Officers in one
class were rotained but subjoct to further classification. All officers
in the other class were retired if they had a minimum of ten years service
and their incffectiveness was not duc to their own neglect or misconduct.

This act applicd only to Army officers.
The Act of June 30, 1922, also applied only to Army officers and

was the first to address a reduction in the strength of the Army. The
retirement system was used to help effect the reduction by providing a
"plucking board.” Officers "plucked" for retirement were well compen-
sated.  1f they had more than 20 years of service they were entitled to
three percent of their pay for each year of service. Those with between
ten and twenty years of scrvice were given a smaller multiplier., (15:A-3)

The Act of June 22, 1926, changed the Navy's age-in—gpade program
with one based on service-in-grade. For example, a captain with 35
ycars of service who was not selected for promotion was forced to retire.
Commanders and lieutenant commanders were involuntarily retired at the
28 and 21 year points respectively. This was the first legislation to
combine length-of-service to the up-or-out system. (15:A-4)

The Act of July 31, 1935, was designed to remove the "hump" created

by the buildup of World War 1. It allowed the retirement of Army officers

13




after only 15 years of active service. This is a management tool that
could have application in today's force structurc.

The Act of June 23, 1938, applied to the Navy and formed the
system in effect today. Tt required retirement of officers twice
failed promotion to the grades of captain, commander and licutcnant

commander at the 30, 28 and 26 year points, respectively. It allowed

the voluntary retirement at the 20 years of service point.

The Act of February 21, 1946, was significant in that it lowered
the statutory retirement age from 64 to 62 and authorized a "plucking
board" to remove officers in a World War II1 "hump" similar to those in
World War I.

The Army and Air Force Vitalization and Retirement tiualization Act
of 1948 was designed to standardize the retirement system for all
Services by establishing an intcgrated promotion/involuntary retirement
system for the Army and Air force. 'This act was historical in that we
now had a uniform retirement authority among all branchcs of the Service.
(15:A-5)

The Officer Personnel Act of 1947, as amcnded by the Officer Grade
Limitation Act of 1954, was the authority for the of Micer promotion
and involuntary retirement system for thc next 35 years. The Army and
Air Force programs were different from those of the Navy and Marine
Corps because the planning of the diffcrent programs was donc indepen-
dently. The act, however, incorporated all the systoms into one picce
of legislation. The provisions in the law that poertained to mandatory
retirement based on length-of-service were capsulized by the Fifth

Quadrennial Review of Military Compensation and follow:

14




BAY GRADL

0-10 (Gen)
0-9 (LtGen)

0-8 (MaijGen)

0-7 (BrigGen)

0-6 (Col)

These provisions remained intact for more than 30 years.

ARMY AND ATR FORCE

Retired after 5 years
in grade or 35 years
of scrvice, but may

be deferred to age 64

Retired after 5 years
in grade or 35 years of
service, but retmt may
be deferred to age 60

Retired after 5 years
in grade or 30 years of
service, but retmt may
be deferred to age 60

Retired after 5 years
in grade or 30 years of
service

NAVY AND MARINE CORPS

Retired after 5 years
in grade and 35 years
of svc, unless select-
ed for continuation

Retired after 5 years
grade and 35 years of
service, unless select-
ed for continuation

Rear admiral (lower
half) retired after 5
years in grade and 35
years service unless
selected for continu-
ation. BG, USMC, re-
tired after second
failure for selection
for promotion

Retired after 30 years
of service if twice
failed promotion, or
after 31 years if not
twice failed

On Decem-

ber 12, 1980, however, Congress provided unified retirement authority

to the Services.

Congressional intent was to make the career expecta-

tions of members more "clearly defined and uniform...across the sarvices."

(15:A=7)

The Defense Officer Personnel Management Act (DOPMA) created

the following principal provisions relating to involuntary retirement:

PAY GRADE

0-10, 0-9

0-8

RETIREMENT PROVISIONS

Retired at age 62 unless select-

ed by the President for contin-
uation on active duty, in which
case retmt may be deferred, but
not past age 64

Unless s

cially selected for

continuation, retired after 5
years in grade or upon 35 years




of active commissioned scrvice,
whichover is iater

0-7 Unless specially selected for
continuation or on a list of
officers recommended for pro-
motion, rctired after 5 years
in grade or upon completion of
30 ycars of active commissionced
service, whichever is later

0-6 Unloss specially selected for
continuation or on a list of
of ficers recomnended for pro-
motion, rotired after 30 years
of active commissioned service

A provision of NDOPMA that has yot to be oxerciscd is one that, in
the addition to thec above, provides for the scleclive carly rotirement
of officers in the paygrades of 0-8, 0-7 and 0-6 who have at lcast four
years in grade and are not on a list rccommending them {or promotion.
If selected for early retirement, they would be retired either immediate-
ly or as soon as they become eligible. As attractive as this provision
is to personnel managers in an cra of force reductions, it must be
pointed out that Congress indicated the selective revirement authority
was "to be usged sparingly and,...primarily as a mcans of roducing the
number of officers in the affected grades when ncecessary to accommodate
such actions as a reduction in officer personnel strongths."  But,
Congress went on to say that "thesc provisions arec not intended to be
used for the purpose of maintaining or improving promotion opportunity
or timing." (15:A-7,8,21)

The most recent piece of legislation affecting service retirement

was the Military Retirement Reform Act passed on July 1, 1986. The major

provisions of this law affect the computation Tor retirvement pay and apply
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only to individuals cntering the active duty rolls on or after August

1, 1986.
The changes which have been made to the retirement system over the

years have been essential to meet the changing needs of the nation's
defense. From a time when senior officers needed assistance to mount
their horses to more recent times when we have been involved in major
conflicts with millions of men and women in uniform, changes have been
required to manage the size and quality of our military forces. Exec-
utive, congressional and independent study groups have made recommenda-
tions designed to improve the military organization. Some of these
have led to the legislation and dircctives that now form our retirement
systoem.

In addition to the legislative actions recounted above, there have
been 12 major studies rccommending substantive changes to service retire-
ments over the last 35 years. Fach of these studies proposed to reduce
benefits and implied that the current system was too expensive.  (13:IV-
30) None of these studies addressed in sufficient depth, if at all,
the feasibility of extending or eliminating length-of-service retire-
ment requirements.

The following bricfly lists thesc studies and addresses that portion
of their reports that pertains to officer retirement eligibility. (15:B-1-12)

1. Hook Commission (1948). This was the first comprehensive study

in forty years. It attempted to set military compensation on an equal
footing with private industry. The commission rccommended retirement
at. age 60 with 20 or morc years of service or at any age with 30 or more

ycars of service.
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2. The Gorham Report/Randall Pancl (1962)., This was primarily

formed to study compensation and it led to the second largest pay in-
crease for the military in history. The commission recommended retire-
ment at 20 or more years of service not to cxceed 35 ycars or age 62.

3. First Quadrennial Review of Military Compensation (1967).

This was the first such review of its kind. Required by law, its
major recommendations were to propose a salary system. It recommended

the same retirement provisions as i‘he Gorham Report.

4. Interagency Committee (1971). This committcce provided a compro-

hensive review of the non-disability rctirement system.  They recommendod
a reduced annuity for members retiring with less than 30 years of service
as amajor departure from previous studies.

5. DOD Retirement Study Group  (1972). This hepartment of Defensc

study group was formed to cvaluate the Interagency's report and the
Retirement Modernization Act was the result of their offorts.  Congress
took no action on their proposal.

6. Third Quadrennial Review of Military Compensation (1975-1976).

This was the first comprehensive look at military compcnsation since the

Hook Commission in 1948. Becausc their focus was on compensation, no
changes were recommended to age or length-of -scorvice provisions in
retirement law.

7. Defense Manpower Commission (1975-1976). C(rcated by Congress,

this commission recommended sweeping changes. Non-disability retirement
would be based on between 20 and 30 years of scrvice and based on time
in combat or non-combat jobs. Onc-and-a-half credits would be given for

each year in a combat job and onc point per yecar in a non-combat position.
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8. Aspin Retircoment Proposal {1976). Although this proposal was

somewhat 1ess than a major study, it reflected the continuing concern

of Congress that the military retirement system needed change. Under

this proposal, retirement would be at age 55 with 30 or more years service
or age 60 with 20-29 years of scrvice.

9. President's Commission on Military Compensation (1978). This

was a proposal known as the Ywick Commission. Tt recommended benefits
be based on age and years of scrvice and a retired pay formula of two
percent for one-to-five years scrvice, two-and-one-fourths percent for
six-to-ten years service and two-and-three-quarters percent for 11 to 35
years of scervice with a maximum of 90 percent of the highest three years
of basic pay over the last 10 years.

10, Uniformed Scervices Retirement Benefits Act (1979). The recommen-

dations from this study were for a two-tier early withdrawal system.

The first tier would of fer benefits at 20 years of service and the second
ticr would of fer increased benefits at age 60. No action was taken by
Congress but this proposal offered a glimpse at consideration of easing
the length-of-service restrictions.  (15:B-10)

11. President's Private Sector Survey on Cost Control (Grace Commise -

ion) Task Force on Department of the Air Force (1983). This study proposed

an immediate annuity but only after 30 yecars of service with a deferred
annuity payable at age 60 for 20 to 29 years of service. Again, no action
was taken by Congress on this proposal.

12. Fifth Quadrennial Review of Military Compensation (1984). This

review recommended that the Grace Commission's recommendations be dis-
regarded and that no change be made to the DOPMA provisions for retire-

ment..  This report went to great lengths to support what it considered
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to b= one of the military retirement system's underlying principles:
namely, "That it must maintain young, vigorous and mission rcady forces
capable of operating efficiently both in peace and in war by providing
for a continuing flow of officers through the required personnel struct-
ures". (14:1-1) The report gives no rationale as to why it perceived
no change in the military since the days of the Pilgrims, particularly
in terms of technological progress and overall improvement in the health
of our fighting forces that directly affects vigor and recadiness.

We have, indeed, come a long way since scnior of ficers needed help
to mount their horses. 1In 1940, life expectancy in the United States,
according to the National Center for Health Statistics, was 62.9 years
of age. (26:1) The Department of Defense Office of the Actuary advises
the life expectancy of military reotired officers is 78.5 vears of age
today. (26:1) And, The National Contor for Health Statistics states
the average age expectancy in the United States is cxpected to reach
80 by 2003. (26:1)

When the country mobilized for World War 11 the military was ovoerage
and physically lacking with a near stagnant promotion system. The 20
year retirement system was created to remedy that situation. We may now
be faced with the fundamental social question, “1s the military's high-
or obligation to assurc its own perpetual youth and vigor or to give con-
tinuing employment to workers who have not yot reached their prime?”
{3:3) The impetus over the years Lias been to onforce mandatory rotire-
ment in the Services to make room for the advancoement. of younger officers.
The value of an individual to the Service after he reaches a ceortain age

has been addressed superficially, if at all, by the studies and reports

20




in the past due to the concern that an individual can no longer perform
the dutics unique to military service.  Perhaps extending tenure in the
military is morce of a concern to personnel managers in that such an action
might climinate a valuable management tool in maintaining the correct
personnel structure in an cra of drawdown and declining budgets.
Notwithstanding the uniqueness of military service in the United
States, a study of the retirement provisions in the civilian se~tor and
certain frocign military retirement plans is enlightening ard follows in

the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 111

RETIREMENT PLANS IN THE CIVILIAN SECTOR
AND FOREIGN MILITARY ORGANIZATIONS
AND COMPARTSON OF THF SYSTFMS

To gain futher insight into the current military retirement system
in the United States, it is uscful to compare its provisions with those
in the private sector and in other countrics. The comparisons which
follow address the general provisions of these systems and highlight
normal and early retirement ages and lcength-of-sorvice considerations.

Civilian Retirement Plans

Civilian retirement plans are rclatively new in comparison to what
we have seen in the military. 1In fact, prior to 1900 thoy were almost
not existent. Industry did not consider pension plans their responsibil-
ity and, as a result, by the 1920's, low cxistod.  In his book, Fxecutive
Retirement, Harold Hall cites a study conductod that shows during the
first 25 years of this century few rctirement plans for oxecutives had
been established. Wwhen they were introduced, companics considered them
essential to provide protection for salaricd exccutives and a tool to
attract and retain competent lcaders. 1In addition, companies used pension
plans to keep promotion channels opcn by providing a systematic climin-
ation of leadership. (2:15-17)

The Social Security Act of 1935 signalled significant change to the
retirement procedures throughout industry. It cstablishoed age 65 as thoe
cligibility ager for receiving benefits and has had a profound influence
on private sector rotirement programs.  The normal rotirement age of 65

with provisions to retire at age 62 is Tound almost universally in
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pension plans of private corporations today. (1:--)

Following World War 1, collective bargaining and labor unions
further improved the pension plan system. (4:83)  Industry now viewed
pensions as somewhat of a duty to their employees. The primary cause
for this reversal in attitude can be attributed to several things.
Primarily, unions werc responsible as much as any other thing. Also,
thore was a realization by rctirees that their pensions weren't keep-
ing pacce with inflation. The people were discouraged at their inability
to offoct rapid change to retircment laws. There was an increasing
number of employers who were adopting forced retirement practices.

Tax breaks were being given to employers for pension plans. And,
lastly, thore was a 1948 decision by the National Labor Relations Board
that pensions were a legitimate subject for collective bargaining.
(4:83)

Today, pension plans are an integral part of the vast majority of
compensation packages of private industry. (15:D-21) In 1983, the
Fifth Quadrennial Revicw of Military Compensation engaged a private
actuarial consultant, The Hay Group, to perform an analysis of the
military retirement system. The objective of the analysis was to compare,
both quantitively and qualitatively, the military system with retirement
practices found in the private sector. Our retirement system was com-
parcd to the retirement plan practices of 805 firms (Appendix A) which
are representative of the large employers in the United States. Not
surprisingly, the survey found that the military retircment system pro-
vides higher benefits at an earlier age than the typical plan found in

the private scctor.  (15:D-22)
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The Hay Group reports:
One unique feature of the military rctirement
system when comparced to the private sector, is
the allowance for full retirement after 20 ycars
of service. Becausc of the need to maintain a
young and effective force, this is a practice
peculiar to the military. The private sector
typically permits retirement at age 62 or 65 with
the preference being age 62. However, in most
of the private sector, amployces are still very
eoffective in their jobs well past age 62,
The report goes on to say:
Since most military officers enter the systom at
ages 22 or 23, the earliest retircment age is age
42 or 43 with the average being age 46. (15:D-22,D-58)
An earlier study performed by the Wyatt Company entitled "Retire-
ment Trends in Industrial and Public Pension Systems,"™ compares the
retirement provisions of the military with thosc of the United States
Civil Service, State of Illinois, International Business Machines (IBM),
and Exxon plans. (5:--) In their rcoport they acknowlcedge that mili-
tary retirement is carncd through a carcer of service in the Armed
Forces and that conditions of this scrvice arce substantially different
from those in the private sector. This has bcen referred to as the "X"
factor in presenting the military system to Congress. Conditions of
military service are unique in somc respocts but are similar, in the
area of exposure to direct and grave threat, to the occupations of police
and firefighters. 1In their study, the Wyatt Company used the occupations
of police and fircfighters for comparison. A capsulization of the results
of their study is presented in Appendix B. Certainly once could argue that
maintaining a young and vigorous force is cvery bit as important on a
police force or in a firefighting unit as it is in the military. 1t is

curious, therefore, that in Illinois the retirement plans for their
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police and firemen arc so much more liberal than our military in the
areas of age and length-of-service restrictions. (25:12-16)

Fighty percent of the nation's top industrial corporations predicate
carly retirement on a minimum length-of -service, usually age 55 with 10
years of scrvice or any age with 30 ycars of service. (25:15) But, few
have a maximum length-of-service contract prior to age 65. Uniformed
scrvice has been described as a truncated career even for those who are
successful in reaching senior officer grades. We have seen that retire-
ment is compulsory between 20 and 35 years of service depending upon the
grade achieved. Because of age restrictions for entry into the service,
this means rotirement far carlier than the age norm in American society
today. {13:1-5)

Foreign Military Retirement Systems

A 1983 study conducted by the National Defense University (NDU) at
the request of the Dircector, Joint Staff, Office of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (0JCS), compared the Uniformed Services retirement system with the
systems of six nations (Australia, Canada, The Federal Republic of Germany,
Japan, Great Britain and the Netherlands). The study reached the following
broad conclusions: (13:1V-6)

(1) The United States system is unique in that it
is structured to provide for mobilization and maintains
worldwide commdtments.

(2) The comparison countries are generally commit-~
ted to democratic socialism in which military retirement
is integrated into comprehensive state welfare programs.

(3) Forecign military retirement systems are used to
augment old-age pensions rather than to be used in the
roles of recruitment and retention incentives, deferred
compensation, ctc.

(4) There are minimal differences between the logic
used in cstablishing eligibility requirements in the
United States and the comparison countries.
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A recent GAO review of foreign military rctirement also observed
many of the same points. Although there are substantial differences,
both the NDU and GAO studies stated that these comparisons arc indicators
of trends and concepts which could assist decision makers in establishing
realistic retirement system modifications. (13:IV-6) If the logic uscd
in establishing eligibility requirements is similar between these foreign
systems and ours, then an examination of their systems with respect to
a comparison of their retirement system to active force management will
offer some insight into length-of-scrvice retircment.

The most useful linkage of the retirament systom to active force
management is in recruitment, retontion and organivational cof foctivencss.
(15:C-3) 1In each of the countries surveyed, carly rotirement, at least
in comparison with other employment scctors, was considered essential
to the well-being of the military. Age was the determining factor, however,
and not the length-of-service. Reasons cited arc not unlike those we
consider principles underlying our retirement system. Military officers
are seen as both aggressive and dynamic. They desire upward mobility and,
if frustrated, will turn to the private secctor for better opportunities.
Requirements for a young and vigorous force mandate younger personnel,
and a continual flow through the force cnhanced by a retirement and ro-
placement cycle is essential. A subtlc difference between our systems
was not highlighted in their study and that is the disparity between what
foreign nations consider "youthful" and that rcflected in the laws of our
military.

The following concentrates on the non-disability retirement systom
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of cach sclected country and provides a quick-look comparison of their
age/length-of -service cligibility requirements. It also highlights any

unique fcatures of their systems. (15:C5-15)

AUSTRALIA
Grade
0-6 0-5 0-4
Years of Svc 20 20 20
Age 55/50 55/45 45/42
(maximum/minimum)

In Australia, officers who have not attained the notional retiring
age for their rank may retire carly. Those notional ages are: Major, 42;
Lieutenant Colonel, 45; Colonel and Brigadier, 50; Major General, 52;
ricutenant Gencral and General, 55.

CANADA
Grade
C-6 0-5 0-4
Years of Svc 30/20 28/20 28/20
Age 55/55 51/51 47/47
(maximim/minimum)

Although rotirement is possible at 20 years, the "early retiree"
will receive a reduced pension until age 65. Mandatory retirement ages
depend on rank, branch of service and specialty.

FENDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY

Grade
0-6 0-5 0-4
Years of Svc 10 10 10
Age 58 56 54

Mandatory rctircment is a function of age and grade in Germany and
voluntary retirement is not permitted.
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J/\P/\N_
Grade
0-6 05 0-4
Years of Svc 20 20 20
Age 54/53 53/50 53/50
(maximum/minimum)

."Earl%; retirement at 20 years is permitted with a penalty in
pension. ndatory retirement is basced on age and rank. Interestingly,

because retirement at a young age imposes an unduc cconomic hardship
upon the retiree, the Japanese provide relicf mecasurcs in the form of
extended retirement ages without negative impact upon their force
structure or personnel policies.

UNTTED RINGDOM

Grade
0-6 0-5 0-4
Years of Svc 34/16 34/16 34/16
Age  55/37 55/37 55/37

Eligibility for retircment in the United Kingdom is a function
of age, rank and years of scrvice. Normal rotirement age is 55 for both

voluntary and mandatory retircments.

THE NETHERLANDS

Gradc
0-6 0-5 0-4
Years of Svc 40/30 40/30 40/ 30
Nge 55 55 55

The Netherlands bases retirement upon age and years of service with
the normal age being 55, However, the retircment age is expected to be
raised to 58 in the near term. (15:C5-15)

In summary, although there are distinct differences among the
countries compared in this study, all countrics surveyed share the comm-
on problem of attracting and retaining quality personnel in their military.
Solutions to these common problems vary as do the circumstances of cach

country. There arg however, minimal difforences botween the logic used
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in cstablishing cligibility requirements in the United States and in the
other countries.  The aniquencss of scerving in the armed forces is a
common thread as well.  ‘I'he service can hardly be manned with the necess-
ary alertness and vitality noeded to be able to provide the kind of leader-
ship necessary to win on the battleficld unless officers are compelled
to leave active scervice at a reasonable point in time and at a "reasonable"
age. This problem, which is not only one of age but other factors affect-
ing ability and competence, must be viewed by the average citizen as one
that we arce handling in a smart, businesslike manner and at the lowest
cost to the taxpayer. But, arc we doing that today? We have seen that
certain jobs in the private sector carrying similar demands as those in
the military have much more liberal retirement restrictions. We have seen
that other military organizations can maintain a flow of officers through
their force structure yot keep their senior executives on active duty
much longer. Our insistonce on retiring military personnel at much
youngor ages than in any other large organization is not even consistent
with thc original intent of Congress. In hearings on the Defense Officer
Personnel Act of 1947, for cxample, a Senator noted that it is not in the
best interests of the country to force the retirement of officers at the
height of their usefulness.  (18:5-6) Closing the length-of-service gap
to onc more in line with other military organizations and the civilian
sector is an option that descrves pursuing.

Why should we address this issue now, after all of these years of
"not thinking a thing wrong?” Because the DOD Reorganization Act of 1986
dictates that we take innovative approaches to implement the revolution-

ary changes to personne: management in the military, that is why.
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CHAPTER 1V

THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE (DOD) RFORGANIZATION ACT OF 1986
AND TTS IMPACT ON MILI'TARY DPERSONNEL POTICY

In September 1986, the United States Scnatce and United States House
of Representatives, by overwhelming margins, passcd the Goldwater-Nichols
Department of Defense (DOD) Reorganization Act of 1986. President Reagan
subsequently signed the act into law (Public lLaw 99-433). The first
incumbent of the newly created Vice Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff,
position under this law, General Robert T. Herres, states, "Since the end
of World War II, I don't think there is any issuc that has permeated the
national political scene so universally as that of how we should be
organized for 'national defense'." (9:19)

The organization of the military has evolved over time. The Nation-
al security Act of 1947, and the scries of changes in law such as the
1949 amendments, and the reorganizations of 1953 and 1958 were all de-
signed to strengthen the military advice given to the President while
retaining congressional oversight of defense. The act of 1947 created
a unified Armed Services organization under a civilian Secretary of
Defense. Since 1958, numerous studics have been conducted that bhave
questioned the effectiveness of defensc organization. The only thing
common to all criticisms is that the systom is not perfect.  In 1982,
General David C. Jones, who was scrving as the Chairman, Joint Chicfs of
Staff, wrote, "Structural problems diminish the of fectiveness of the

Joint Chiefs of Staff"., (16:2172) Following what most mititary oxperts

consider a successful military opcration in Grenada, scnator Sam Nunn

stated, "A close look at the Grenada opcration can only lead to the
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conclusion that, despite our victory and success, despite the performance
of individual troops who lought bravely, the U.S. Armed forces have serious
problems conducting joint operations." (9:22) Statements such as these
by our leaders in government. convineed the Congress and led to the Depart-
ment of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986, hereafter referred to in this
chapter as the act.

Previous chapters have shown that the United States military "marches
to a different drummer" when it considers an individual's utility when
he approaches the age of 60, 1t could be assumed that, in the absence
of any change in the law or massive buildup of the Armed Forces, the
retirement cligibility criteria would have remained status quo. However,
the most significant change to officer personnel management since the
National Sccurity Act of 1947 was codified is found in the 1986 Reorgan-—
tzation Act. (30:11) ‘The remainder of this chapter details the major
provisions of Title IV of the act and its impact on traditional Air Force
personnel policy. Title IV pertains to Joint Officer Personnel Policy.

Title IV represents the most dramitic change to air force officer
management in recent times.  The primary purpose of the legislation was
to insure more eof fective integration of the services' capabilities and
achieve better coordination among them.  (30:6) Actions directed by the
law included eliminating duplication within the service military and
civilian staffs, reducing the service headquarters by 15 percent, reducing
subordinate headquarters staffs such as major commands and numbered Air
Force headquarters by 10 pcrcent, reducing general officer strength on

the staffs by 15 percent, and developing the joint officer. While only
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a small part of the major changes related to personnel, the changes
contained in Title IV will require major shifts in Air Forcc officer
management. (30:--)
The law defines the parameters for joint officcer management by

defining joint matters and joint duty assignment. Joint matters arc:

...matters related to intcegrated cmployment

of land, sea and air forces, including matters

related to national military stratcegy; strate-

gic planning and contingency planning; and

command and control ol combat operations,
Joint duty assignment is defined as:

...limited to assignments in which of ficer

gains significant experience in joint mattoers

...excludes assignments for joint truining/

education...and assignments within officer's

own service.
The act directs the Secretary of Defense to ostablish an occupat ional
specialty for officers of all secrvices who are qualificd in joint
matters. Officers nominated for the joint specialty designation must
successfully complete an appropriatc program at a joint professional
military school. Following school, the officer must complete a full tour
in an acceptable joint duty assignment before being oligible to become
a joint specialty officer. The statute also calls for a finite number
of assignments to jcint duty of which at lcast 1000 must be designated
as critical positions filled only by a joint specialist. Title IV has
added a number of requircments to the assignment process as well.  The
tour length average, coupled with Professional Military bducation (PME),
now becomes a factor in the force {low. Generally, joint duty for

general and flag officers will be at lTeast throe years, and for all

othors not less than three and one-halfl years.  length of tour in a
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joint assignment becomes important since the act stipulates that an
officer may not be selectod to the grade of brigadier general without
having scrved in o joint duty assignment . Not only 1s service in the
joint arcena important, the quality of that service will be evaluated by
the Secretary of Defense with input from the Chairman, soint Chiefs of
staff, for consideration of officers for three and four star rank. Those
officers serving (or having scrved) in joint assignments are expected to
b promoted at a rate comparable to their "in-service" equivalents.
The act has added a numbcr of other requirements in the general
of ficer management arca.  ‘The joint tour requirement is not new; however,
previous legislation allowed for in-service equivalents. This deletion
will prove to be a challenge ior the Air Force to manage, especially for
our ratcd force.  (30:10)  The in-service «quivalency provision was used
too qualify approximately 38 percent of our brigadier generals from 1982-
1985 and 59 percent in 1986, (30:10-11)
The Air Force, as much as the other services, has strong cultural

bi s as to how of licers sheuld be developed and used in the Air Force.
There is simply not cnough time in an individual's carcer under the current
::t i1oment restrictions for an ofticer tc be trained and developed in the
depth desired, both as a specialist in Alr Force operations and doctrines,
and also as a joint specialist in areas such as strategy, joint planning,
and joint operations. Admiral William Crowe, the current Chairman, Joint
Chicfs of Staff, says:

No matter how much we tinker with the system,

one problem will remain. How do we get the

people who can decal with such thorny problems--

people in uniform who are expert in their
warfighting specialties and able to assist the
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National Command Authorities in mattors
of strategy, policy, reosource allocation
and operations? (6:4)

The Government Accounting Office (GAO) has roecently gone on record
as saying the law may require change in traditional carccr paths of
officers in order to satisfy its requircments. (11:51) It reported
that last year the DOD asked Congress to reduce the average tour length
in joint assignments from three and onc-half to threc yecars for officers
in the grades of 0-6 and below. The Scnate approved the change but the
House refused to go along until Congress had a chance to study the effect.
GAO's testimony on the subjecct supported the Pentagon's of fort to reduce
the tour length requircment. They roported that. an Alr Force of Micer
spends about 14.3 years in ficld grade assignments with slightly more
than seven of those years spent in operational assignments such as squad-
ron and wing level jobs. This leaves, they said, another seven years to
fulfill non-operational positions. The median time spent between oper-
ational assignments is three years and nine months, long cnough to allow
a three and one-half yecar tour of joint duty. But, it 1s not long cnough
to accommodate another ycar at a service school to get joint duty training
before the joint tour. To mect the joint duty requirement, an officer
would have to spend less time assigned to major Air Force commands and
headquarters which could lead to less in-scrvice oxpertise the of ficer
could bring to his joint assignment. (11:51)

In addition to carcer development considerations for officers in
the grades addressed in the GAO study, porsonnel issues such as weapon
system skill degredation, job match roequirements and carecer dovelopment

and growth opportunity for gencral officers must also be addressed,
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Successful performance in a joint duty assignment was stated to be a
prerequisite for promotion to general of ficer under the act. It also
requires qeneral ol ficors to serve for three years in joint duty
assignments.  On average, we sclect oflicers in the Air force for
promotion to the grade of brigadier gencral at about the 24 years of
active service point. (24:--) This promotion gives them tenure to
30 yecars of service or five years in grade, whichever is later. Appoint-
ment to major general provides tenure to 35 years of service or five
years in grade, whichever is later. 1f the desired retainability of an
of ficer selected for four-star rank is five years, we have only six
years (between 24 and 30 years of service), on average, to “groom"
our futurc four star generals. (1t should be noted that a five year
payback on a four-star promotion is an assumption on the author's part.
It is bascd on personal eoxpericence gained while assigned to the General's
Group and was considered the "desirable" time a Commander-in-Chief,
Major Commander or other four-star would spend in grade. In actuality,
the average time-in-grade the Air Force four-star generals on active
duty today will have on their mandatory retirement dates is just over
three and onc-half years), (23:1) Before passage of the act, we had
the flexibility to give our scnior officers the requisite experience
nocessary to fill our most demanding billets. A mandatory three year
joint tour tor general officers during this critical six year grooming
window reduces by half the time the officer has to gain in-service
experience at the general officer level.

As noted in the GAO report, rccent efforts to gain relief from these

undesirable aspects of the law have proven unsuccessful. Our mandatory
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retirement laws are equally inflexible. Coupled with these new joint
duty requirements, they create a situation where we simply do not have
sufficient time to test and train our scnior officers in the leadership
positions required for them to assume our most responsible jobs in the
Air Force. And what about joint positions? Don't we want oxperienced
leaders in our warfighting billets?

The act severely restricts our personncl management options at a
time when we must think of innovative ways to better manage our shrinking
personnel resource. Yet, attempts to change the act have been unsuccess-
ful. We do, however, have retirement laws that have not changed in over
40 years even in the face of dynamic changes in the armed forces. We
remain the only industry that mandatorily rectires its cxecutives for
length-of-service reasons only at the average age of between 52 and 57
ycars. We do it without regard to their worth to the organization.

For example, of the 14 four-star gencrals on active duty in the Air Force
today, their average age at mandatory rctirement will be 56.9 ycars.
(23:1)

It is appropriatc that we cxamine the feasability of oxtending the
length of time secnior officers can remain on active duty by oxtonding
the mandatory retirement phase points. The next chapter addresses the
impact on the force structure and other personncl policics that could

be affected were we to extend tenurc of scnior officers on active duty.
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CHAPTER V

CONSIQUIENCES Of* EXTENDING LENGTH OF SERVICE
PHASIES POINTS

In carlicer chapters, we described the far-reaching implications the
Goldwater-Nichols legislation have had on personnel management in the Air
Force. We have sceen that major shifts in Air force senior officer career
development will have to take place in order to comply with Title IV of
the act to accommodate the inflexible joint personnel policy requirements.
kven then there will not be sufficient time in an officer's carrer to
satisly in-service requircements for senior leadership positions as well
as the requirements of positions in the joint arena. A possible solution
to this problem was suggested. Changing long-standing length-of-service
retircement restrictions to allow extension of senior officers on active
duty was proposed. On the surface, it would appear that there would be
several benefits if this proposal was adopted. It would allow us sufficient
time to give the officer the in-service experience needed to be effective
in our most responsible Air Force positions. This Air Force experience
would be more useful in the joint arena when the officer was called upon
to scrve jointly. We would receive a better payback on the investment
of a promotion to gencral officer. And, it would bring our antiquated
retircment laws in line with modern times. These are the most obvious
benefits.  This chapter will cxamine the consequences in more depth.

It is useful at this point to review the Air Force Chief of Staff's
guidance with respect to implementation of the DOD Reorganization Act.
Grneral Larry D. Welch made it clear that it was important the Air Force

go on record that we believe in the value of "jointness" and recognize
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the necessity for change. He said, "It is our purpose to comply with
the law to its full spirit and intent." (30:20) To that cnd, the
Chief's direction was to make minimum changes to the original guidance.

These criteria, that the change coincide with the spirit of the law
and that it conveys the Air Force's commitment to respond to the national
priority of increasing "jointness," arc woven into the proposal of this
paper.

If the benefits of extending the length of time officers can remain
on active duty are so obvious, why hasn't something been done to  change
the mandatory retirement laws? The answer to that question is not so
obvious. As alluded to in the quote from Common Scnse at the beginning
of this study., people resist change, cspecially to a Jong standing practice.
Personnel managers in the military arc comfortable with the current retire-
ment laws because they are basically doing what they were designed to do.
They "support and complement the manpowcr force management requircements
of the services in order to meet national sccurity objectives."  (14:1-1)
Changing the retirement phase points would be disruptive to the "continu-
ing flow of officers through the required personnel structures" and,
thereby, require some innovative adjustments to some programs that have
been cqually etched in granite.

Senior officers arc perhaps reluctant to address the issue.  Proposing
to extend one's tenurc on active duty would appxar sclf-serving to the
public. A closer examination of that argument will reveal that a general
officer has little more than increascd responsibility to gain from a
promotion higher than major general. For cxample, general officers reccive
no pay raises once they reach the Exccutive Salary Ceilting. The Ceiling

is reached fairly carly. The 1 January 88, Officer Pay Guide, shows that o
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major general with over 22 years of scervice reaches that ceiling and
receives the same basic pay as a four-star general. (Although not within
the scope of this paper, should extensions past the 35 years of service
point be adopted, a managcment problem that may need to be addressed
will be to create some incentives for general officers to want to remain
on active ducty longer).

The author belicves that the reluctance to change the current retire-
ment phase points is a combination of many more involved rcasons. Changes
to the personnel system should never be made for insignificant or transi-
tory reasons. By the same token, overy organization must constantly
reexamine current practices in terms of dynamics and changes in the needs
of its personnel. The Air Force Personnel Plan calls for the capability
to improve our objectives and policies and procedures developed to achieve
these now objectives,  (31:1) It is a delicate balancing act to compromise
botween the needs of the Alr Force for efficient manpower and the needs
of the individuals who possess the skills and knowledge we need.

The most difficult problem we face is that no one personnel policy
cxists in a vacuum. A change to onc policy such as mandatory retirement
phase points will alffect other policies simultanecusly. For example,
promotion phasc points will have to be addressed when one considers
slowing down or stopping the forced attrition of certain groups of officers.
It is imperative that we understand these interrelationships, but it's
cqually imperative that we do not avoid the tough management decisions
because we are afraid to address these interrelationships.

What programs, then, are tied to the mandatory retirement of senior

officers?  An incxtricably linked program to our present retirement
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system is what has long been referrcd to as the "up-or-out" promotion
policy. (14:VIII-J) Simply put, officers must be promoted to the next
higher grade after reaching designated points in their career or they
will be involuntarily separated or retircd. By way of review, in the
more senior grades, licutenant coloncels are retired after 28 yecars of
service; colonels are retired after completing 30 ycars of service;
brigadier generals are retired after completing 30 ycars of scrvice or
five years in grade, whichever is later; and major generals are retired
after 35 years of service or five yecars in grade, whichever is latoer.
Promotion to licutenant general and general do not affect tenure unless
selection coincides with assignment to a specific billet such as Chief
of Staff which carries its own tenurc upon appointment.

The up-or-out system is a management tool that allows us to ecxcrcise
quality control and to "shape" the officer force into a carcer profile
that would not normally be achicved if we were to allow natural and
voluntary attrition. Our personnel structurc must be comprised of the
right occupational mix at diffcrent authority lecvels or grades and
provice us with the youthful, vigorous force required.  (29:5) We have
fewer individuals with greater responsibility at the top of the grade
structure and morc individuals with less responsibility at the lower
levels. Congress controls the number of individuals allowed at cach of
the grade structure levels, (22:--)

The evolution of the retircement system was detailod in Chapter TT.
As noted, the Navy Personnel Act of 1916, instituted the concept of the
up-or-out system. The Army adopted the systoem with the passage of the

Officer Personnel Act of 1947. During the hearings for this act, General
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wight. D, Piscenhower said, "1t is merely a question of .. .keeping the
outflow at the top so as to keep your vigorous body underneath". (18:11)

Three of the major concepts the up-or-out system is based upon are
worth review at this point. They are:

(1) Junior positions are the most physically
demanding and require the vigor of youth.

(2) Sufficient tenure should be provided to
scnior officers so that they have a chance to apply
their expericence in a meaningful manner.

(3) 1n order to insurc sufficient movement
through the system, the services should involuntarily
separatce officers in a planned program of forced
attrition. (29:8)

The up-or-out system and the accompanying retirement restrictions
were designed and developed to meet the needs of a largely combat mili-
tary. The size and skill composition of today's military has shifted
much of our force to non-combat occupations. The "youthful, vigorous"
requirements in General Eiscnhower's day may not be as valid when applied
to the force structurce today.

[n a Working Not¢e prepared in response to a request by the Deputy
Chief of Staff/Personncl for the Air Force, the Rand Corporation examined
the impact of speciflfic changes to the up-or-out system as we know it
today. Using static force planning models, they studied several alter-
natives to our tcnurce system such as the one proposed in this paper.

The reosults of their analysis follow. (29:--)

By way of background, the impetus for the request to review the up-
or-out system may have bcen Scnator Sam Nunn's statement during the
hearings on the Defense Officer Personnel Management Act when he said:

[DOPMA] rigidifies the alrcady too rigid

up-or-out system...it...prohibits the
continuation on active duty of...highly
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qualified officers even when they wish
to continue and the services need them. (17:--)

To examine changes to the up-or-out system, Rand simulated various
options to promotion and tenure policies by using computerizced force
planning models. Their models took a cohort of entering officers and
flowed them through the system, promoting, augmenting and attriting them
according to current policies. They began at the licutenant level and
applied loss rates and policy factors such as promotion opportunity to
determine the structure of the next grade, captain. Tho process was
repeated through the grade of colonel. (29:--)

To facilitate their analysis, Rand used their Constrained Progression
Model to establish a base case. Assumptions uscd in the basc case were:

(1) An officer force of 78,000 1inc officers
(2) Promotion opportunity and phasc points of '
to captain, 95 percent and five years of scrvice
to major, 80 percent and 10 years of service
to lieutenant colonel, 70 percent and 16 years
of service
to colonel, 50 percent and 22 ycars of service
(3) Maximum completed scrvice
five years for licutcnants
11 yecars for captains
20 years for majors
26 years for lieutenant colonels
30 years for colonels (29:13)

Rand studied five separate scenarios using this basc case for com-
parison. The one with the most applicability to this paper was the
Senior Officer Extended Service Model. 1t addressed concerns about the
possible wastefulness of an up-or-out system expresscd by the House
Armed Services Committee when it noted that, "One of the concerns frequent-

ly expressed with the up-or-out system is the belief that it is a more

costly system because officers retire carlicr and spend a relatively
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longer period on the retired rolls and replazements must be trained and
romunerated.”  (29:34) ‘The case also built upon the strengths of the
up-or-out systcem. 1t concentrated on the tenure of senior officers and
stressed the following:

(1) That since the promotion screen for junior officers

is relatively easy, i.e. , high promotion opportunity, those

junior of ficers who fail to make the grade should be scparated;
(2) ‘'That since the promotion screen for senior officers

is relatively hard, it is rcasonable to expect that the best

nonsclectees are sufficiently productive to warrant continuation;
(3} Current voluntary retircment provisions allowing a

twonty year retirement deprives the military of many outstand-

ing senior officcers by establishing financial incentives for

carly retirement and appears to be inconsistent with the intent

of Congress and the experience of foreign military organizations.

(29:34-35)

We saw in Chapter III that the last point was especially true. The
Federal Republic of Germany, for example, retires its senior field grade
of licers about five years later than their American counterparts. There
is a single retirement age for cach grade in Germany compared to a range
in the United States. Colonels, for example, retire between five and
fifteen years carlicer in the United States than in Germany. An analysis
of the base case in the Rand study shows that the median retirement age
for colonels is fifty-two years of age, or about one to four years earlier
than the mandatory retirement age in grade. (29:36)

The "intent" of Congress comment deserves expansion as well. A
fair appraisal of Congressional intent in considering early retirement
in the military can be gleaned from the original hearing before the
Scnate on the Of ficer Personnel Act of 1947. Senator Guy Cordon remarked:

I have noted certain proposals which, in

my opinion, would be very detrimental to
the best intercsts of the country as they
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would...force the rctirement of officers
at the height of their usefulness...It

may be that some of the restrictions in
the bill are justificed for combat units,
but I feel strongly that they arc inad-
visable for the technical scrvices...
Specifically, the retircment of colonels
after they have completed cither five years ‘
in grade or 30 years of service, whichever
1s later...would mean that the average
officer, fiquring that he received his
commission at age 22, would be forced

to retire at 52 years of age. This scoms
to me to be a mos!. wastcful and illogical
requirement, particularly for the toech-
nical services. (18:5-6)

Reflecting this intent, Rand's Scnior Of [iceor Extonded Tenure Model
was designed that carcer officers would scrve "full" carcers. The model
did not allow coloncls or lieutenant colonels to retire until their man-
datory retirement points. Most importantly for the purposce of this paper,
the model extended the mandatory retircment years-of -scrvice to comple-
tion of 32 years for lieutenant colonels and 35 years for coloncls. Tt
assumcd the use of continuation boards and provided for the scparation
of marginal performers.

When the same promotion phase points and grade structurc were used
as in the base case, the model showed the new policy would lower promotion
opportunities to licutenant colonel and colonel to "unrcalistically low
levels." (29:38) Using the same phasc points and promotion opportunity
as in the base case produced a much larger number of licutcnant colonels .
and colonels. Therefore, the phase points were shifted from 16 to 17
years for lieutenant colonel and from 22 to 24 ycars for colonel.

Maintaining a constant grade structurc as that in the basc casc

substantially reduced promotion opportunity. Promotion opportunity for

0-5's declined by twonty-six porcent.  Coloncel promotion opportunity went
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from fifty to forty-two jxrcent. The study showed that, taking into
account the decline in promotion opportunity to these two grades,

the chances of a major being sclected for promotion to colonel declined
from thirty-five to twenty-three percent.  (29:40)

it Is intcerosting that Rand's conclusion from this was that this
"higher degree of sclectivity is consistent with the desire that only
the highest quality officers should be retained to the latter mandatory
rotiremont points imposcd by the new rctirement policy. Given the great-
or competition for promotion, it might be cxpected that average selectees
for these grades would be more motivated and qualified for longer military
scrvice than the average selectee under the base case opportunities.”
(29:40)

In maintaining promotion opportunities constant as in the base case,
the numbers of licutcnant colonels and colonels increased from eighteen
to twenty-five percent of the force. This drove up the average age of
the force by two yecars. (29:40)

A surprising result of the cost comparison was Rand's determination
that both of the examples described above were less costly than the base
casc.  Their explanation was that it is changes in the number of retirees
and their years of scrvice at retirement that affect cost changes more
than changes in the number of officers. (29:41) Their rationale was
that if a captain in his c¢ighth year of service remains in the Air
Force one additional year, he costs the Air Force an additional year's
pay and allowances plus misccllaneous cxpenses. If a retirement eligible
licutecnant colonel remains one more year, he costs the Air Force an add-

itional ycar's allowances and miscellancous expenses, but only half or




less of an additional year's base pay because he would have received the
other one half of base pay in retircment had he not remained the addition-
al year. (29:41)

The study has shown that an increase in tenure can have an impact
on promotion opportunity and an accompanying problicm of retention on
active duty of those not selected for promotion. It should be noted that
promotion opportunity rates should not be viewed as "sacred." They have
evolved over time just as many other personncl policies have. We have
no objective way of determining, at lcast on the basis of job performance
and quality, if these rates are appropriatc. Similarly, we cannot put
an accurate cost figure on the potential productivity lost when we force
an individual out of the Air Force before completion of a full carcer.
(29:15) This prompted the Defense Manpower Commission to comment:

It is inconceivable that a service momber

who has been screened many times during

his service life is suddenly of no further

value to his service simply because thoere

arc not cnough promotions to go around. (21:261)

But, the Defense Officer Personnel Management Act gave us the Moexi-
bility to make individual determinations in these cases. 1t established
selective continuation boards to determine if thosc of ficers who had
failed promotion should be allowed to remain on active duty. The law
also established selective early retircment boards, detailed in Chapter
I1I, to attrit senior officers. The point to be made here is that werc

we to extend the mandatory retirement phase points for scnior officers

and, at some point in the future it was determined to be having a negative

effect on the force structure or other personncl policy, we have the [lex-
ibility in our current law to adjust accordingly.
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A more valid concern to personnel planners, in the view of the author,
is the possible morale problem associated with the continuation of junior
officers on active duty who have failed promotion. The focus is on junior
officers because of the relatively high promotion opportunity and the
same level of jobs for the remainder of a career. (29:16) This is less
of a concern for senior cfficers because promotion opportunity is rela-
tively low. (29:17) 1In fact, in a special study preparced for the Senate
in conjunction with the hearings on DOPMA, it was noted:

The likelihood of promotion to flag rank

is so small that it is not considered to
be a major factor in defining the 'career

opportunity' as perceived by military
officers.  (12:12)

The Rand study also addressed the issue when it reported:

The failure to be selected [for flag rank]
will most likely be viewed by one's self
and onc's peers with less consternation.

A similar but weaker argument may be made
for the failure to be promoted to colonel.
(29:17)

'The Rand study shows us that focusing exclusively on policies like
promotion opportunity or grade distribution such as in the Senior Officer
Extended Service Model can lead to inappropriate conclusions concerning
cost and/or the rctention implications of policy changes. (29:42)

This study makes it clear that changes to our retirement system
such as the one considered in this paper can be measured in terms of their
impact on other personncl policies and their effects on the force struc-
ture. But, we need to expand the scope of the Rand study to include
gencral officers. The Senior Officer Extended Service Model addressed

the cxtension of licutneant colonels and colonels to the 32 and 35 years

of scrvice points, respectively. We nced to know what impact the extension
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of general officers on active duty past the 35 ycars of service point
would have on the Air Force. The model should be used to examine the
effects of an up to five year extension of general officers by grade.
General officer promotion phase points and promotion opportunity must
also be addressed.

We have shown that the DOD Reorganization NAct of 1986 has forced us
to examine changes in our current personnel policies. We have scen that
there are distinct interrelationships between these policies and the
Rand study has laid the groundwork for us to measurce these interrelation-
ships. We have the flexibility under DOPMA and the Personnel Plan to
react positively to whatever changc is necessary.

The bottom linc is that there is a value in a fundamental rcexamin-
ation of the basecs for the laws and policics governing maximum tonure in
the Air Force. Rand cautions that, "Thesc personnel] policies should not
be considered in isolation from considerations of officor quality or the
sclectivity for promotion to the senior of ficer grades.™  (29:43) Tt is
the hope of the author that a study as suggestod be undertaken and that
whatever changes are recommended arc taken with Rand's words of caution
in mind. What is most important is that the Air Force initiate thoe action
before being told to take an undesirable altcernative course of action by

Congre:ss.
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CHAPI'ER VI

CONCLUSTONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The bepartment of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986, and specifi-
cally those requirements under the act that pertain to joint personnel
policy for senior officers, have created a serious personnel management
problem.  Under current length-of-service retirement restrictions there
1s not cnough time in an officer's carcer to satisfy both the joint and
in-service assignment roquirements.

Our options to solve the problem are to change the requirements of
the reorganization act or to change the requirements of our retirement
laws. The Department of Defense, with input from each of the services,
requested relief from the Goldwater-Nichols rcecorganization legislation
and was unsuccessful in the arca of joint tour length requirements for
senior officers.

Military retirement laws have not kept pace with a dynamic managerial
force structure or with technological changes in the services. Current
retirement policies have cvolved in response to problems of stagnation
in grade duc to archaic, strict seniority promotion systems, quality
control in the officer force and a compromise between experience and
stamina of officers. Our retirement laws, in comparison with foreign
military systems and pensions in the civilian sector, mark us as the only
institution that forces its key managers and leaders out of their profess-
ion at a time when they should be kept.

A Senior Officer Extended Scervice Model was applied by the Rand
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Corporation to lieutenant colonels and colonels in the Air Force. The
results suggested that extension of senior officers on active duty would
not have deleterious effects on the force structurc if we use the flexi-
bility of our personnel policiecs to accommodate changes dictated. The
model showed that it has applicability to general officers and could be
used to determine if an extension of general officers past the 35 years
of service point is desirable in response to the restrictions imposed by
the reorganization act.

Recommendations

The Rand Senior Officer Extended Service Model should be appliced to
today's general officer force to examine the effccts of oxtending length-
of-service retirements for up to 40 years, depending on the grade achicved.

The results of the study should be given to a study group, appointed
by the Chief of Staff, USAF, to assist thom in cxamining the correlation
between grade, duty and age and whether our retircement laws are still valid
for our modern Air Force. That study group should also cxamine whethoer
senior officers would have trouble mecting the physical demands of their
jobs if the mandatory rctircment dates were extonded as suggestoed.

Lastly, should mandatory retirement dates be extended, a study group
should be appointed by the Secretary of Defcnse to consider improving
the incentives and perquisites for senior officcers. Continued vesting
after 30 years of scrvice, removing the Exccutive Salary Ceiling on the
pay for certain officers and crecation of non-monctary jperquisites should
be entertained to insurc our senior officers are compensated appropriately.
A 40 year carcer in the military must be attractive to the officers we

desire to retain.




NONCASH COMPENSATION COMPARISCIN
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NONCASH COMPENSATION COMPARISON

Tesorc Petroleum Corporation
Tetley, Inc

Texay Fede:a) Savings and Loan
Texas Instruments

Texas O & Cas Corporation

Texas Utilities Services, Inc
Textron, Inc.
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Thitd Natronal Bank and Trust of Dayton
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Time Lile Books
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Yonka Corporation
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LIST OF PARTICIPANTS (Continuc=d)
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Upjohn Company
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Wyman Ciondom Company

YA( A of the United States

Zale Corporstion

Zayte Compoation
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NONCASH COMPINSATION COMPARISON

Abbott Nunhwestern Hospital
Acacia Mutual Life Insutanie Company
Action Industaes, Ing

Au Prodacts and Chema als
AIRLOA
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The Aiaencar Ldtivge
A
An

vat Courcd of Te Tnsurance
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Anseni an Mo hst
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Amecncan Kewsatence Company
A an Secucty and Tiust Company, Inc.
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Arvencan Sooety of Covil Engineers
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Srnvncan States Insurance Companies
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Accata Corporation
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Arvida Corporation
Arvario, Ing
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Atlantic Mitugi Insurance Company
Automaotule € lub of Michigan
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HABB, Inc
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Bk Lund Statt Federal Creda Union
Bottk Marketing Assasation
Haok O New Logland, N A
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Runkers Lile arrd C avualty Company
The Banheis Lile ( cimpany
Banhers Life of Nebirashe
Barher Croene Company
Ratclaye Kank of Cabfuorne
Barelays Bank vt New York
Rarden Corporation
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BATUS, Inc
LL Rean lnc
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Bell Helicopter Textron
Bell Telephane of Peansylvania
Berkshoe Lile Insurance Company
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Rest Producis Company, Inc.
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Betz Lab natones
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Brhop Clark son Memonal Hospaal
Black & Decker Manufactuong Company
Dick Bk Company
Blue Cruss Haspital Service, 1n¢ -

St taurs, Missouri
Blue Cruss of Credter Phitadetphia
Blue Cruss of Northeast Ohio
Blue Cruss of Nontheastesn New York
Blue Cross of Southern California
Blue Cross/Blue Shield Associdtions, Inc.
Blue Cross/Blue Shield ot Alsbama
Blue Crosy/Blue Shield of Connecticut, Inc
Blue € 103s/Blue Shield of Delaware, Inc
Blae Cross/Biue Shicld of Horida
Biue Ciosv/Blue Shield of lowa
Blue Cron/Blue Shield of Kansas

Blue Cross/Blue Shield of Maryland

Blue Cross/Blue Shietd of Massachusetts
Blue Cross/Blue Shield of Michigan

Blue (105s/Blue Shield of Nebiaska
Blue ( 1oss/Blue Sheld of North Carohina
Blue Cross/Blae Shield of Southern West Vitginia
Blue Crovs/Blue Shield of Texas

Blue Crons/Blue Shield of Virginia
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Borg Warner Acceptance Corporation
Buston tdiyon Company

8 P Alaska [aploration
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Brawit & Welhiumison Tobacco
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Butyrus Lue Company
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Buthngion Noithern, Inc

Lteo Burnetit Company

Business Men's Assurance Company of America
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HEt Buu Grocvry Company

Buttes Cas & Ol Company
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Camptliell Soup Company

Captod Hatdiag € orpotation
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AM (astle & Company

Castle & Cooke, Inc.

Caterpillar Tractor Company
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Central Bancshares of the South

Centigl oife Assurance

{ entrat Soya Company, Inc

Cential Telephone and Linlities Curparation
Central Trust Bank

Centronmcs
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Chamber of Commerce of the United States
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Chase Manhatian Bank
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Chevaprake e Insurance Company
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Chicago Biidge & Tron Industines. Inc
Chicago 8 Nuthw estern Transponation Company
Chicago Title and Trust

Chicago Tubune

Chipman-Unicn, Ing.

Chrysler Corproration

C 1ha-Cegy Corporation
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Citibank, NA
Cinzen's Bank & Trust, Maryland
Ctizen’s Cas & Coke Ltifity
Citizen’s Bank
City Bank & Trust
City of Chesaperake
Caty ul Colorado Springs
City of Hampton
City of Los Angeles
City of Los Angeles (Fire & Police)
City of Los Angeles (Ceneral)
City of Los Angeles (Water & Power)
Ciiy of Newpurt News
Caty of Noilolk
City of Porsmouth
City of Richmond
Cry ot Suhalk
Clevetand Tivotnd Huminating
Clow (orporation
CNA Insutance
The Coastal Corporahion
Coca-Cola Boitling Cumpany United, Inc.
foca-Cotya Company Ingc.
Cole Natiwnal Cotporation
Colonmat Life and Accidem
Columbra Gas System Service Carporation
Columbia Hospital
Columbia Nitiogen Corporation
Caommercal Secunty Bank
Commercial Sneanng, inc.
Commercial Union Insurance Companies
Commonwcalth National 8ank
Commonwe alih uf Pennsylvania
Community ¢ onsohidated School Distnct 146
Communiy Fedegl Savangs and Loan
Computer Stierues Corporation
COMSAT
Congressional Budget Office
Counnecticut Bank and Trust
Conneclicut Mutual Lie Insurance
Consohidate 4 Ra! Corparation
Continenta' Rank
Cuntingnta' € Aipinration
Continental sy Company
Contine ntal AMute tals € orpotation
Contraves Coerz Curgation
Conwed Cosj wration
Thomas Cocke, Inc.
Cooper Indus g
Copperweld L vrparation
Cotroon and Bleck of Tennessee, Inc.
Cotton States [avuiance
Country Pride Fouds, Ltd
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Crempton & K« aley Corporation
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CRST, Inc.

CSX Cotporation

Cyclops Cosporation

Danly Machine Corporation

Dayton Powes and Light Company
Dayton Hudson Corporation

Dead River Company

Defuxe Check Printers, Inc.

Dentsply International, Ing

Deposit Cuaranty National Bank
Detroit Edisun Company

Dextes Corporation
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AB Duk Campany
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Dunaldson Company

Dow Chemical. USA
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Ouke Power Company
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Duriton Company, Inc.
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fast New York Savings Bank

Fastern Stainiess Steel

Ecodyne (Lindsey Div.)

[conumics Laboratory, Inc.
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rie Insurance Group
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Federal Express Corporation
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Federal Reserve Bank of San Frandisco
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First Mussissippi Corporation

First National Bank of Clayton

First National Bank of Maryland
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First National Bank of Minnecapolis
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First Secunty Corporation
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Flo Vatve Company
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Foremeont MoKesson

LB Turer Company

Fout Cies United Way
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Freghibines Corporation

RT. fuench Company
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Foto Lay. Inc
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Fustan Systems Corporation

Gollauder College
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Ceneral Mifts

Genenl Shale Products Corporation
Gened Signal Corporation

Genstar L1d

Ceronetown Texas Sieel
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Guard Bank

Gl Scouts of the US A
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Could SIL, Ine
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Crand Trunk Western Raslroed ( ompany
Grayhar Hectric Company

Great Scurthern Life Insurance Company
Creatwest Casualty C orporation

CRE Conporation

GTE Automatic Electric, Inc.
Custanive Federal Savings and Loan
tHahnomann Medial College Hospital
Hallmark Cards, Inc.

Hanes Corporation

John Hancock Matuat Lile tnsurance Company
Hannatond Brothers

tan, S haffoor & Marx
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v} Hewz Company
fewictt Pachard Company
vighlands Lnetgy € putaton
tllciest Medicat Center

(e Indusines. Inc
it Ing.
am Watker
tubn=s & Naiver, Inc

iine federal Savings and Loan
tume Petioteurn

ameywell, Inc PMSD
fouher ( hemicals

lutmel 8 C ompany

capital Data Center of Viginia
g1l Service Plan of New Jeney
toughton Madiba Company
toward Johnson Comnmpany
toward Uinversity

1owe Baker b

‘ubbard Miling

M Huber Curporation

tumen Respures Research Organization

iy A Hunt Chenncal Corporation
wnt Manufactunng Compaeny
usky Od
1vgeia Coca Cole Butthng Company
M Cuiporation
AM Emplayee's Credit Umon

tAmencay tng
o Bell Tete ) hone
Boon Central Goll Ralioad
anun Fower Company
o Tl Works, Ing,
~NA Corporation
+ 0 Flectng fnegy (£58)
ddependent Dife tnsurance
s hanapobn tile lngatance
hanapois Powe s & Light
geevedl Rand Compeny
suraniee Seavices Offce
Aetust Corporation
Hennedics, Ing
Meemountan Hesih Care
Trenatunat Fachings Cotpotabon
v atons Dwvendied Services
va Methodint Medical Center
eh Ceaphie Systemy

& Communications industries

U International Management Corporation

ndustual Valiey 8ank

MEson Memaond) Hospitad
rtlerson Bank of Miami

{. jolinson

€ Johnson & Son

mes & Laughhin Sreel Corporation
¢ Manulactunng ( ompany

et Foundation Health Plan
aner Steet
-ansas Oy Power & Light

Awd ekt Motarns Corpotation. U SA
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Keltogg Company

Kendall Company

Ketnametal, bng.

Keanecctt Corporation

Kent Mooie ( orporation

Kepner Tregoe, Inc.

Kere McGee Corpuration

Kimbely Clask Corporation
Knapp-hing Sue Corporation
Kochrng Comgpany

Kroger Company

Lot Westun, Ing,

Laving Shippung Company

Lawtence Divernue Laborstony
tebanon Stech Toundry

Lecds & Northeop Company

tevor Biothen Company

Levi Stiauss & Company

Charles Levy Cucatatug Company
Leybold Heraus Vacuum
Libhiey-Owens Ford Company

Liberty Nationgsl Bank & Tiust Company
Libeny National Life lnsurence Company
1IMRA

Lot Nalwonal Conguwation

Lipe Rultw ay Corporation

Thomas | Lipton, e

Lithim Corporation

Lucas ( AV Industnes, Inc.

Lucas Industries, tnc.

Luthieran Brotherhood

Lutheran Mutual Life Insutance Company
Mack Punting Company

Mack Trucks, Inc.

Madnon General Hospital

Magoetn Controts C ompany

Muthi krodt

Manchester Memorial Hospital
Manufattuiers and Traders Trust
MAPFL O, InC

Marathun U'S Realities

Mary Kay Cosmetics

Maryland National Bank
Massachusetts Mutual Life tnsurance Company
The Mathes Company

Matsushita, Ing

Matted, inc

May Depaniment Stores Company
Mayfluwer Corpuration

M Graw-tdison Company

Rubent £ McKee, Inc.

M Quay-Periex, Inc.

Mead Corpuration

Mellon Bank

Memarex Corporation,

Mamarial Hospital Medical Center of Long Beach
Memopnal Hospital System of Houston
Memphis Light, Gas, & Water Division
Mehants Insurance Croup

Merck & Company, Inc
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Metpath, Inc
Metiopohitan Life Insuiance ¢ ompany
fied Meyeq, Inc
MiB, Inc
Michigan Wisconsin Pipe Line Company
Mid-Atlantic Toyota Distributors, Inc
Midcon Corpotation
Midland Mutual Life Ynsurance Company
Midwest Stock Fxchange, Inc
Milchem, Inc.
Miles Laboratories
Milwaukee Sanitetion Depanment
Minnesuta Fabiics, Inc.
MInnesota Mining & Manufactuting Company
Minnesota Mutual Life Insirance Company
Minolts Corporation
Mussouri Pacdic Raidroad Company
Mitee Ceaparation
Mitsutishs tntemational
Modein Diup Forge
Moudern Meichandising, Inc
Modine Manufactuting Company
Munarch Capital Corpotation
Montana Power Company
Montefiore Hospitat and Medical Center
Mountgomery Ward and Company
Moog, Inc
Moore Business Forms, Inc
Morgan Cusrantee Trust Company of New York
Phullip Motas, US A
Mornison, Enc.
Morrison-Knudsen Company
Motorola, Inc
MSt insurance Company
Murphy Od Corporation
Mutual Benetit Life Insurance
Mutudl Broadc asuing Sysiem
Mutuat Fedceral Savings and Loan Association
Mutual Life Insurance Company of New York
Mutual of Omaha
NACUSBO
Natco Chemical Company
Narco Saientfic industries, Inc
National Bank of Detroit
Natiotial Can Corparation
National Constructors Assoc.ation
National [lectrical Manufacturing Association
National Gypsum Corporation
National Raroad Labor Conference
Nativnal Rural Utiities Couperative
finance Corporation
National Sevings and Tiust Bank
National Supply
Natomas
Navy federal Crednt tnion
NCNB Corporation
NCR Corporation
NERCO
New Lngland Mutual Life Inwurance Company
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Newpont News Shipbuilding & Drydock
Nippondenso of Los Angeles
NKC, Inc
Nufolk & Western Railway Company
North Amerncan Philips Corporation
torth Mossssippr Medical Center
Northen Trust 8ank
Noahern Trust Company
Northwest Eancoiporation
Nurthwest Industaes Ing.
Nourthaest Pipeline Corpuiation
Nuthwostern Bell Telephbone Company
Nunthw e Mutoal Lite Insurance Company
Northwesdern National tife Insutance C ompany
Norton Company
Cria 4 w0 Conpany
Ohiu Mo d gt Indem.uty Mutual Corporation
Chiu Valiey Medial Center, Inc
ORIDATA Carporation
Cid hert Bank gnd Trust
0.4 Stone Rank
Clin Canpeigtion
O~ 2ha A pont Authonty
Gmigha Pubhic Puwer District
Oserveas Development Counanl
Owens Cormng Biberglas Corporation
Cwens s, Ing
Paccar b
Pacitic Mutual Life Insutance
Pauitic Resouries, Ing
Pako ( Crpotation
Palc o, tnc.
Paper (oinverting Machine Company
Peavey Company
Pendlctc = Woo'en Milly
Penn (v ntial Enecgy Group
Penn Virgia Corpiration
Penntield Corpuration
Penntyhamia Blue Shieid
Puiasyhaia Medical Society
Pernsyhania Power & Light Company
Pennwalt Corporation
Pentapc n Federal Credit Union
Pecples Cos Light & Coke Company
Pruples Noturat Cas Company, Inc.
Peuples Savinge Bank
Peoples Secunty. Maryland
Perlon Elmer Company
Pet. tnc
Piizer Int
Philade ‘phia flectne Company
Prlips Coa! Company
P.cdmas t Natural Cas
Piistiury Cumpany
tiMA County Governmental Center
Pior eer Savings acd Loan
Pitteburgh & Lake Ene Rawroad Company
Pitebegh Nationat Bank
Pizza MUt Inc.
Pla.ng Elctie Genesation

& Teamsmnon Cooperative
Pirtiar STale nank

Cregury Poule Equipment Company
Portland Ceneral Electric

Power Authonty of Stale of New York

PPC Industries
PQ Corporation

Piclerred Rk Mutua! lasurance Company

T Rowe Prce Assaciates, Inc
Prce Biuthers Company
Protective Life Insurance Comgpany

Provident Life and Accident fnsurance

Company
Provident National Bank
Public Broadcasting Seivice

Public Service Company of New Menco

Puget Sound Nationa! Rank

Puntan Bennett ( orporabion

Racal Milga, Inc.

Rainus Natonal Rank

Rapistan, Inc.

Raymond International

Reading & Bates Cotpatation

Recogmtion fquipment

Recreation Vehidle Industry

Red Ow! Stores

Michael Regse Hospaat

Regimal Tianspardation Authonty

Rerearch Trangle Inctitute

Reseadech Cottiell, Ing

Resnond, fng

R | Reynolds Industies

Reynnids Melals

Richardson Vicks, Ing,

Richmond School Dhauasiet

Riggs National Bank

Rinana Foods. tnc

AH Robbins

Rogess Carporation

Rouse Campany

Ruyal Bank of ( anada

Ruyal Invurgnce Company

Royster Company

Ryan Humes, IncC.

Rydet System, In¢

Safeguard Industnes, loc.

Saga Corparation

Samaritan Health Scervices

San Dhego Teust and Savings Bank

Sanders Associates, Inc

Sanha Cotporation

Sandvik , Inc.

Santa fe Railroad

Santee Couped/$ Carulina
Public Service Authonty

Schering Plough Cotporation

Schreiber Foods, Inc

SCM Corporation

Scott Paper Company

Sears, Rochuck and ( ompany

St ntey Incurance Company

Shaklee (arporation

Shawriut Bank of Buston, NA
Sheren Chemigd! Corporation
Stemens Corporation

Sieria Pacific Power Company

SH O Industries, InC

Sigricde Corportation

S Valley Hospaal Associstion

R & ( Sluane Manufectunng

Smithk & Welion

Socety o §‘vm‘\

Socty of Manufsaunng Engineers
Solar g gy Revestch insnute

Solte s Patymer Corpoaahion

Satan o Products Campany

Soer Line Radrcad Conpany

Sorban S evac e Phvisian of MA L
Scinth Jervey lodastoes Ing

South Subaihan Haspatal

Southeast Rank . N A

Sonthern € prnpany Senvces
Sonthorn Pay e Teancpotation ( ompany
Sonithern Radway System

Sprchor Henpoal

AN Technologues

St Joe Aunernabl Company

St bibe's {praopal & Tesas Chibien's Hospnal
SEtobe s Hogpetals (Faego)

St ALy« Medeal and Heatth Coner
St fand € gmpaties, ing

S Fanl Tue and Manne

St Voot Hosputal and Medical Center
Al Statey Manuba tonng C ompany
Moy e, doe

Standard Ot of C alifotiag

Stater Dpartment Fedeal Credit Umon
State Farm Insurance C ompames
State Ment System (Gootgia)

State of Viguima

Stute of Wisconun

State Steeet Bank and Troust Company
Stavtfer Chemucal € ompany
Steclcace, Ing

Steaper Togeton, deg

Stewns Sy et acteny Company
Stesteyie Planming Astocation
Stindent Loan Markehing, Acociation
Suberbian Bancarporgtion

Subwthan Propane Cas

Sun Chermcal Company

Scter Cangeany, Iy

The Sunpapers

Sape gkt Ceneral Corpardion

S hanna Corporation
Sveadiap/Ao Technelogy, Ine

Syntex

Syt v Recearch L aboratones
Systeins Research Fatonatones

Talein

Vet e Valley Authonay

Terea Cha v als boten staonal tag
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