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ABSTRACT

A growing need among service personnel ‘o take
collective action to protect their social and =conomic
status appears to have developed during the last
decade. Past studies of this phenomenon have been,
for the most part, limited to examining one means by
which collective action can be achieved =-- military
unions. This paper takes a broader look at collective

action in the military by examining the +two basic’

types of military collective action groups -- military
-associations and military unions. Social, econonic,
legal, and attitudinal factors which will determine
the direction and shape the means of military
collective action are considered. It is concluded
that military associations and mwmilitary unions are
both capable of effectively fulfilling the collective
action needs of military personnel -- each having
unique advantages and disadvantages. Circumstances
appear to mitigate against military unionism at this
time (e.g., the present national mood against military
unions). Therefore, military associations appear to
be a more viable alternative for collective action.
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In its April 1976 report to the President, the Defense
Manpower Commission made the following observations:

« « « Th2 President, the Congress and_ the Secretary ,of
Defense, who together are viewed from_ below as_ tne
collective leadership of the forces, do not always
understand the manpower impact of their actions. . . .

At top management and leadership levels, thare appears
at times to be tendencies to look at numbers or statistics
or to adqgt an impersonal quantitative approach when
dealing with personnel matters. . . .

. .Many members of the active forcses feel dismayed and
disillusioned because of what they perceive to be neglect,
disinterest or a breach of faith " on the part of “their
Government. . . . {Defense Manpower Commission 1976,

p. 59, 60 ]

The Commission went on to warn that the «civilian
leadership of the armed forces "should not give thenm
{ service personnel] reasonable grounds for believing . . .
that thay ([ service personnel] need representation in order
to be fairly and equitably treated."

Empirical research has shown that when people feel
threatened or are in a stressful situation, they tend to
socialize. 1In other words, people in a predicament seek out
others in the same situation to satisfy their craving for
giving and receiving sentiments, for comnmunications, and for
the reassuring effect of sharing an opinion. If the
predicament continues, it is highly likely that socializad
individuals «will form groups which will allow them to take
cbllective action. [Webber, R. 1975]

The "dismay and disillusionmsnt" reported by the Defense
Manpower Commission appears to have had a socializing effect
on the members of the armed forces and seems to he




stimulating a need for collective action. If a perceived
nead for collective action persists or increases, what type
Oof collective action group will military personnel use to

insure that they are "fairly and equitably treated"?
A. PROBLEM STATEMENT

Past analyses of collective action in th2 armed forces
of the United States have focused on only one type of group {
through which collective action can be achieved -- military
unions. These analyses have centered on a comparison of
conditions conducive to the formation of Western Europedn
military unions with conditions present in the Unit=d
States. These analysés have also compared the formaticn of
civilian Pederal employee unions to the military situation
including the executive and legislative actions which made
their formation possible. In general, the problem which
these studies have attempted to solve has been twofold: (1)
to determine the overall effect of would-be military unioas
in the United States; and, (2) to determine the probability
that military wunions will be formed in the United States.
These issues will be touched upon in this thesis, but are
covered only as an adjunct to the main isssue upon which
this paper focuses -- military collective action. The
problem which this paper will explore is: What are the |
viable means by which the United States military can take
collective action? While the answer to this question is the ?
main objective of this paper, answers to four othar closely
related problems will also be sought. These questions ars:

1. What factors have stimulated the need for collective }

action in the armed forces of this nation? '

2. What viable types of collective action groups exist?




3. What barriers will inhibit various types of military
collective action groups in this country?

4, What types of collective action groups will be
available to fulfill the collective action needs of
United States military personnel for the foreseeable
future?

B. DEFINITIONS

Certain terms will appear repeatedly throughout the text
of this thesis. 1In order to clarify their meaning and to
preclude misunderstanding, the definitions below have be=n
developed to assist the reader.

Collective 'Job-related Action: Any activity by two or

more persons to interfere with the performance of a military

duty. Activities included are: demonstrations, protests,
pickating, slowdown, work stoppage, or strike. [ Department
of Defense 1977]

Civilian Leadership of the Armed Forces: Includes thae
President as Commander-in-Chief and the civilian leaders of
the Department of Defense, as well as tha Congress which has
constitutional responsibilities to regulate and support the

armed forces. (Defense Manpower Commission 1976 ]

U.S. Military Association: Any formal collective
action group open to military personnel of the regular armed
forces which has at least one registered congressional
lobbyist and which maintains close liaison with the military

services. It functions through lobbying, member

letter-writing campaigns, and its ties with the military

services. The association's primary and secondary
9
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objectives are: (1) to improve the "people programs" of the
armed forces and (2) to aid the services in fulfilling their
hardware needs.

Military Collective Action Group: Any formal or

informal collection or assemblage of military personnel who
have joined together to achieve one or more social and/or
economic objectives which would affect terms or conditions
of military service. This term covers the entire spectrun
of groups which could be formed for this purpose. At one
end of the spectrum would be found a group consisting of not
less than two service members who have informally Jjoined
together to voice a common position concerning a military.
related matter which they support or oppose (for this
definition to apply, this mutual position must be conveyed
up the chain-of-command or directly to a member of the
Executive Branch or Legislative Branch of the Government).
Near the other end of the spectrum would be military unionmns.
Between these two extremes would be military associations.

Military Institutional Benefits: Non-cash compensation

(food, housing, medical, uniforms, etc.), subsidized
consumer facilities, payments to service members partly
determined by family size, and a large proportion of
compansation received as deferred pay in the form of
retirement benefits. These benefits are often referred to
as "people programs." ([Moskos 1973]

U.S. Military Union: Any formal collective action
group open to military personnel of the regular armed forces
which has at 1least one registered congressional lobbyist.
It functigns through lobbying, member letter-writing
campaigns, and collective bargaining. The union's
objectives are to improve the working conditions and pay of
its members. Legally, it is not allowed to take collective

job-related actions such as a strike to achieve its

10




objectives.

Two of the above definitions, military associations and
military unions, have been purposely structured to reflect
not only a possiwvle "real world" situation but also to allow
for ease of comparison between these two forms of collective
action groups. For these reasons, the association
definition 1is _modeled after six of the more aggressive
military-oriented groups that call themselves military
associations. For the same reasons, the military union
definition is modeled after the conservative Federal s=actor
civilian employee unions which are restricted from certain
union activities; this type of union has been wused as the
military union model because, 1logically, one could not
expect a military union to be allowed a broader range of
union activities or to be more liberal tham existing PFederal

sector unions.

1




II. FACTORS STIMULATING COLLECTIVE ACIION

Just 10 years ago the idea that many military personn=1
would one day feel a growing need to take collective action
against the leadership of the armed forces was not oniy
unheard of but was also unthinkable. During the intervening
time-span many things have changed to cause the subject orf
military collective action in the form of military unicns to
gain national attention and to become one of the more
serious manpower problems facing the military establishment
today.

What factors have caused this change? Three factors
which seem to have been the most influential are: societal
forces, reduced satisfaction of the safety and security need
(i.e., increased uncertainty regarding the level of future
compensation and benefits), and linkage of civiliarn and

military pay in the Federal sector.

A. SOCIETAL FORCES

Since 1945, the armed forces have been increasingly
involved in an endless process of adjustment to countless
changes in the world. Today the armed forces differ greatly
from the forces fighting in World War II or the Korean War.
Indeed, little in the way of comparison remains. However,
the greatest changes have occurred in the armed forces' role
in society and in its manpower —requirements. Today the
armed forces are expected to play a part in achieving the
nation's social goals by: (1) helping to improve the

12




economic standing of the disadvantaged segment of the
population; and, (2) changing prejudiced attitudes regarding
race, creed, and religion. Wwhile playing a key part in
achieving the nation's social goals, the services must also
concern themselves with attracting brighter and more highly
educated personnel than ever before to man the increasingly
complex weapons sSystems that are being developed and put

into service.

In addition, great changes have taken place in the
people who man the nation's defenses. Their needs, wants,
and aspirations have altered to the point where these are
more a reflection of contemporary society than the military

society of their predecessors.

Dr. Charlas C. Moskos, one of the foremost military
sociologists, has hypothesized that these changes are
evidence of a growing convergence between the wmilitary and
civilian forms of society. Inducing this convergence,
according to the‘ hypothesis, are technological advances
which have 1led to the development of sophisticated weapons
systems. Moskos believes that these systems are having a
great social effect on the armed forces because they give
rise to not only a need for increased technical proficiency,
but also for managerial and modern decision-making skills of
the type used by large civilian corporations. 1In turn, the
use of civilian developed decision-making skills by the
military is causing a trend away from authority based on
“"domination" and toward a more civilianized managerial
philosophy which places greater stress on persuasion and
individual initiative. [Moskos 1973]

Assuming this hypothesis is correct, amjlitary society
could be expectead to take on increasingly the
characteristics of civilian society. To some, these
civilian-related characteristics are already apparent.

13




Included are: an increasing pressure for wider
participation 1n decision-making by Jjunicr officers and
enlisted personnel [ Krendel 1975)]; a growing egalitarian
ethic among enlisted personnel [Atwies 1976])]; a growing
tendency for military personnel to think of themselves as
specialists and to maintain a commitment to their specialty
or trade instead of the general military profession [Hartley
1969]; and, the blurring of what is strictly a military
function and wvhat is not, as civilians perfornm an
ever—-increasing nunber of traditionally military tasks
(Famiglietti 1975].

But, is smilitary society really converging with civilian
society or just following along behind? Another and more
persuasive view articulated by Colonel Jennings, USA (Ret.),
contends that the changing characteristics noted above are
quite likely t he manifestation of a 1long existing
relationship between civilian and military societies. This
relationship, simply put, means that as the norms of the
more liberal «civilian society have changed, they have
dragged along the 1lagging norms of the more conservative
military society. Therefore, what has been hypothesized as
a liberalized wmilitary society on the verge of collidiag
with civilian society is in all likelihood an evolutionary
process that has been going on for a very long time.
{Jennings 1976 ]

A key point of the Jennings article is that the distance
between the two societies is not rigidly fixed but is
elastic. The elasticity characteristic of the relationship
between the two societies -- military and c¢ivilian =-- has
been exemplified by a significant change which caused the
existing interval to shorten during this decade. This
change was brought about by the implementation of tae
all-volunteer force concept and a resulting alteraticn in
the notion of why one serves in the armed forces.

14




Probably more than any other event, the termination of
the selective service system and the implementation of the
all-volunteer concept has had the most dramatic effect on
the military society in the past quarter century. Despite
the fact that this concépt was brought into being as a
political expedient, Dr. Janowitz, an eminent military
sociologist, views its implementation as an inevitable step
in the sociological evolution of the armed forces [Janowitz
1977 ].

Accompanying the advant of the all-volunteer force was a
change in the traditional notion of patriotic service in the
armed forces of the nation. Today, this notion has almost
completely disappeared. Two factors which share the blame
for this social change are: (1) the anti-military sentiment
which developed as a result of the anti-war movema2nt of the
Vietnam era; and, (2) an increasing lack of creditability in
the need for a large-standing armed force in an era of
detente [Taylor, J. 1976]. However, the primary factor that
caused this change was the method by which the all-volunteer
force was recruited.

Starting in the early 1970's, the Federal Government
began following one of the recommendations of the
President's Commission on an All-Volunteer Force. This
recommendation called for the placing of primary reliance on
monetary incentives based on marketplace standards to
recruit a volunteer force instead of the traditional
institutional benefits. The Commission's recommendation
stated:

+ « o« We nave decided against recommending general
increases in such benefits., . . . We "have done
SO . . . because, we believe that general increases,  in
such benefits in non-cash, pay would be an_inefficient

means of compensating military personnel. [Gates
Commission 1970, p. 63]

15
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Currently, a widely held belief by military sociologists
is that this approach to recruitment has changed the idea of
military service from a "calling" to that of a "job like any
cther." To explain the implications of this belief and the
meaning of this change, it is necessary to understand the
institutional and occupational models of the military

society.

The institutional model or "calling" has been the
traditional social model of the armed forces. It portrays
military-man as dedicated to values -- duty, honor, and
country -- which transcend individual self-interest in favor
of a presumed higher good. Also, military-man is depicted as
regarding himself as being different from those not in his
profession and in a separate society from the prevailing
society of the nation -- a view shared, in generdl, by the
nation. Associated with this model are notions of
self~-sacrifice and complete dedication to one's role which
is rewarded by high esteem from the nation. Even though
cash pay comparable to that which would be expected in the
economy of the marketplace is not obtained, the deficiency
is offset by social esteem and institutional benefits made
available through a paternalistic remuneration system. When
grievances are felt, military-man doas not organize
self-interest groups. Rather, if redrass is sought, it is
dealt with on a one-on-one basis betwean the individual and
his superior. Implied in this method of solving grievances
is a trust in the paternalism of the institution to take
care of its cwn. [Moskos 1977]

The occupational model portrays military-man as seeking
monetary rewards equivalent to those found in the economy of
the marketplace. His salary system incorporates basic pay
and institutional benefits of a "calling" into one lump sum
cash payment. He has rights in determining an appropriate

16




salary and working conditionms. These rights are
counterbalanced by responsibilities to meet a contractual
obligation. Military-man's first priority is self-interest
rather than the task itself or the particular branch of
service to which he belongs and he is seen as advancing his
self-interests through the union form of collective
action.[ Moskos 1977]

Dr. Moskcs believes that the trend in the armed forces
today is away from the institutional model and towards the
occupational model. Since the common form of advancing
interests in the occupational model is the union form of
collective action, this implies ar increasing likelihoocd of
it becoming the dominant form of collective action in the
military.

Moskos's view has been 2ndorsed by Air Force Chief of
Staff General Jones. The General, 1like Moskos, sees a
fundamental shift in motivation from a "calling" toward an
occupation where the first priority is self-interest rather
than the organization. This trend, he believes, could lead
to military unions. [Jones 1977]

The General Counsel of the American Federation of
Government Employeses seams to nave echoed these views in an
interview in which he stated:

It's a volunteer Army, and that means people are selecting
a military career as _a means of livelihood and not for
patriotic reasons. Servicemen today aren't responding to

%37gttack cn the country. They want to be paid. [Parnell
¢ P

To support his belief, Dr. Moskos has identified a
number of indicators which he believes reveal a trend toward
the ascendency of the occupatioral model and the likelihood
of military wunions in the social organization of the
all-volunteer armed force. Among these indicators are:

17




1. The significant pay increases given to the armed
forces since 1971 in an effort to make military
compansation competitive with civilian rates

2. Recommendations by government panels to establish a

military salary system

3. Proposals to eliminate or reduce an array of
institutional benefits

4. The separation of work and residence locales by a
growing proportion of single enlisted members of the
armed forces who are living off-base

5. The incipient resistance of many military wives at the
officer and noncommissioned officer levels to taking
part in customary social functions

6. The high attrition and desertion rates among enlisted

personnel [Moskos 1977]

B. LINKAGE WITH CIVILIAN FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

A second force stimulating the formation of military
collective action groups, particularly of the union variety,
is the 1linkage of military and nonmilitary pay systems in
the Federal sector.

In 1962, the Federal Salary Reform Act was adopted for
the General Schedule and the principle of comparability went
into efrfect. The application of the comparability principle
to the wages paid to General Schedule employees seemed a
rational approach to setting compensation since it aligned
the General Schedule with the private sector's pay scals.
[Spaith 1976]

18




In 1967, Public Law 90-207 came iato being and brought
with it the present method of annually adjusting the level
of military compensation. The law rigidly 1linked the
military pay schedule with the General Schedule. Since
1967, several modifications to the original act have been
made. [ Defense Manpower Commission 1976 ]

Under present legislation, the Director of the Office of
Managem-nt and Budget and the Chairman of the Civil Service
Commission have been designated by the President to act as
his Pay Agent. The Pay Agent prepares an annual report
based on surveys by the Bureau of Labor Statistics comparing
Federal and private enterprise salary rates. After
consulting with a five-member Federal Employ2es Pay Ccuncil
and other employee organizations, the Pay Agent's
reccnmendations and the views of employee organizations are
reviewed by a three-member Advisory Committee on Federal pay
and then sent to the President. The President may accept
the recommendations, in which case, - they become 1law.
[Defense Manpower Commission 1976 ]

If a national emergency or economic conditions affecting
the national welfare exist, the President may submit an
alternate plan to Congress in lieu of the required
comparability adjustment. The alternate plan, if submitteqd,
becomes law unless a simple majority of either house passes
a resolution of disapproval within a 1limited time period.
[Defense Manpower Commission 1976]

Since passage of comparability legislation, there has
never been a direct attempt by the President to adjust the
pay schedule submitted by his Pay Agent. However, the
President has submitted alternate pay plans to Congress
which have had the same effect. (Spaith 1976]. The
submission of these alternate plans will be discussed later

in this chapter.
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Section Eight of Public Law 90~207, the Section
providing linkage, is known as the "Rivers' Amendment" and
vas named after Representative Mendel Rivers, Chairman of
the House Armed Services Committee and foremost “champion of
the military." Little could this staunch conservative from
South Carolina have ever imagined that one of the many
measures which he pushed through Congress in the best
interest of "our service boys," would provide the link that
would eventually cause organized labor to see the
non-unionized millions in the armed forces as a 1logical
extension of their membershaip.

The specific spark which ignited the fire was President
Ford's alternate pay plan for the 1974 pay increase. 1In a
1975 interview, the since deceased President of the American
Federation c¢f Government Employees (AFGE), Clyde M. Webber,
described the events which led his union to start seeing the
military as a potential membership source as follows:

e.o. o [INn] 1973, the President was aggarentl . fascinated
with his dJevice of picking off ha a billion dollars.
If you give a four gercent,lncrease in pay and you _defer
it for 90 days, that's equivalent to one percent, which_ is
nearly 400 m;lilon. « « o Then each year theg say, well,
here's a 1little way_ to get sonme .mone¥ ack  1nto the
Treasury, regardless of what the equities of the situation
arel L] L] 3

We went to the Senate that year and we got about an
85-14 vote rejecting his alternate pay plan, and we got
our pay increasé on time. _In 1974, when resident Nikon
resigned, we breathed a little sigh of relief. . . . t
that time, the inflation rate was 1 ggrcent a year. _And

ou can 1magine what [the administration] came up with --
.5 percent.,” With Ford in office less than two weeks, the
statutor deadline [ for gag increase] tame and his
financial advisors recommended to him that he defer. So
he deferred.

And here we _have a new President on a honeymoon with
the voters and the Congress and we were quite concerned
extremelg concerned. _So I got to thinking about it, An
I _ thought, well, hell, you know, we're not the only ones
affected by this, maybe we could get a little _help froam
the military personnel. So_I drew up a handbill -<~ two of

them_-- one of them directed to our members and other
civilian employees in_the Defense Department, and another
one directed to the military. . . . ime was very_ short.

we had 30 days to do this whole thing. _ We needed to get
51 votes in the Senate [to stop the pay deferral].
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The people on Cipitol Hill tell me that there was a
fabulous response on the part of the military personnel to
not having thelr pay increase set back. . . .

. . That's all there was to it. We didn't ask them to
oin us or anything of that nature. " Simply that it was in
heir own seli-intérest that they should take some action.
So _after this experiment with a_ little cooperation and
finding that cooperation was mutually beneficial, then we
had some 1little conversations here and tanere., . . . And
we're re resentlng these folks as far as their pay is
concerne and there ma;_be other areas where we can have
mutg%l interests. ([Ihe Times Magazine 24 September 1975,
Pe ’

The significance of this historic event -- defeat of the
1974 alternate pay plan =-- is that for the first time, a
major labor organization had shown interest in members of-
the military establishment and had in fact called upocn the
armed forces rank and £file for support. Also, for the first
time and probably of equal significance, military persornnel
showed widespread interest in and support for a union

lobbying campaign.

Almost immediately the AFGE followed by other unionms,
primarily those in the public sector, implemented a campaign
to win support for the unionization of military personnel.
To the unions this was a rational course of action for
several reasons. First, since 1linkage in 1967, military
personnel have been '"free-riders" on all incremental pay
increases won through the lobbying efforts of +the unions;
incremental increases which are, in the opinion of the
unions, over and above that which would have been otherwise
provided by the Federal Government. Second, the military
establishment represents the last untapped labor pool in the
United States which has not béen unionized to at least sonme
degree. This is an important consideration since union
membership and resultant revenues have fallen off
significantly during this decade. Finally, a unicnized
armed forces would provide additional weight to union
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lobbying efforts through their added numbers and would cause
Congress and the nation to take Federal employee unions more
seriously than they have in the past. (Ewing October 1976]

C. REDUCED SATISFACTION OF THE SAFZTY AND SECURITY NEED

In addition to societal forces and linkage, there is a
third reason which is providing service people with the
impetus to Jjoin <collective action groups. This is the
reduced satisfaction of the safety and security need.

Maslow's basic hierarchical need model with its five
graduated levels of psychological needs serves well as a
frame of reference. Commencing at the lowest level with
physiological needs, the hierarchy transceunds four 1levels
identified as the need for safety and security, love and
affiliation, self and social esteem, and finally, the need
for self-actualization. As one's needs at a particular
level are satisfied, primary attention is then diverted to
fulfilling the next higher level need. [ Webbar, R. 1975]

Generally, a failure on the part of <the military and
civilian 1leadership of the armed forces to satisfy the
safety and security need will have a negative affect on
morale. This failure can develop, in the individual, the
underlying belief that his environment is at best capricious
and at worst malicious. The usual method of circumventing
this unfulfilled need is to enter into a relationship with a
collective action group whick is able to gu1arantee a
reasonably secure life. [Webber, R. 1975]

Presumably, the average military member has satisfied

his physiological needs -- food and shelter -- even if some
members qualify for relief and food stamps. However, full
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satisfaction at the next level in the hierarchy is not being
achieved by a large segment of the armed forces.
[Grebeldinger 1976 ]

This has occurred because military personnel have
increasingly developed the perception that a hostile
government attitude toward their pay and institutional
benefits exists. They have come to believe that their pay
is a political football and that the highly touted parity
with civilian pay scales is a myth. To them, it has becone
obvious that the traditional paternalistic attitude of the
Government is out of vogue. With no one to plead their case
and to protect their interests, they have rationally
concludad that their only recourse is a powerful collective
action group, such as a union, to protect and advance their
interests. [Grebeldinger 1976]

These perceptions are being caused by: (1) inadegquate
communications; and, (2) apparent attitudes of top 1level
management within the Department of Defense, of Congress,
and of the President. To understand how these percegtions
have conme ébout; this chapter next describes the events
leading to this development.

1. nadequate Communications

One of the primary responsibilities of the military
and civilian leadership of the armed forces is the
establishment and utilization of a communications systenm.
Communications with subordinates are the medium through
which the leadership directs the efforts of the military.
By means of its communications the leadership defines the
goals of the military establishment. These goals tell
subordinates what is expected, what resources are available
and how well they are doing. The communications from the
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.
leadership are the foundation upon which the subordinates

are able to build a stable military establd. shment. Without
an ample flow of communications from the 1leadership,
subordinates cannot know what the situation is, which
direction they should be going or how well they are
performing. Without good communications subordinates are in
an insecure position. ([Haire 1964 ]

The Defense Manpower Commeission has identified
communications as a major problem that exists within the
military establishment. The Commission has pinpointed the
location of this problem as being between the leadership of
the armed forces and the units in the field. This problem
has had a great impact on the pay and institutional benefits
issues. The Commission found that this problem has caused
members of the armed forces to feel disillusioned and
dismayed by what they perceive to be disinterest, neglect,
or a breach of faith on the part of their Government.

This breakdown in communications has resulted in a
disjointed incremental approach to personnel groblems by the
military and civilian leadership of the armed forces and the
results have been unsatisfactory. The Commission believes
the policy of changing one element of the personnel policy
without considering its impact on other elements has led to
adverse consequences that were predictable and should have
been anticipated. ([Defense Manpower Commission 1976]

Another view, held by a few members of Congress,
public officials, and military leaders, has laid the blame
for inadequate communications on uniformed 1leaders of the
military establishment. Advocates of this view believe that
if the military leadership fully informed its people, in a
supportive and positive way, as to just how fair the pay aad
penefits programs really are, the erosion of benefits issue
would rapidly subside. Chief of Naval Personnel Vice
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Admiral Watkins does not believe this 1is possible at the
present time. He has responded to this view before the
Senate Armed Services Committee by stating:

That, in my opinion, is_an oversimplified view which does
not recognize the real issue at hand; that is,
apprehenslion over future changes which no one at this time
can describe, let alone defend. With the Defense Manpower
Commission, the Third uadrennial Review _of Military
Compensation and now the President's Blue Ribboa Panel,
all investigating «changes to the military compensation
system, it would cCertainly be gremature, if not impossible
to assure our people that their future security
apprehensions are _unfounded. K Such assurances at__this
galnt would have little creditability. [ Watkins 1977, p.

’

Captain Schratz, USN (Ret.), disagrees with Vice

Admiral Watkins and believes that important benefit

improvements have gone unnoticed as a result of neglectful
military leaders. He <cites as an example the Survivor
Benefit Plan which markedly improves +the serviceman's
ability to guarantee his family an income should he die
while on active duty or after retirement. Even though '"no
civilian agency can match" this plan, according to Schratz,
less than half of the service personnel eligible (1.2
million) have elected to participate, with the lowest
percentage of participation among enlisted members. This
has been caused, Schratz believes, "largely through
misinformation and a failure to understand." ([Schratz 1977]

One officer who had been highly supportive and

_positive of pay and benefit programs and had communicated

this view to his subordinates during his career of 40 years
was Major General Sparrow, USA (Ret.). However, by 1975, he
had become so disillusioned with the +trend in overall
compensation that he published an open letter of apolcegy to
those he had urged and influenced to follow a military
career. In his 1letter, he cites an unwWritten contract
between the soldier and the Government that has been
predicated on mutual promises =-- promises that have been
broken. He points out that it is not the loss of benefits
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that is important, but, "the undermining of that basic trust
and confidence in authority which is <fundamental to the
effectivenesss of our nation'’s armed forces." [Sparrow
1975]

The Defense Manpower Commission nas concluded that
the solution to the inadequate communications problem must
be based on a restoration of credibility in the Government
and its personnel policies and practices, and improved
confidence of the armed forces in their leadership in
Washington. The Commission points out that achieving
stability in manpower and personnel policies and practices
will go a long way in achieving this goal. The Commission
believes:

Personnel policies and ©practices important to the
individual skould not be changed, without adequate
explanation and should be altered only in the context of a
total review of policies and practices taking into

consideration the consequence of proposed cﬁanges. When a
polic decision £ is heavil influenced b cost

cons;geta;ions, this shouyld be stated openly, exylained,
and_not obscured by promises. Members of thé armed forces

wi%l appreciate thls candor.[Defense Manpowver Commission
1976, p. 61]

Senator Thurmond in a recent article stated a very

similar and compatible view:
The creditibility of the leadership needs to be  restored.
Budget considerations, must be iven due yelght, but
keeping faith and telling the <truth comes first. Whan
unpopular decisions muSt_be made, we must be prepared to
explain why. _Honesty should replace gulle. Our military

Eeogle have aluags recognized, respected, and accepted the
ruth. [ Thurmond 1977, p. 25

2. Attitudes

o
- — —_— —

Although the ending of conscription was viewed as a
wise move by many, it brought with it a problem -- greatiy
increased manpower costs -- which was either disregarded at
the time or was not considered important. In turn, sharply
increased military manpower expenses activated one of the

26




key factors leading to an increased interest in collective
action. This factor has been the failure of top <civilian
managers of the Department of Defense to give proper weight
to the human element in their wunderstandable preoccupation
with much-needed weafpons modernization. According to the
Executive Editor of The Retired Officer, they have yet to
"grasp the idea that a career in the military service is
unique ard that, unlike BOSt jobs with civilian
corporations, it requires complete dedication and loyalty on
the part of the individual and involves the entire family as
well." [ Lien 1975]

Since 1968, the Secretary of Defense has watchad
manpower costs increase from 42 percent to 58 percent
(estimated) of the defense budget in 1977. This increase
occurred despite a 37 percent reduction in civilian and
military manpower during the same period. [Defense nanpowér

Commission 1976]

Faced with general spending constraints, inflation,
and a continuing need for wmore modern and ever more
expensive weapons systems, the Secretary of Defense
determined as early as 1972 that rising manpower expenses
would have to be cut. From a budgetary viewpoint, it was
determined that this was the only acceptable alternative
which would allow significant numbers of dollars to be freed
for needed hardware. Since manpower had already been cut by
a 37 percent reduction in force, further cuts in the numbers
of personnel was considered infeasible. This left overall
compensation as the only choice available.

The tampering with overall civilian compensation was
not possible due to numerous safeguards, contractual
arrangements, and Executive Order 11491, as amended, which
enabled Federal civilian employees to «collectively bargain
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through their 1labor wurions. This 1left only the overall
compensation paid to military personnel as the area
available to be cut.

Many of the measures studied or adopted affected
institutional benefits. Although military personnel had
long viewed these benefits as entitlements which were
implicit parts of an implied military contract, the
Secreatary of Defense increasingly began to attack these
entitlements. The Secretary's view was that these benefits
were not in perpetuity and certainly not contractual rights
[Taylor, W. 1976

Although well-intentioned and designed to improve
national defense within given constraints, the policy of
cutting manpower conpensation to free dollars for hardware
needs failed to consider the most valuable weapon system in
the Department of Defense 1inventory -- the individual
service nmemter. This may have occurred either because of
"jsolation", a not uncommon problem of top level management
in a large hierarchical organization, or an imsensitivity to
the effect that this policy would have on "the spirit of the
organization" (Drucker 1954 J. Had the Secretary understood
the true cost-benerfit relationship between reduced morale
and manpower conpensation dollars saved, it is possible that
another alternative would have been found.

However, as the intentions of toprlevel defense
planners became clearer, the defense establishment divided
into two groups. The first group supported and still
supports the reductions in overall military compensation and
is made up of the Secretary of Defense and his staff. They
have taken what many have viewed as the "us against thenm"
approach to solving the manpower cost problem. This is the

28




S NSO

same approach which has been used by big business many times
in the past and has been the inspiration behind the
unionization movement in the private sector.

The service secretaries, supported by the service
chiefs, generally take the opposite view. They have acted
as ombudsmen for military personnel and take the view that
the curreat piecenmeal approach of reducing overall
compensation is improper. However, they do believe that if
and when such cost reduction measures are necessary, the
reasoning behind the changes should be fully explained to
service members. [Shoemaker 1977 and Callander 1977]

The disagreement between these two opposing groups
has repeatedly boiled over into public view. The first
majcr confrontation occurred in 1974 when Secretary of the
Navy Middendorf challenged Secretary of Defense Schlesinger
to show proof of his commitment to service members.
Middendorf believed that Schlesinger lacked commitment
because of 14 benefits which had been reduced under his
leadership. [Farrington 1976]

In 1975 Assistant Secretary of the Navy Beaumont
told the Defense Manpower Commiséion that the Defense
Department was fantastically naive about what service
members will suffer. He considered it a perplexing
phenomenon that the members of the armed forces had not
previously organized a union. [Schweitz 1975]

The disagreement continued in 1976. Speaking before
the Senate Armed Services Committee, Assistant Secretary of
the Air PForce Taylor expressed his concern over top level
Department of Defense policies:

Wwe are nickel and diming our force into a great morale
problem. I don’t tklame the force for being concerned. . .
. I agree ([that theg piecemealing of benefits has created
a problem. We have to do a better job with our people. .

« « The people we have . . . don't join the force because
of the money involved. They join fof a variety of reasons
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and they ?

ire to_be treated fairly. ([Air Force Times 16
February

€s
976, p-.

In a 1977 Navy Times article, former Assistant
Secretary of the Navy for Manpower and Reserve Affairs
Hittle gquestioned the intent of the Secretary of Defense's
action to combine the office of Assistant Secretary of
Dafense for Installations and Logistics with the office of
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower and Reserve
Affairs. He believed that this action was a downgrading in
importance of military manpower at the highest level in the

department. [Hittle 1977]

By February 1977, the service secretaries had becone
vary concerned that the Secretary of Defanse's policies
toward military manpower and overall ccmpensation were
causing a morale problem. As a result, they asked that he
call a moratorium on military pay and benefits. 1In so doing
they joined the Joint Chiecfs of Staff who had made a similar
reguest of the President the year before. [Shoemaker 1977
and Callander 1977]

Spokesmen for the Secretary of Defense have
acknowledged that morale among military personnel has
suffered as a result of yearly piecemeal reductions in
long-standing benefits and arbitrary changes in the military
pay systenm. However, they believe that neither budget
management responsiblities can be abdicated nor overall
compensation changes be halted. [Ewing and Stevens February
1976 and Callander 1977]

Regardless of the actual support for military pay
and benefit programs at the highest levels in the Department
of Defense, this final view by Defense spokesmen appears to
be the one that many military personnel see as the dominant
one. Views of this type are the ones upon which service
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members have based their perceptions of a nonsuppcrtive
military establishment.

The Constitution, Article 1, Secticn 8, charges
Congress with the responsibility of raising and supporting
the nation's armed forces. Historically, this 1is a role
that Congress has not taken lightly. Lieutenant Cclonel
Quinn, et al., described the traditional role that Congress
has played in its relationship with the military as
paternalistic. For over 200 years:

« « o a paternalistic system has developed within which
members oI the military sService have enjoyed a direct
Congressional interest in their total welfare. The United
States Government has _historically provided for wages,
hou51ng, and rules for treatment of the members of tae
armed Iorces, and has taken an interest in the social
welfare of the servicemen. Indeed,  ‘'champions of the

military' have long existed for the American fighting man
. v [5u1nn 1971, p. .

After the Vietnam war, however, Congress's
paternalistic attitude was replaced by skepticism. This new
attitude was a reflection of the prevailing feelings of the
nation toward the armed forces. It became stylish for
politicians to ridicule the military establishment and "the
military-industrial complex." As a result, the traditional
areas of support for the military began to disappear. [Rice
1974 ]

Successful assaults on the seniority system by young
liberals in Congress removed 1long-standing and powerful
advocates of the military, such as Congressman Hebert from
his position as the Chairman of the House Armed Services
Committee (Hafti 1977]. Skepticism and <changes in the
membership of Congressional Armed Services Committees




brought numerous proposals to reduce the traditional
institutional benefits of military personnel to the floor of
congress.

The proposed changes were viewed by many service
members as part of é relentless attack on their 1livelihood
and prestige. To them, these benefits have a symbolic
significance cthat is far in excess of their dollar value and
their continuation’ represents a symbolic expressicn of
national appreciation [Kahn, 19743]. In 1976, the Defense
Manpower cCommission recognized this fact. They warned that
changes to the institutional benefits would have a
far-reaching impact on the ability of the armed forces to
attract and retain personnel because of their effect on
morale and sense of identity of military personnel.

[Defense Manpower Commission 1976]

However, in an attempt to gain stature, prestige,
and win votes in the next election, this fact has gohe
largely unnoticed by some members of Congress. This group
of legislators has 1loudly vocalized their support for
proposals which would cut institutional benefits enjoyed by

.service members. Their approach has been effective in at

least two ways. First, it has caused the Air Force Iimes,
Army Times, and Navy Times to give broad coverage tc the
legislators' stand. Second, it has lowered the morale and
sense of security among members of the military by giving
them an uncertain picture of the future. Ths second effect
has remained largely unaltered even when, as in nuwmerous
cases, the proposed legislation later dies im Congress.

The disenchantment of service people with Congress
has been played upon by collective action groups such as
military associations and 1labor organizatioms. Through




lobbying efforts, the media, and other means available,
these groups have made this dissatisfaction known to
congress.

Continually bombarded by complaints from these
collective action groups and the individual serviceman
himself, Congress has apparently split into several factions
over the issue of armed forces institutional benefits. One
faction has become hostile toward the armed forces and
expressions of dissatisfaction from the military ranks. An
example of this sentiment was expressed by Representative
Stratton in 1975:

».« « I am getting a _little tired of this constant
allusion to "contractual rights when it ccmes to military
benefits. _The fact is that money for defensse is getting
harder and harder to come by here in Congress, . , . We
can't get enough money to maintain our  basic  defense
osture. . . . We are running into the same situation
ere tnat we found in New York City. While the mayor and
the governor were in Washington bqulng for financial
assistance, some of the city's uUnions wére threatening to
tie the, c1tg up with a general strike because they ware
not getting the annual cost-of-living increase_called for
in, their contracts. . . . How can oOne possibly insist on
maintaining the status quo without any change when_ there

isn't even enough money to pay for the basic operations? .
« « [Stevens 1975, p. 14]

Senator Goldwater, responding to this type of view,
has said he believes that congressmen who have urged a
reduction in military benefits to save money are
hypocritical since "no group in the United States has more
fringe benefits than congressmen." ([Cooper 1976 ]

Representative Davis believes the dissatisfaction in
the armed forces and the erosion of ben=2fits issue has been
caused by the press. He has stated that:

If you can take the Army Times, the !é!f Times, and the
Air Force Times off instaTlations, you wouldn¥t¥ _have any
of _this STUff [about erosion of benefits]. All you have
to do is have_one person say one word and all of a  sudden
newspapers call it erosion of benefits. . . . If you take
those ([service newspapers] off the newsracks, ygu ?3% save

uly ¢+ P

ggﬁting a lot of time. . ¢ . [Navy Times 25 J
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Another congressional faction understands that there
is disenchantment among the ranks of the service members
but, according to the Navy Times, has missed the point and
is looking into ways to improve the grievance procedure
within the military establishment as the key solution to the
problenm. The newspaper has concluded that military
personnel are much less worried about representation under
the Uniform Cods of Military Justice or inspector general
system than they are about the security of their future in
the military. (Plattner 1977]. This view was substantiated
by Master Chief Petty Officer of the Navy Walker during his
appearance before the House Military Personnel Subcommittee
[Navy Times 15 August 1977].

A third congressional faction has continued the
historic paternalism mentioned earlier. The goal of this
faction is to develop a rational and stable system of pay
and benefits that is fair not only to tne servicemen but to
the taxpayer as well. (Plattner 1977]. Senator Thurmond, a
leader of this faction, believes:

« «. e Servicemen regard their government as insensitive _to
their problems, _and . unresponsive to their needs.
FPrustrated and disillusioned, they have become suscegtible
to the wiles of self-interesed union advocates. . . .

This problem of morale must be faced immediately.
Lo¥alty must go,  _from the  top down as well as frca tne
botton ug. our "military service members have a right to

expect oyalti from the commander-in~-chief, CongresSs, and
e

the uniformed adership of the armed services. [ Thurmond
977, p. 24]

Even though there are staunch supporters of military
personnel in Congress, the message that members of the armed
forces are receiving is that Congress is indifferent or
hostile to their needs. The Defense Manpower Commissicn has
pointed out that, for whatever the reason, servicemen feel
that their benefits are in jeopardy, and their "trust and
confidence in the system [has] been shaken to the point
where 1legislation may be necessary to restore it." To
accomplish this, the Commission suggests that a
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"Serviceman's Bill of Rights" to specify and guarantee
service benefits may be necessary. To date, this suggestion
is not being seriously considered in Congress. [Defense

Manpower Commission 1976]

Successful commanders at all 1levels have 1learned
that to obtain the most out of their subordinates, they must
maintain a vigilance over the subordinates' welfare and must
be a loyal supporter of the means to satisfy their nzeds. In
turn, the commander gets loyalty and support. Actions of
the President in recent years have caused service members to
have dounts concerning the Commander-in-Chief's support of
their needs. The most obvious and clear-cut example of the
President's questionable support is his stand on

compensation in recent years.

In 1971, President Nixon submitted the first of five
alternate pay plans to be put before Congress during tae
Nixon-Ford Presidential reign. The first four attempts at
altering the Pay Agent's proposed pay schedule, by delaying
increases beyond the date established by law, were
overridden. One of these attempts was overturned through
court action and the other three were defeated in Congress.
In 1974, the Advisory Commission on Federal Pay, composed of
members not employed by the Federal Government, expressed
its concern over repeated attempts by the President to delay
or raduce the annually revised pay schedules. The Commission
stated: "It 1is imperative that an alternative plan be
invoked oanly wunder extraordinary circumstances as an
exception rather than the rule." [ Defense Manpower
Commission 1976]
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President Ford decided to disregard the advice of
the Advisory Commission and in the very next year, 1975,
submitted the fifth alternative pay plan to Congress. This
plan was successful because Congress took no action. It
consisted of a five percent across-the-board increase
instead of the 8.66 recommended by the Pay Agent. [Defense
Manpower Commission 1976]

The President's past actions on compensation have
been viewa2d with <concern by members of the armed forces.
They have perceived an uanfairness in thase actions and a
contradiction in the term, equity. They have seen federal
legislation established to achieve compensation parity with
the private sector. At the same time, they have seen the
President demonstrating greater concera for matters other
than comparability. For the future, they f2ar that thay
will continue to suffer inequality with workers in the
private sector. This fear is reinforced daily by comments
froz officials of the government. Upon submitting his 1976
budget to Congress, President PFord declared that he had
"carved personnel spending to the bone" to gain funds for
military hardware. [Cooper 1976 ]

The President's stand on past pay increases and its
effect on the morale of the armed forces moved the Joint
Chiefs of Staff in 1976 to appeal to the Commander-in-Chief
for a one-year moratorium on compensation adjustments which
the members of the armed forces perceive as unfair
{Callander 1977]. Despite this plea and a 1977 plea by the
service secretaries for a moratorium, President Carter has
identified military compensation as one area that he intends
to look deeply into to reduce defense costs [Hefti 1977].
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Several significant factors impact on the 1legal
environment in which service members can take collective
action. This environment is not stable and is constantly
changing over time as are the norms of American society.
Effecting this changing environment are laws passed by
Congress and approved by the President, presidential and
Department of Defense regulations, and decisions of the
courts. Since the United States is a democratic republic,
it must be assumed that these laws and regulations reflect
the will of the people or, at 1least, what their elected
officials have determined is best for the nation. However,
in the end, the Constitution anda +the decisions of the
Supreme Court have the final say _ regarding the
constitutionality of various laws and establish the 1legal
environment at a specific point in tinme. The words,
"specific point in time," must be emphasized since both the
Constitution and the decisions of the Supreme Court have

changed over the years to reflect the norms of the nation.

The degree to which military personnel can take
collective action and the groups which they can join to
achieve collective action are restricted to a far greater
extent than any other segment of the nation's population,
except for those incarcerated for various crinmes. To
understand the rationale behind the 1limits placed on the
censtitutional rights of service personnel and to determine
the extent to which they can take collective action, this
chapter examines: (1) the rights of each citizen provided
by the First Amendment; (2) some of the more important court
decisions which are relevant to understanding the court
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system's position; and, (3) the restrictions placed upon the
constitutional rights of military personnel by the Congress,
the President, and the Secretary of Defense.

A. THE FIRST AMENDMENT

The First Amendment indicates that, "Congress shall make
no law respecting an establishment of religion, or
prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or the right of the
people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government
for redress of grievances." The Supreme Court has held that
the First Amendment is the cornerstone of the American
democratic system of government [New York Iimes v. Sullivan
1964 ] and has subjected laws and even executive decisions
which have the force of law to intense scrutiny to assure

there is no abrogation of its intent [ Webber, C. 1975].

In the United States, the military establishment is
unique because its uniformed members are subject ta a dual
system of @military and civilian jurisprudence. Regardlsss
of this fact, First Amendment rights still apply to service
personnel. However, a recognized legitimate necessity can
and does restrict these rights. For example, when a
compelling state interest, such as providing for the common
defense, would be placed in jeopardy, the rights of service
personnel must give way. This coanstraint reguires the
courts, in arriving at their decisions, to strike a balance
in determining the extent to which the rights of military
personnel are restricted. [Grebeldinger 1976]

Balance is difficult to acquire and maintain. This is
because th2 interaction of circumstances and the relative
magnitude of competing interests 1is a dynamic process in
which many interdependent variables are simultaneously




considered. Further complicating the situation is the fact
that the outcome can have an impact on national security.
As a result, the courts have included in their rulings the
concept of military necessity which roughly means that the
aforementioned variables have been taken into consideration
in an attempt to achieve balance. [Grebeldinger 1976 ]

A precise definition for the concept of military
necessity is difficult to develop because factors such as
time, place, and circumstances must be considered in
determining the outcome of each case. The importance of
words or deeds varies depending on these factors. For
example, did the incident occur: overseas or in the United
States; during peace or war; in the front lines or in the
rear echelons; in front of civilians or service personnel;
in civilian clothes or uniform; or, by an enlisted person or
officer? These factors -- time, place, and circumstances --
combined with military necessity are balanced against an
infringement of the indiyidual's rights under the First
Amendment. This is done to determine whether the rights of
military personnel should be restricted by a higher need of
the nation. [Grebeldinger 1976]

The concept of military necessity has been addressed on
many occasions in military courts. For example, in 1967,
the Court of Military Appeals applied this concept in
reviewing a case involving an officer who carried
anti-government signs in a Vietnam war protest march while
off-post, off-duty, and in civilian clothes. 1In the Court's
cpinion:

We needa not determine whether a state of war gresently
exists. We do judicially know that hundreds of housands
of members of our military forces are committed to combat
in Vietnam, casualties amoflg our forces _are heavy, and
thousands are being recruited, or drafted, into our armed
forces. That in the present times and circumstances such
conduct bg, an _officer ,constitutes a clear and _present
danger to discipline within our armed services, under the
(civilian) precedents established by the Supreme Court,
?gggs to require no argument. (United States y. Howe
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Over the past 25 years the Supreme Court has broadened
the protection of the rights granted in the Pirst Amendment
to include an implied right -- freedom of association. This
freedom was spelled out in a Supreme Court decision which
held * . . . that 1if prospective laws place excessive,
over-burdens on the protected exercise of Federal employees!
freedom of association, congress cannot enact said
legislation, and less drastic means of affecting the freedonm
of association would have to be found" (United States v.
Robel 1967]. As a result of this ruling, the courts have
held that public employees, including para-military
employees who have life and death responsibilities [Atkins
V. City of Charlotte 1969] have the constitutional right to
jcin labor organizations.

An outgrowth of the Robel and Atkins decisions 1is that
Ccongress cannot prohibit the freedom of association of
members of the armed forces except to the extent it can
justify such 1limitations under "judicial precedents." For
this reason, one school of thought contends that any statute
or executive action which prohibited ali military personnel
from exercising their right of freedom of association --
joining military labor organizations — would ne
constitutionally defective. ([ Webber, C. 1975]

The Army Judge Advocate General in a 1969 Department of
the Army policy letter iecognized that membership in labor
organizations was included in the freedom of association
right and available to military personnel. In part, the
letter indicated: "In view of the constitutional right of
freedom of association, it is unlikely that mere membership
in a seviceman's union can constitutionally be
prohibited. . . ." [Mossberg 1975]




Another school of thought contends that the separate
society doctrine prevents the application of decisions fronm
cases involving the rights of civilian government employees,
such as the Robe]l case, to the question of the rights of
military personnel [Thurmond 1977]. This doctrine resulted
from a 1955 Supreme Court case involving a fcrmer serviceman
who was arrested by military authorities on a charge of
murder committed in Korea, while on active duty. In this
case the Court observed:

This Court has long recognized that the military is,__by
necessity, a specialized sgc1et¥ separate from civilian
society. We have also recognized that the military has,
again by necessity, develdped laws and traditions of its
own during its 1long history. . The differences between
mlllta:z ,and civilian comnhunities result from the fact
that "it is the primary business of armies and _navies to

fight wars should the occasion arise." [United States Ex
Rel Toth v. Quarles 1955] e

For many years the Supreme Court has avoided ruling on

the First Amendment rights of service personnel by deferring
to Congress's constitutional authority to regulate the
military {Taylor, W. April 1977]. This has been because the
Constitution entrusts to Congress and the President the
responsibility of running the armed forces. Therefore, the
Court has been hesitant to interfere unless clearly defined
judicial matters are involved [ AUSA 30 December 1976]. This
has made it difficult to fully evaluate the Court's stand on
the rights of service personnel.

Although not easily evaluated, opinions of the Supreme
Court in several relevant cases provide the essence of its
position regarding the rights of service members. For
example, in a 1953 case involving a drafted doctor who had
refused to complete required forms and was then denied a
commission, the Court stated:

e« + o judges_are not given the task of running the Army.
The responsibility for Setting up channels_ through which .
e 2r1evances can be considéred and _ fairly settled rests

ug he Congress and upon the President of the United
States and his subordinates. ([Qrloff v. Willoughby 1953]
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Then, in a 1974 case 1involviang an Army doctor who
refused to train Special Forces medics and made public
statements wurging black enlisted perscnnel not to go to
Vietnam, the Supreme Ccurt indicated:

While the members of the military are not excluded from
the protections granted by  the First Amendment, the
different - charactér of the mlllta:¥ community and cf the
military mission requires a different apgllcatlog of such
grotectlons; the fuandamental necessity for obedience, and
he consequent necessity for the imposition of discipline
may_ _render permissible within the military that wh;cﬁ
would Le constitutionally impermissible outside it.
[RParker v. Levy 1974

More recently, in a 1976 case involving candidates for
national political office who had been denied permission to
enter a military reservation for the purposes of
campaigning, the Court further d=fined its approach to the
rights of service personnel:

A military orgarnizatiorn K is not constructed along

democratic lines and military activities  cannot ., bhe

governed by democratic prccedufes. Mlllta;¥ institutions
a

are necessarily far more authoritarian; military decisions
cannot be made by vote of the interested participants. .

«. s . [T]he existences of the two systems ([military and

civilian £d0e$ notg mean that constitutional safeguards

1gclqd1ng the First Amendment, have no application at al

within he mllltar¥-sphere. It only means that the rules
f

must be somewhat different. [Greer ¥. Spock 1976

While the Supreme Court has expressed these and other
opinions which are relevant, it has not, in the past, seen
fit to interfere where military courts have had jurisdiction
through the authority granted by Congress. Instead, it has
left the military courts to safeguard the rights of service
personnel [ Taylor, W. April 1977].

In summary, it is noted that service personnel have
First Amendment rights as do other citizens of the nation.
However, due to a recognized legitimate necessity these
rights are restricted. Since this is the case, one must ask
to what extent can Congress restrict the rights of service
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members in upholding what it sees as its constitutional
responsibilities? And, how far can Congress go in 1limiting
military collective action groups?

Ccongress is, of course, constrained by the <Constitution
from an over-zealous abrogation of the rights of service
members under the First Amendment. Undoubtedly, the Suprenme
Court would strike down a broad constitutional decree
prohibiting fundamental rights. Still the question remains:
How restrictive would Congress have to be before the Supreme
Court would step in and rule 1legislation wunconstitutional?
The answer is uncertain. However, in this regard, it is
important to remember: the concepts of military necessity
and separate society; the Court's reluctance to enter the
realm of authority and rights in the military; and, the
essence of the Court'’s position regarding rights of service
personnel.

Currently, a bill is pending in Congress which would
appear to overly infringe on the right to freedom of
association of military personnel. If this bill eventually
becomes law, it is highly possible that the Supreme Court
will eventually te forced to define, to a greater extent,
the limits of service members' rights under the PFirst
Amendment. This proposed statute is discussed in greater
detail in the next section of this chapter.

B. LEGISLATIVE AND REGULATORY RESTRICTIONS

Numerous restrictions on First Amendment rights of
military personnel limit their ability to take collective
action. Also, 1legal barriers to collective action groups
having an interest in military personnel exist. These
restrictions and 1legal barriers are in the form of: laws
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passed by Congress and approved by the President; ang,
regulations issued by the President or for the President by
the Secretary of Defense.

Article 2, Section 2, of the Constitution establishes
the President as the Commander-in-Chni=f of the armed forces.
As such, the President is entitled to establish regulatioas
wnich govern the armed forces. Normally, the President
relies on his principle assistant, the Secretary orf Defeuse,
"in all matters relating to the Department of Defense" [U.S.
Code 1971], to implement such regulations. 1In at least one
case, however, the President has acted directly. In this
action he excluded "national security organizations" from
coverage under his regulations which allow other employees
of the executive branch of the Federal Government to fornm,
join, and assist collective action groups which have the
power to «collectively bargain with the Government [U.S.
Federal Labor Relations Council 1975].

congress derives its authority over the military from
Article I, Section 8, of the Constitution which indicates
that it shall have the power: (1) to provide for the common
defense and general welfare of the United States; (2) raise
and support armies; and, (3) to provide and maintain a navy.
Furthermore, Congress is alsc empowered to make rules for
the Government and to regulate the land and navai forces.

On 16 September 1977, in what it viewed as a valid
exercise of this authority, the Senate approved and sent to
the House of Representatives a bill (S. 274) which would
limit «collective action by prohibiting "labor unions in the
U.S. military services" |[Monterey Peninsula Herald 17

September 1977]. However, the Department of Defense has
previously gone on record as opposing such legislation.
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In this regard, Secretary of Defense Brown told the
Senate Armed Services Committee that, "caution should be
exercised in any legislative action in this area." He
believes that existing regulations are sufficient and that
drastic statutes which would outlaw the wunion form of
collective action might do more harm than good. In
addition, Brown told the committee that any legislation
would have to be examined carefully to insure that
constitutional protections of free speech and association
are not violated. He is of the opinion that, "adverse court
decisions cculd 1lead to greater limitations on the armed
forces? ability to deal with these matters than exist now, "
(Navy Times 4 April 1977]

The Senate's proposed statute uses the term "labor
organization" extensively and defines it as a group that:
seeks to negotiate with the Government concerning terms and
conditions of military service; represents service members
in grievance proceedings; or, strikes, pickets, or engages
in any other concerted action against the Government.

The proposed law contains three significant sections.
The first deals with military personn21l and would make it
unlawful for them to: knowingly become a member of or
solicit others to ‘join a labor organization; bargain on
military issues with or on behalf of a labor organization
claiming to represent other military personnel; participate
in or organize a strike, picket, or similar activity against
the Government; or, use or permit the wuse of military
property for a meeting which concerns activities prohibited
by the bill.

A second section would make it illegal for a 1labor

organization to: enroll, solicit, or accept dues or fees
from military personnel; bargain on military issues with the

us

e B ~




Government on behalf of military personnel; represent
military personnel in grievance proceedings; organize or
participate in a strike or other concerted action by
military personnel against the Goverament; or, use aay
military property for a meeting which concerns activities
prohibited by the proposed statute.

The third key section would specifically exclude fronm
its restrictive provisions existing military and veteran
associations. This 1is of course provided that they do not
support any of the prohibitions of the bill. { Thurmond
August 1977]

Regardless of whether the Senate bill just outlined
becomes law, thers are, currently, many statutory provisions
in existence which restrict the ability of service personnel
to take collective action. For example, the Uniform Code of
Military Justice includes many articles which could be
applied against individuals who went too far in their’
collective job-related actions to affect military
conditioans. These articles provide criminal penalties for:
soliciting or advising another to desert, mutiny, misktehave
before the enemy, or commit sedition (Art. 82); deserting or
being absent without leave (Art. 85 and 86); missing
movement (Art. 87); using contemptuous words by commissioned
officers against certain officials (Art. 88); disrespect
toward a commissioned officer (Art. 89); willfully
disobeying a superior commissioned officer (Art. 90) ;
insubordinate conduct toward a warrant officer,
noncommissioned officer, or petty officer (Art. 91) ;
disobeying an order or regulation (Art. 92); mutiny or
sedition (Art. 94) ; damaging or destroying military or other
property of the United States (Art. 108 and 109);
malingering (Art. 115) ; riots or breach of the peace (Art.
116) ; provoking speech or gestures (Art. 117); assault (Art.
128) ; and, ccnduct to the prejudice of good order and
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military discipline (Art. 134). [0.S. Code 1971 and
Department of Defense 1977]

Under existing statutes, a collective action group and
its leadership could conceivably be charged with criminal
ofifenses while assisting military personnel in collective
job-relat=ad actions (marches, pickets, strikes, etc.) oi tnhe
type prohibited in the Senate's proposed law (S. 274) and in
an existing Department of Defense directive (this directive
will be outlined 1later in this chapter). Any support of
these activities could be interpreted as violating statutes
which prohibit the following acts: (1) enticing desertion;
(2) entering government property for any purpose prohibited
by law or regulation; (3) striking against the government;
(4) counseling or distributing written materials advising a
service member to insubordination; and, (5) counseling a
serviceman to mutiny, disloyalty, insubordination, or a
refusal of duty [U.S. Code 1971].

By law, the Secretary of Defense is granted "authority,
direction, and control over the Department of Defense" [U.S.
Code 1971]. Under this authority he has recently published
a directive which spells out the Department of Defense's
policy on collective action and lists prohibited collective
activities and permissible individual activities. The
policy section of the directive indicates:

The mission of the Department of Defense is to
safequard the security of the United_sStates., Discifpline
obedience to 1lawful orders and 1loyalty on the part o
members of the Armed Forces are essentlial "to, the combat
readiness . required_ to, accomplish this mission, The
interposition O0f collective or concerted action _bg any
organization_ in the command relatxonshlgs established by
lawlgnd requlation for the government of the Armed Forces
would:

1. Erode the discipline of the Armed Forces;

2. Interfere with the power of the Congress tc_make
rules for the government and regulation of the lang,
air and naval forces and "interfere with,6 the
gpgroprlate power [of Dob] to provide the national

erense;
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3. Impair the authority of the President as Commander
in Chief of the Armed Forces and that of officers
appointed by him to command the Armed Forces; and,

4. Impair the reliability ogerational readiness and
combat effectiveness of the Armed Porces so as to

threaten the securltg of the United States.
[{ Department of Defense 1977, p. 2]

The directive contains several key provisions which
restrict collective action within the military
establisament. Pirst, it precludes commanding officers or
"superiors" from engaging in negotiations or collective
bargaining aktout military conditions. Second, the directive
does not allcw members of the armed forces tc engage in a
strike, work stoppage, or any similar collective job-relatsd
action directed at military conditions. Third, the
regulation = precludes persons from conducting a
demonstration, march, protest, or other similar activity on
any part of a military installation for the purpose of
forming, recruiting members, or soliciting money or services
for an "organization." :

An "organization" is defined as any group that: engages
in any activity prohibited by the regulation; engages in
negotiations or collective bargaining on behalf of members
of the armed forces; represents members of the armed forces
to the military chain of command with respect to terms or
conditions of military service when such representation
would interfere with the military chain of command; or,
solicits or aids and abets a violation of the directive by a
member of the armed forces. Furthermore, no member of the
armed forces can become or remain an active member of any
group when: a deﬁermination has been made by the Department
of Defense that the group presents a clear danger to the
discipline, loyalty, or obedience to lawful orders because
the group engages in any act prohibited by the directive;
or, violates, solicits, or aids and apets a violation of a
specific article of the Uniformed Code of Military Justice.
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A fourth provision of the directive disallows members of
the armed forces from engaging in any of the prohibitions of
the directive or asking for or helping anyone else to do so.
Finally, even though the directive treats prohibitions at
length, it also deals with permissible individual activities
in which military personnel can engage. These activities
include: Dbelonging to 1labor organizations in connection
with off-duty enployment; presenting views to one's
commanding officer; presenting a complaint through
established channels; petitioning Congress; or, being
represented by counsel 1in certain formal proceedings.
[ Department of Defenss 1977]

In brief , it can be said that many laws and regqgulations
exist to restrict not only the ability of servics personnel
to take collective action but also the ability of groups
formed for this purpose. In order for members of the armed
forces to attain a less restrictive form of collective
action, it would be necessary for an individual,
individyals, or a collective action group to successfully
challenge existing 1laws and regulations through the court
system to, and including, the Supreme Court. However, tae
fact that restrictions exist does not mean that service
people can neither take collective action ncr join groups
that would assist them in achieving a collective voice at
the present time. On the contrary, they can. 1In fact, both
Congress and the Department of Defense look with favor upon
one form of collective action group -- military association.
In the next chapter, military associations will be discussed
at length.

49




The second chapter of this thesis described the
conditions which are providing the stimulus for military
personnel to take collective action and to form groups for
this purpose. This chapter will discuss military
associations, one of the two basic forms of collective
action groups into which this stimulus could be channeled.

Since the early 1920's, military associations have been
by far tahe dominant form of collective action groups
available to cater tc the needs of military personnel and to
act as their spokesmen outside the chain-of-command.
However, few people inside the military and fewer still
outside of the military know very nmuch about military
associations. Little is known of their power or
effectiveness, who they are, what they have dorne for
military personnel and what they plan to do for them in thae
future, or how they compare to military unions. This
chapter will attempt to <correct this situation by: (1)

distilling from the multitude of military-oriented groups,"

not all of which are collective action groups, a list of
military associations which appear to be capable of
effectively challenging the appeal of military unions; (2)
explaining how these military . associations operate and
summarizing what they have done and are doing for military
personnel; (3) revealing what military associations and
other military-oriented groups are doing to improve their
effectiveness; &and, (4) describing the strengths and
weaknesses of military associations.
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A. MILLITARY-ORIENTED GROUPS

The Encyclopedia of Associations contains the names of
over 100 military-oriented groups. However, the vast
majority are veteran or special-interest groups with no
direct <connection with active duty members of the armed

forces [ Emcyclopedia of Associations 1977]. In fact, only a

handful of easily identifiable national associations are
equipped and have the requisite goals and objectives which
allows them to fit the definition of a military association
established earlier. This definition indicated that a
military association 1is a formal collective action group
open to military personnel of the regular armed forces which
has at least one registered congressional lobbyist and which
maintains close liaison with the military services; it uses,
as necessary, lobbying, member letter-writing campaigns, and
its ties with the military services to achieve its primary
and seccndary objectives -- improving the "people programs"
of the armed forces and aiding the services in fulfilling
their hardware needs. The discussion of military
associations in this chapter will be limited to only those
military-oriented groups which have been found to fit the

parameters of this definition.

The author's research has shown that only six of the
many military-oriented groups come within these parameters.
There are, of course, many other military-oriented
organizations which have been and are doing a creditable job
of supporting many of the "people programs" of the defense
establishment. Veterans organizations such as the American
Legion -- with 2.8 million members and one of the most
powerful lobbies in Congress -- have repeatedly supported
the current method of operating commissary stores [ Navy
Times September 1975]. Professional military societies,
which do not 1lobby, such as the Air Fcrce Association
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(150,000 members) and the Association of the United States
Army (97,000 members) have taken with increasing regularity
strong positions supporting institutional benefits and a
"serviceman's biil of rights." Many of the military
societies are freguently invited to present the views of
their wmembers to the Department of Dsfense and before
congressional committees and to recommend solutions to
existing problens. However, veteran organizations and
professional military societies are not of primary interest
to this study since their method of problem solving, main
objectives, and fundamental goals are not the same as those

of military associations.
B. SIX MILITARY ASSOCIATIONS

The six military associations have the same goal =-- a
stroag military, manned by well-train2d, adequately
compensated members. They provide a means for members of
tne armed forces to take collective action for three
purposes: (1) to wuphold the security of the nation by
supporting national defense needs; (2) to aid in the
development and support passage of legislation designed to
maintain the attractiveness of military careers; and, (3) to
protect the rights of the uniformed services community at
the national level through their influence with Congress and
the Department of Defense [NAUS 1977 ]. All six associations
are open to active duty military personnel and career
retirees.

Bach of the six associations maintaius liaison with the
military departments. Through this effort the association
gains more information sooner than would otherwise be
possible; spots potentially serious problems which it can
help solve; and, develops a close rapport with the services.
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Even though a close relationship exists, from time to time
the six oppose Department of Defense policies which they do
not feel are advantageous to military personnel or in the
best interests of the services. Howevever, they rarely
oppose the goals of the service chiefs. ([NAUS 1977]. Also,
each association Las a legislative staff with at least one
registered lobbyist which concentrates on personnel matters,
as would a military union. In addition, these associations
enjoy credibility with Congress and are seen as trying to
tell both sides of the Department of Defense story. 1In
short, they operate within the system and support the
services as well as their members. (Strickland 1976

All of the military associations do an outstanding job
of keeping their members fully informed through a variety of
information services. These services can be categorized
into three types: (1) periodic publications, (2) special
bulletins, and (3) personal assistance.

Periodic publications provide the member with timely and
factual information-on a monthly or bi-monthly basis. The
periodicals contain articles describing: pending
legislation and new laws, including specific standings of
congessmen and senators, that effect the member and his
family; the availability of health and dental care services;
issues affecting entitlements of active duty personnel, such
as pay raises and changes to the pay system; veteran,
retiree, and survivor benefits; and, legislative procedures
which tell the member how 1laws are made and hcw to
communicate effectively with members of Congress to get
"action." Special bulletins are published as the need
arises and inform the member of thé status of important
legislation. The bulletins also tell what specific action
the member should take to insure that favorable bills are
passed and unfavorable bills defeated. Personal assistance
is a counselling service on matters affecting benefits, pay,




survivor benefits, annuities, insurance, availability of
medical <care through military installations, CHAMPUS, and
Medicare.

Even though there are numerous similarities among the
six military associations, there is one significant

difference. Each, except for the National Association for
Uniformed Services, has in the past restricted its
membership to either commissioned officers or

non-commissioned officers of the armed forces population
rather than accepting all who are interested in joining.
Recently, however, in an apparent attempt to counter the
appeal of @military unions, several noncomaissioned officer
associations have expanded their membership to include not
only pay grades E4 through E9 but also E1 tarough E3.
Others which had been limited to retired or reserve military
personnel have expanded their membership into the active
duty community. In order to give an overview of how the six
associations operate and to summarize what they have done -
and are doing for military personnel, each military
association will be discussed individually in the following

paragraphs.

AFSA was founded in 1961 and is the most aggressive
and fastest growing of the group. In the past two years
alone its mesbership has increasad 70 percent (34,000).
Current membership, which is limited to enlisted Air Force
members ~- active, National Guard, reserve, and retired --
stands at 83,000.

AFSA has been highly innovative in a number of ways.

First, it 1is the only one of the six that has national
toll-free lines at its headgquarters in washington, D. C. <o
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encourage a free flow of information and ideas from its
members in the field. Second, on a trial basis in Alabaama
and California, it is establishing state level lobbying
efforts. AFSA is doing this through chapter chairmen in
these states with supervision and guidance from its national
headquarters. To assist in this effort, AFSA has publishad
two comprehensive guides, one tailored to California and the
other to Alabama, which provide a resume of largely wunknown
state laws granting a wmultitude of rights, benefits, and
privileges to qualifying members of the association. The
guides also contain general guidelines on state legislative
procedures, the "art of 1lobbying," and guidelines for
lobbyists. Third, AFSA represents individual members tefore
Government agencies (i.e., Veteran's Administration, Civil
Service Commission, and various elements of the DoD
bureaucracy) when it feels there is a <clear indicaticn of
injustice, cr lack of full consideration of factors bearing
upon the cass [Harlow 1977].

2. Fleet Reserve Association (FRA)

—_—_————_ ===

The Association was established in 1924 and is
highly respected by both Congress and the Department of
Defense. It is probably the most =ffective of the six
associations. Current membership is 133,000 and is
restricted to enlisted personnel of the Navy, Marine Corps,
Coast Guard, Navy and ® Marine Fleet Reserve, and retired
enlisted members of these services. FRA has been the leader
among the associations in their campaign against military
unions and has spent heavily to oppose military unionism.

In an effort to get first-hand information from
active duty personnel of all services on how they feel about
military compensation, retirement, and wunionization, FRA
recently established the "Sound-off to Congress" prcgran.
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Information for the program is obtained from public hearings
neld by the "White Hat" Pay Panel at various 1locationms
across the nation. During these hearings military personnel
are invited to appear and testify as to their views on these
sudjects. The findings of the first series of Pay Panel
hearings were presented to the Senate -Armed Services
Committee on 19 July 1977 [Nolan 1977]. This program has
been highly successful and bcth Congress and the Department
of Defense have expressed great interest. In fact, both are
so interested that hearings held during November 1977 had a
panel which included congressmen and high ranking military

officers.

3. Naticnal Association for Uniformed Servicss (NAUS)

NAUS was organized in 1968 and:' is the only
association open to both officers and enlisted personnel and
all branches of the armed forces. 1Its membership pararmeters
are so broadly based because its founders were convinced
from their experiences in both active duty and retirement
tnat dealing with Congress and the Administration would be
more effective if NAUS included all elements of the military
community as members [NAUS 1977]. Currently, membership
stands at 25,000. Although it has the broadest base fron
which to draw its members, the appeal of this feature, as
evidenced by its relatively small membership, has not been
widespread.

Despite its size, NAUS appears to be effective. For
instance, a NAUS representative claims that in 1974 it not
only generated the legislation to improve the armed forces!'
Survivor Benefit Plan but was also instrumental in passage
of this bill. Currently, it is attempting to improve the




overall effectiveness of military associations through its
efforts to make the Ad Hoc Committee, which will be
discussed later, more of a uniting force. [Sheffey 1977])

The Association was founded in 1960 and is the only
one of the six military associations not headquartered in
the Washington, D. C. area. It does, however, maintain a
fully staffed "National Capital Office". It is open to
noncommissioned officers and petty officers, E4 through E9,
of all branches of the armed forces -- active, National
Guard, <reserve, and retired. Membership stands at 150,000.

Unlike the other military associations, NCOA is not
totally dependent on individual members, local chapters, and
direct mail recruiting programs to attract nev members. At
most major military installations NCOA has full or part-time
Resident Counsellors who are licensed life insurance agents.
Counsellors have several functions which include: (1)
explaining tc potential new members the benefits of joining;
(2) assisting widows of @members in applying for survivor
benefits; and, (3) selling NCOA endorsed 1life insurance.
According to an NCOA spokesman, the Resident Counsellor
program has been highly successful. The Association
believes the program's main advantage is that members can be
"assured that their wives will be taken care of* if
something should happen to them. For many members who have
foreign born wives who do not speak English well, this
program helps alleviate a ma jor concern.
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ROA was established in 1922 and has a long record of
successful lobbying efforts dating back over forty years.
Today, 4its name is a misnomer because its membership is no
longer restricted to reserve officers. Currently, the
Association has a membership of 102,000 and is restricted to
conmissioned and warrant officers, regular and reserve, of
the armed forces who are on active duty or are retired.

Over the years ROA's support for active duty
personnel includes the following:

* 1934 - lobbied for and is credited with obtaining an
extra $28 million in military expenditures to allow

more training for armed forces personnel

* 1948 - supported PL 80-810 which provided retirement
pay for all career officers and the <cpportunity for
the first time for regular officers of the Army and
Air Force to retire with less than 30 years service

* 1956 - supported legislation which brought the
survivors of regular military personnel under +the
Dependency and Indemnity Compensation Act

* 1963 - credited with leading the fight which resulted

in a recomputation of retirement pay

* 1964 - credited with obtaining enactment of a 1law
which provides four-year ROTC scholarship programs for
all services

* 1969 - supported 1legislation to increase per diem and
to add a one percent "kicker" to retirees!
cost-of-living increase
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* 1970 - supported a Servicemen's Group Life 1Insurance
(SGLI) increase to $15,000

* 1972 - backed enactment of the Survivor Benefit Plan

* 1974 - supported an SGLI increase to $20,000 [Ganas
1976]

More recently, in a class action suit brought by the
Promotion Research Committee, ROA testified as a witmness in
behalf of those active duty officers who failed selection by
"improperly constituted" selection boards. While the
Association has been involved with class action suits of the
type Jjust described, it has not gotten involved in
individual court cases. This is because ROA does not have
the 1legal staff that such an endeavor would involve.
However, the Association does advise and council its
members, informally, on an individual basis. [Ganas 1976
and 1977]

6. The Retired QOfficers Association (TROA)

The Association was founded in 1929 and is the
largest of the six associations. Like ROA, its name is also
a misnomer. This is because it now accepts active duty
officers as well as retired; currently, memkbership stands at
230,000. TROA was one of the first associations to
recognize the need for an unbrella group and was
instrumental in forming both the Council of Military
Oorganizations and the A4d Hoc Committee. These umbtrella
groups will Le discussed further in a later section.
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Like the other five, TROA establishes many of its
goals and policies for the coming year at its annual
convention. At the 1976 conventiorn, TROA approved
resolutions, designed to improve the economic standing of
their members, which addressed the following issues:
protection of entitlements; egqualization of retired pay;
improvements to survivor protection plans; health care;
federal income tax reform; employee restrictions (changing
the restrictions covered in the Dual Compensation Act of
1964) ; and, longevity, retired pay, and VA disakility
compensation. [Air Force Times 4 October 1976]. It should
be noted that despite the fact that over three-quarters of
TROA's members are retired officers, three of the seven
resolutions are directly concerned with improving overall

compensation of active duty personnel.

Military associations generally have been able to
agree on a number of military benefits and entitlements that
they will attempt to protect or improve in the future. This
includes opposition to the following actions which would
erode benefits: taxation of active duty allowances;
taxation of commissary and exchange sales; initiation of
contributory retirement plan and/or phase-out of early
retirement; deferral of retirement pay to age 60 of
voluntary retirees; reduction or denial of retired pay to
military retirees in the civil service; reducticn of
retirement pay by some portion cf subsequent earnings in any
type of employment; further reduction of the CHAMPUS
program; reduction or termination of social security
payments to military retirees; and, change in the subsjdized
commissary system. Also included is sugport for the
following legislation: recomputation c¢f retired pay;
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severance pay for enlisted personnel who are involuntarily
separated before completion of 20 years service; improved
survivor benefits; and, a provision which would entitle
dependents of active and retired mwmilitary personnel to
receive dental care under CHAMPUS.

C. ATTEMPTS TO IMPROVE EFFECTIVENESS

If the six npilitary associations discussed above were
merged into one large association or were unified under an
unbrella organization similar to the AFL-CIO, the result
would be a powerful lobbying organizaticn backed by nearly
three-quarters of a million nmenmbers. This organization
would have more power collectively tham could be obtained by
simply summing 1ts parts. Even though two weak umktrella
groups, the Council of Military Organizations and the Ad Hoc
Committee, have b2en formed in an <2ffort to point all
military associations and military-oriented groups in the
same direction, only NAUS believes that it would be
desirable or feasible for military associations to merge or
submit to a unifying force. The other five are concerned
not only with broad issues which effect members of all six
military associations, but also issues which are peculiar to
their restricted memberships as well. For example, AFSA is
currently attempting to have regulations changed sc that
enlisted personnel who undertake the two years of required
schooling for the Air Force Physician's Assistant Specialty
are promoted to Warrant Officer upon completion. On the
AFSA's 1list of pending proposals, this issue ranks seventh
cut of 13. Obviously, if the six associations were to
merge, this issue would have a much lower priority on a much
longer 1list.
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According to the Executive Vice President of NAUS, John
Sheffey, the reason why merger or unification is not
considered desirable or feasible is that each is "jealcus of
its own turf." In addition, he believes that the enlisted
associations are fearful of domination by the officer
associations and each is '"determined to have independence.”
[ Sheffey 1977]

In addition to NAUS, at 1least one other of the six
military associations has considered a combined commissioned
officer and enlisted association. In 1967, TROA conducted a
study to determine the desirability of opening its
membership tc enlisted noncommissioned officers. In an
opinion poll, 80 percent of the members questioned ofrposed
such a move, 15 percent favored it, and five psrcent had no
opinion. Naturally, the noncommissioned officer
associations took a dim view of TROA's proposed action. A
rapresentative of one stated:

The very composition of our association makes it
impractical or us to merge into a theoretical,
all-powerful lobky group. No matter which wa you slice
it we are dif%erent grougs, with diﬁferen¥ backgrounds
and, at times, different problems. ([Lein 1975, p. 23, 24]

A key point made by the TROA study group was the need
and desire for a greater exchange of ideas between military
associations and other military-oriented groups. From this
came the Council of #ilitary Organizations (COMO), an
umbrella group of 12 military-oriented organizations and
military associations which meets at 1least monthly to
discuss persaonnel-related matters affecting all segments of
the armed forces.

However, COMO has a major weakness. it is unable to
provide strong centralized direction or Trequire unified
action because it is fundamental to the council that each
association retains its own individual identity. Despite
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its major weakness, COMO members are able to reach, with
increasing frequency, a consensus on matters of common
interest [Lein 1975]. Since it was established, COMO's
membership has been restricted to the following
organizations:

Air Force Association

Air Porce Sergeants Association

U. S. Coast Guard CPO Association

U. S. Coast Guard CWO and WO's Association

Disabled Officers Association

Fleet Reserve Association

Military Wives Association

Naval Enlisted Reserve Association

Naval Beserve Association

Reserve Officers Association

The Retired Officers Association

U. S. Army Warrant Officers Association [AFSA 1977]

In 1970, another umbrella group with a broader power
base was formed. The group was called the Ad Hoc Committee
and initially had 14 member organizations. The objective of
the Committee is to exchange views on defense policies,
“people programs," and hardware needs of the services.
Through its monthly meetings, 1like COMO, the Ad Hoc
Committee provides for the free flow of information among
its members and an insight into how legislation and various
policies impact on the total military establishment [Lein
1975]. Unfortunately, the Committee suftfers from the same
major weakness that effects COMO -- it is unable to provide
strong centralized direction. Currently, the Committee is
made up of 22 military-oriented organizations and military
associations, six of which are also members of COMO. A list
of the members of the Ad Hoc Committee is provided below:

Air Force Association
Air Porce Sergeants Association
American Legion
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American Logistics Association

American Security Council

Association of the United States Army
Disabled Officers Association

Marine Corps League

Marine Corps Reserve Officers Association
Military Order of World Wars

National Association for Uniformed Services
National Guard Association

National Rifle association

Navy League

Non-Commissioned Officers Association
Reserve Officers Association

U. S. Army Warrant Officers Association
Veterans of Foreign Wars [AFSA 1977]

According to Mr.. Sheffey, both COMO and the A4 Hoc
Committee members may collectively agree on a joint position
regarding a particular piece of proposed legislation but do
not submit to direction orvcontrol. As a result,  there 1is
no unified strategy on how to persuade Congress. This
shortcoming can result in "all members calling on one
senator wnile not on another." Despite their shortcomings,
both COMO and the Ad Hoc Committee are a significant step in
the right direction and they are a major improvement over
the uncoordinated approach to issues which existed prior to
their formation. ([Sheffey 1977]

D. STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF MILITARY ASSOCIATIONS

The military associations and the service-oriented press
do not believe there is anything that a military union could
do that is not being done by military associations already,
unless it is to generate some degree of fear within the

64




leadership of the armed forces of a possible strike threat.
(Air Force Times July 1975]. This view is also held by
James Peirce, President of the National Federaticn of
Federal Employees. In response to a letter written by the
author of this thesis, Mr. Peirce stated:
You | raised the issue _ concerning urions versus
associations; Xou should realize that asscciations, lobby
very.  vigorously on_ Capital  _Hill to attain benefits for
&thelr] members. This is a primary purpose, of a wunion.
he associations are, 1in effect, performing in much the
same manner as a union. Nocte, for instance the 1lobb
efforts of the Air Force Association, the Reserve
Officers. Association, the [Air Force] ergeants
Association, etc, ; these organizations “spend untold
dollars on 1lobbyiag for benefits for thelr members.

Difference -- there 1is no real diiference, just semantics.
[ Peirce, 1977]

Many comparisons have been drawn between some cf the
more aggressive military associations and unions. Even
though many points of comparison exist, there are two very
important and signi-icant differences. First, military
associations do not =mploy collective bargaining as a means
of reaching their obj:ctives. Second, they do not condone
the wutilization of any form of strike to achieve their
goals. ([Harlow 1977]

Military associations :upport not only their members but
the services as well. Th = operate within the system and
have been <credited wit: many successes. These successes
include: recomputation of .2tirement pay; SGLI increases to
$15,000 and $20,000; the original and subsequent,
improvements to the armed forces! Survivor Benefit Plan;
and, retention of the subsidized commissary systenm.
Military associations have performed and continue to perfornm
a number of important functions which are listed below:

1. Provide another 1line of communications for <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>