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ABSTRACT 

The Post 9/11 GI Bill (PGIB) is one of the most transformative yet costly benefits 

that the VA offers. One of the most significant benefits that the PGIB program provides is 

the option for service members to transfer benefits to their spouses or children. The 

Transfer Entitlement was added to the PGIB to mitigate the expected loss of retention 

caused by the generous benefits in the PGIB program. This thesis focuses on the impact 

that the Transfer Entitlement has on retention and the current and long-term cost of this 

provision. The effects of the Transfer Entitlement on the retention rate were observed by 

assessing the difference between service members with family and service members 

without family. The cost of the Transfer Entitlement was obtained by the average cost of 

the benefits to the total number of PGIB users for each user type, and the long-term cost 

was obtained using inflation and interest data and projected out 30 years. The data shows 

that the Transfer Entitlement has a negative effect on retention, and costs billions of dollars 

in the long term. Several recommendations could make the Transfer Entitlement more cost-

effective, including reducing the years of service requirement to the first enlistment, 

requiring the transfer decision of service members during reenlistment negotiations, or 

converting the Transfer Entitlement into a reenlistment option. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Military veterans and their families have had significantly unique experiences and 

stresses throughout American history. Risking one’s life in service to the nation, the 

United States felt it necessary to reward this service through the pension system and, 

more recently, veterans’ benefits. These veterans’ benefits help recruitment efforts by 

ensuring new accessions that honorable military service is well rewarded and that even if 

the service member dies in combat, the United States will care for their family members.  

In 2009, the most significant expansion to military veterans’ benefits in decades 

occurred with the Post 9/11 GI Bill (PGIB) implementation. This immediately and 

profoundly affected veterans who served in the military after 9/11 and those on active 

duty. Congress created the Transfer Entitlement in the PGIB to mitigate the expected 

lower retention rates for the military due to increased veterans’ education benefits. The 

Transfer Entitlement allowed service members to transfer their earned veterans’ 

education benefits to their family members in exchange for four additional years of 

service. 

Fourteen years have passed since the PGIB implementation, and several questions 

about the Transfer Entitlement must be asked. The Transfer Entitlement was created to 

mitigate the lower retention rates. From this, the first question should be whether the 

PGIB Transfer Entitlement is cost-effective by increasing the retention rates. If it does 

not significantly increase the retention rate, the next question should be: What is the 

historical and current cost of the Transfer Entitlement? If there is a significant cost for the 

Transfer Entitlement, then the third question should be: What is the long-term cost of the 

provision? 

Since the implementation of the PGIB, little research has been conducted on the 

PGIB Transfer Entitlement and its effects on retention. However, there were several 

research projections before the implementation. A RAND study in 2017 was the only one 

that directly assessed the Transfer Entitlement on retention after PGIB implementation 

that could be located. Other studies used data from the 2017 RAND study or preliminary 
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estimates before implementation of the PGIB. The Transfer Entitlement retention effects 

lack research in the area. 

This research focused on three main areas to assess the PGIB Transfer 

Entitlement. The three areas of focus for this research were the impact of the Transfer 

Entitlement on the Navy’s retention rates, the historical and current cost of the Transfer 

Entitlement, and the long-term cost of the Transfer Entitlement. 

To use the Transfer Entitlement, the service member must have completed six 

years of total military service but not more than 16 years and commit to an additional 

four years of military service. This requirement would indicate a potential incentive to 

reenlist for service members who have families. The first research objective of this thesis 

is to determine the Transfer Entitlement’s impact on retention rates for Navy sailors who 

have families. 

The PGIB Transfer Entitlement is one of the most significant changes to the 

Veterans’ Education Benefits program. The PGIB has increased the total cost of the 

Veterans’ Education Benefits, partially due to the increase in veterans using their earned 

education benefits. The second reason for the cost increase is the ability of service 

members to transfer their PGIB to their families. The second research objective of this 

thesis is to determine the overall cost of the Transfer Entitlement. 

Due to the Transfer Entitlement’s significant lead time from service members 

earning veterans benefits to the time benefits are used by family members, especially 

when transferred to young children, the cost of the PGIB Transfer Entitlement program 

may rise over time. The third research objective of this thesis was to determine the long-

term cost at present value of the PGIB Transfer Entitlement. 

The research was scoped down to focus on active-duty Navy enlisted due to the 

complexity and accessibility of the broad Department of Defense manpower data. Active-

duty veterans and their families comprise most of the PGIB benefits, and active-duty data 

are more available and less complex than reserve-duty data. The research will focus on 

the Navy enlisted because each branch has its own reenlistment systems, and data for the 

Navy enlisted was attainable. Officer retention data are significantly more complex and 

individualized and was not used for this research. 
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The data for this research was obtained from several different sources, mainly 

from the Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) and the Department of Veterans 

Affairs (VA). Other data that was used for this research comes from the Congressional 

Budget Office (CBO), Congressional Research Center (CRS), RAND, the Bureau of 

Labor Statistics (BLS), the Department of Education, and Congress. Additionally, minor 

additional data from other resources were used in this research. These data sets were 

compiled in analysis to answer the three objectives. 

The methodology to answer the three objectives used retention, service member 

family status, GI bill usage, and inflation and interest prediction data sets. The first 

objective, the impact of the PGIB Transfer Entitlement, used retention data. The second 

objective, Cost of the Transfer Entitlement, uses the service members’ family status and 

GI Bill usage data sets. The third objective: The long-term cost of the Transfer 

Entitlement, uses service members’ family status, GI Bill usage, and prediction data sets. 

The analysis of the data showed some surprising results. With the first objective, 

the data adapted from DMDC (personal communication, August 26, 2023), shows a 

coefficient effect of -8.848% on retention rates between service members with families 

and service members without families. The second objective, the data, adapted from VA 

(n.d.-d) and CBO (2019) shows that the cost of the PGIB Transfer Entitlement has been 

relatively stable when accounting for inflation. The overall annual cost of the Transfer 

Entitlement for Navy enlisted is $465 million. The third objective, the data, adapted from 

CBO (2019), CBO (2023) and VA (n.d.-d), shows that the present value of the PGIB 

Transfer Entitlement for Navy enlisted for 30 years, is $10.35 billion. 

Several recommendations could be implemented to improve the cost-effectiveness 

of the PGIB Transfer Entitlement. The first recommendation would require the service 

member to opt into the Transfer Entitlement at reenlistment points rather than a ten-year 

window. The second recommendation would be to lower the initial YOS requirement to 

qualify to transfer the PGIB. The third recommendation would be turning the Transfer 

Entitlement into a reenlistment option; service members decide between transferring their 

entitlements or a selective retention bonus. Each of these recommendations can be useful 

in improving the cost-effectiveness of the Transfer Entitlement.  
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

The PGIB has only been in effect for 14 years, but it has connections to veteran 

education programs stretching back to the end of WWII and caring for U.S. veterans 

originated during the Revolutionary War. 

A. HISTORICAL GI BILL 

1. Service Member Benefits 
Throughout U.S. history, there has been an expectation of caring for war veterans 

and their families as gratitude for the service they provided to the country.  

a. Pension and Bounties 

The military pension system is different from the military retirement system in 

that military retirement is given for a long career in military service, typically 20 years or 

more, and is paid out for the remainder of the veteran’s life. A pension system is given 

broadly to service members for honorable service during a single war and typically has an 

expiration date on the benefits. The original U.S. military pension system began during 

the opening years of the American Revolutionary War. According to Nudd (2015) 

To encourage officers and enlisted men to serve for the duration of the 
conflict, the Continental Congress passed a resolution on May 15, 1778, 
allowing half-pay for all officers and a set gratuity of $80 to all enlisted 
men who remained in service to the end of the war. (para. 6) 

The pension would continue for seven years after discharge. The widow’s pension was 

enacted two years later and was similar to the veterans’ pension. The $80 that was 

guaranteed to the enlisted is equivalent to $2,307 in 2023 (Official Data Foundation, 

2023); in comparison, an officer serving as a colonel in the infantry earned $75 a month 

by the end of the Revolutionary War (Greenwalt, 2021). By the end of the seven years, 

the veteran would have received a total of $3,150 from the pension ($94,404 adjusted for 

inflation [Official Data Foundation, 2023]).  
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With the establishment of a federal government under the Constitution of the 

United States, new benefits for Revolutionary War veterans were provided, and 

according to the National Archives (2022a),  

Congress authorized bounty land warrants for military service in the 
Revolutionary War under acts of 1788, 1803, and 1806. Veterans were 
granted pensions beginning in 1818, and widows became eligible in 1836. 
Surviving veterans also qualified under the final Bounty Land Act of 
1855. (para. 12) 

These bounty land warrants expanded to include veterans of the War of 1812, the 

Mexican–American War, and the Indian Wars (National Archives, 2022a). These bounty 

land warrants allowed veterans and their families to make a living on the frontier and 

expand west throughout the continent. Along with the bounties, Congress expanded the 

pension system to better care for the nation’s veterans. 

The pension system continuously evolved but had very similar elements. Military 

pensions were for service members and their spouses, issued monthly several decades 

after they served. According to the National Archives (2022a) for the Revolutionary War, 

the first continuous pension was not given until 1818, 35 years after the war ended. For 

the War of 1812, the first pension was not given until 1871, 56 years after the war ended, 

to veterans and, in 1878, to widows. For the Mexican–American War, the first pension 

was not given until 1887, 39 years after the war ended. For the Civil War, the first 

pension was not given until 1890, 25 years after the war ended. Veterans of the Spanish–

American War and Philippine Insurrection were tied into the Civil War pension system. 

For the Indian Wars, the first pension was not given until 1927, 29 years after the wars 

ended (National Archives, 2022a). With the additional veterans’ pensions given by a few 

states, veterans’ homes, and burial rights, these pensions were the only long-term benefits 

veterans received. The pension system became the predecessor to military retirement and 

the Social Security system. 

Veterans often counted on the pension they earned to assist in their older years. 

The views of pensions and veterans’ support were challenged during the Great 

Depression and the Bonus Army. According to the National Park Service (2023), the 

Bonus Army consisted of WWI veterans requesting early payment of their pension. WWI 
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ended in 1918, and six years later, the U.S. government promised to pay a pension in 

1945. In 1932, several WWI veterans marched on Washington, DC, demanding early 

payment of their pensions. The protest lasted from May 17 to July 28, when then-

President Hoover ordered General Douglas MacArthur to disband the protesters. The 

U.S. Army used tear gas and bayonets to drive the WWI veterans away. This created 

outrage in America, and four years later, Congress approved the early payout of the 

pension (National Park Service, 2023). This would lead to the creation of the GI Bill of 

Rights (GIBR) and the consolidation of all veterans benefits under the control of the VA. 

With the ever-increasing number of veterans that was accumulating during the mid-20th 

century, this ensured their needs were met. 

b. GI Bill of Rights, 1944 

During WWII, more people were in the military than at any other time in human 

history. Worldwide, over 127 million men and women mobilized during WWII; in 1939, 

the world population was only 2.2 billion (Military History Matters, 2019). The United 

States contributed 16,112,556 service members to the Allies’ efforts. WWII created more 

war veterans than all prior U.S. wars combined (7,943,000 combined war veterans, 

except WWII; VA, 2021a). This created a unique situation in which a significant portion 

of the adult population was returning veterans, which created fear in the United States 

government. According to the National Archive (2022b), “While World War II was still 

being fought, the Department of Labor estimated that, after the war, 15 million men and 

women who had been serving in the armed services would be unemployed” (para. 2). 

This was only a decade removed from the Great Depression. The U.S. government 

wanted to prevent another economic depression and learn from past mistakes with WWI 

veterans and the Bonus Army. Congress set out to create a GIBR for future returning 

veterans. 

The first step was to determine what was needed in creating the GIBR; according 

to the National Archives (2022b), the GIBR started with a study conducted by the 

National Resources Planning Board in early 1942 on postwar manpower needs; this study 

focused on ways to reduce the possibility of a postwar depression. The American Legion 

designed the features of the Servicemen Readjustment Act (SRA), which was later 
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renamed the GIBR. The SRA passed both chambers of Congress unanimously, and on 

June 22, 1944, then-President Franklin D. Roosevelt signed it into law as Public Law 

78-346. (National Archives, 2022b). 

The GIBR had several entitlements to assist new WWII veterans in rejoining 

civilian life and to minimize the impact of the surge of potential unemployed veterans. 

According to History.com Editors (2019), these entitlements included $20 ($337 adjusted 

for inflation [BLS, n.d.-a]), per week unemployment benefits for up to 1 year, job 

counseling, government-guaranteed loans to purchase homes, businesses, or farms, 

medical care for veterans, and education benefits. By the expiration of the GIBR, almost 

10 million veterans benefited from the program (History.com Editors, 2019). These 

benefits helped veterans develop a stronger U.S. economy, creating the American middle 

class of the 1950s.  

The education benefits of the GIBR are what most service members think of when 

discussing the GI Bill today. History.com Editors state that the GIBR education benefits 

included up to $500 ($8,445 adjusted for inflation for 2023 [BLS, n.d.-a]) for college or 

vocational school tuition and a cost-of-living stipend. This vastly increased attendance at 

many universities nationwide, leading to a more productive and educated workforce. The 

GIBR lasted until 1956, when the bill expired (History.com Editors, 2019). The GIBR 

laid the groundwork for all future GI bills and the entitlements that impact the veterans of 

American wars. 

c. GI Bill of Rights for Korean Veterans 

On June 25, 1950, the forces of North Korea descended past the 38th parallel to 

attempt to capture South Korea and reunite the peninsula under North Korean and 

communist rule; this kickstarted the Korean War. The United States was in a new war 

less than five years after WWII ended. The U.S. military was ready to fight another war 

because it never had a chance to fully demobilize after WWII. According to the Office of 

Program and Data Analyses (2000), the Korean War created 6.8 million veterans, of 

which 575,000 had also served in WWII (Office of Program and Data Analyses, 2000). 

This created a situation where over 6 million new veterans would return after the war. 
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Due to the generous benefits of the GIBR, there were expectations that those—or 

similar—benefits would continue for Korean War veterans. 

The GIBR for WWII veterans was still being given during the Korean War and 

was expected to continue until 1956. Realizing over 6 million new veterans would be 

returning to U.S. civilian life, Congress pushed to enact the Veterans Readjustment 

Assistance Act of 1952, similar to the 1944 SRA. This act provided funds for home, 

farm, and business loans, unemployment and self-employment, mustering-out pay, and 

education and training. The act also made changes to prevent abuse practices against the 

1944 SRA. The home loan guarantee could not exceed $7,500 ($85,229 adjusted for 

inflation for 2023 [BLS, n.d.-a]) for homes, $2,000 ($22,727 adjusted for inflation for 

2023 [BLS, n.d.-a]) for businesses, and $10,000 ($113,639 adjusted for inflation for 2023 

[BLS, n.d.-a]) in rural areas where finances were not available. The act provided up to 

$26 ($295 adjusted for inflation for 2023 [BLS, n.d.-a]) a week for 26 weeks for 

unemployment benefits. It also provided funds for job training for each service member, 

up to $105 ($1,193 adjusted for inflation for 2023 [BLS, n.d.-a]) per month. The act 

provided a mustering-out pay to all veterans under the rank of major or lieutenant 

commander. This mustering-out pay was essentially a separation pay that gave service 

members $300 ($3,409 adjusted for inflation for 2023 [BLS, n.d.-a]) for 60 active-duty 

service days outside of the United States, $200 ($2,273 adjusted for inflation for 2023 

[BLS, n.d.-a]) for 60 active-duty days served inside the United States, or $100 ($1,136 

adjusted for inflation for 2023 [BLS, n.d.-a]) for less than 60 active-duty days. The act 

additionally provided education benefits similar to the 1944 SRA, with some exceptions 

(Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act, 1952).  

The 1952 Veterans’ Readjustment Act (VRA) education benefits were more 

complex than those for the 1944 SRA. The amount of education benefits was based on 

the total time of service. Veterans became entitled to benefits once they completed 90 

days of service and would receive benefits of 1.5 days of education for each day of 

military service during the Korean War. The benefits would max out at 36 months, but if 

the service member earned benefits from the 1944 SRA, they could be entitled to as much 

as 48 months of combined education benefits. The education benefit gave a stipend of up 

to $160 ($1,818 adjusted for inflation for 2023 [BLS, n.d.-a]) per month. This means the 



Acquisition Research Program 
department of Defense Management - 10 - 
Naval Postgraduate School 

maximum education benefits for any service member would be $5,760 ($65,457 adjusted 

for inflation for 2023 [BLS, n.d.-a]). The 1952 VRA benefits were significantly better 

than the 1944 GIBR but had a stricter timeline. A veteran had to start their VRA benefits 

within two years after being discharged and complete them within seven years (Veterans’ 

Readjustment Assistance Act, 1952).  

The VRA passed the House on June 5, 1952, with a vote of 361–1. The VRA 

passed the Senate on June 28, 1952, and was signed into law by then-President Harry S. 

Truman on July 16, 1952 (Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act, 1952). The Korean 

War ended in a cease-fire on July 27, 1953, and the veterans returned home and once 

again took advantage of the benefits they earned. The final cutoff date for the VRA was 

January 31, 1965 (Veterans Benefits Administration, 2007b). 

d. Vietnam Era GI Bill 

On August 2, 1964, the Gulf of Tonkin incident set the U.S. involvement in 

Vietnam in motion. Like U.S. involvement in Korea, Vietnam was an unofficial war. 

Though it was not an official war, many in the government still wanted to create a GI Bill 

for service members fighting in Vietnam. On January 4, 1965, the Senate introduced the 

Vietnam Era GI Bill (VGIB), and it passed the Senate on July 19, 1965. The bill then 

went to the House, where it passed on February 7, 1966. The VGIB was signed into law 

on March 3, 1966, by then-President Lyndon B. Johnson (Veterans’ Readjustment 

Benefits Act, 1966).  

The VGIB focused on education benefits, and the other veterans’ benefits were 

spun off into other programs in the VA. According to the Veterans Benefits 

Administration (2007b), the VGIB gave education benefits to all service members who 

honorably served in the military for a minimum of 181 active-duty days from January 31, 

1955, to January 2, 1978. VGIB benefits included a maximum of $150 ($1,394 adjusted 

for inflation for 2023 [BLS, n.d.-a]) per month. The amount of time a person received the 

education benefit depended on the total active duty service (Veterans Benefits 

Administration, 2007b). For every month of active duty, the service member received 1.5 

months of education benefits, up to 45 months (MyNavy HR, n.d.-c). This would mean 

the maximum payout for a service member would be $6,750 ($62,717 adjusted for 
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inflation for 2023 [BLS, n.d.-a]). The program eventually terminated on December 31, 

1989. 

e. Post-Vietnam Era Veterans Educational Assistance Program 

Military personnel were significantly drawn down after Vietnam and the end of a 

conscription military. Military pay and benefits greatly increased in the late 1970s and 

1980s to maintain recruitment and retention rates and compete with the civilian sector. 

The largest and most incentivizing benefit to young adults was the promise of higher 

education paid for by the military. The issue came with few peacetime veteran benefits; 

this changed with the creation of the Post-Vietnam Era Veterans Educational Assistance 

Program (VEAP). The Senate introduced a bill on March 3, 1975, two years after U.S. 

involvement in Vietnam and less than two months before the fall of South Vietnam, that, 

among other veteran benefits, would establish VEAP. The bill was amended three times, 

and both chambers resolved the amended bill and passed it on October 1, 1976. The bill 

was signed into law by then-President Gerald Ford on October 15, 1976 (Veterans’ 

Education and Employment Assistance Act, 1976).  

According to MyNavy HR (n.d.-b), To be eligible to receive VEAP, a service 

member must have served active duty between January 1, 1977, and June 30, 1985, and 

contributed to a VEAP account. VEAP was the first GI Bill that required service 

members to pay into a system to receive education benefits. MyNavy HR further states 

that the military would double the payments made to the account by the service member 

up to the service member’s contribution limit of $2,700 ($14,108 adjusted for inflation 

for 2023 [BLS, n.d.-a]), and the military would contribute $5400 ($28,218 adjusted for 

inflation for 2023 [BLS, n.d.-a]). This would give the service member $8,100 ($42,326 

adjusted for inflation for 2023 [BLS, n.d.-a]) towards education expenditures. VEAP was 

the least generous of all GI Bills for active-duty service members. This was partially 

remedied by the Veterans’ Benefits Improvement Act of 1996. This allowed service 

members on active duty as of October 9, 1996, and having money in their VEAP account 

to convert to a much more generous MGIB; They had until October 8, 1997, to make the 

conversion (MyNavy HR, n.d.-b).  
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f. Montgomery GI Bill 

When the Vietnam War ended, many returning service members expected the 

treatment that previous generations of veterans enjoyed after WWII. The Vietnam War 

veterans quickly realized that their situation did not meet their expectations. Veterans’ 

benefits were significantly cut. Scott (2012) states that the VA budget, adjusted for 

inflation, locally peaked in 1976, with a budget of $19.3 billion ($106 billion adjusted for 

inflation for 2023 [BLS, n.d.-a]), then continued to drop for the next 14 years until 1990, 

with a budget of $29.3 billion ($70 billion adjusted for inflation for 2023 [BLS, n.d.-a]). 

The VA budget has increased when adjusting for inflation every year since (Scott, 2012). 

The 14-year drop in the veterans’ benefits budget could be accounted for by the dismal 

benefits of the VEAP program; the increase could be the effects of veterans starting to 

utilize the significantly more generous MGIB. 

In the early 1980s, Congress started a search for a possible new GI bill to combat 

the low recruitment and retention numbers for the new all-volunteer force. In 1984, then–

Mississippi Congressman Gillespie V. “Sonny” Montgomery designed and championed a 

new GI Bill. The bill was initially called the All-Volunteer Force Educational Assistance 

Program. It was enacted under the Department of Defense Authorization Act of 1984, 

which then-President Ronald Reagan signed on October 19, 1984 (Department of 

Defense Authorization Act, 1984). The bill later gained the name Montgomery GI Bill 

after the efforts of then-Congressman Montgomery (VA, 2023b). 

The main goal of the MGIB was to improve recruitment and retention by 

improving veteran education benefits. According to Dortch (2021), “To encourage 

recruitment, the servicemember’s monetary contribution was reduced compared to that 

under VEAP, which required contribution levels resulting in only 20%-25% of recruits 

contributing” (Dortch, 2021). According to the VA (2023b), service members could elect 

to participate in the MGIB program when entering service for the first time. The service 

member must contribute a non-refundable $100 a month for the first 12 months of 

military service, serve 36 months of active duty or to the end of the original enlisted 

contract and obtain an honorable discharge to earn the MGIB benefits. According to VA 

(n.d.-a), the benefits adjust based on inflation and are updated annually in October. As of 
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October 1, 2022, a service member’s maximum benefit from the MGIB is $2,210 a 

month for 36 months, or $79,560 (VA, n.d.-a). The $1,200 required contribution is steady 

and is not affected by inflation, which is significantly less than the maximum contribution 

requirement for benefits in the VEAP program. With the introduction of the PGIB, the 

MGIB program is set to be phased out beginning on October 1, 2030; after that date, no 

new accession into the military can elect to join the MGIB program (Office of the Under 

Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness, 2022a).  

2. Survivor Benefits 
Since the founding of the United States, there has been a considerable effort to 

take care of service members’ families, especially when the service member dies in 

action. 

a. Widows’ Pension System 

The first survivor benefit issued to service members’ widows was a pension set up 

by the Continental Congress, passed on August 24, 1780. It was only issued to officer 

widows and equal to what their spouse would have received after the war if they had 

survived. The pension was worth half the service members’ pay for seven years. A 

widow of a fallen U.S. colonel, making $75 a month (Greenwalt, 2021), could receive up 

to $3,150 ($70,286 adjusted for inflation for 2023; Official Data Foundation, 2023). After 

the war, additional survivor benefits were signed into law. 

The first organized pension system was signed into law on June 7, 1794; it gave 

widows of officers who died in service half of the officers’ military pay for five years. 

This act also included orphans under 16 of the fallen service members if there was no 

other parent. Unlike the 1780 pension system, this was signed by the government under 

the U.S. Constitution and was meant to be more permanent (Waite, 1893).  

The Widows’ Pension System was modified several times over the years. The 

first significant modification was after the War of 1812, on April 16, 1816, to include 

widows and orphans of enlisted members. After the Mexican–American War in 1848, the 

following modification increased the number of widows and orphans receiving benefits 

by including service members who died of disease. Before this change, widows and 
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orphans only received benefits if the service member died of wounds during battle 

(Waite, 1893). The last significant change happened in 1868 when widows of fallen 

service members were given a pension for the remainder of their lives or until they 

remarried. The rate was $8 ($172 adjusted for inflation for 2023 [Official Data 

Foundation, 2023]) per month plus an additional $2 ($43 adjusted for inflation for 2023 

[Official Data Foundation, 2023]) a month for each minor under 16 (Waite, 1893). The 

pension system has changed with the times, adjusted for inflation, and become the 

survivor benefits that assist gold star families today. One of the most important benefits 

for the long-term future of the widows and children of fallen service members is the 

education benefits. 

b. War Orphans’ Educational Assistance Act of 1956 

Many American service members died in the first half of the 20th century, which 

created an untold number of children with deceased parents. Congress passed the first 

service members’ children’s education benefits on June 29, 1956. The War Orphans’ 

Educational Assistance Act (OEA) (1956) allowed children of service members who died 

of disease or injury caused by active conflict during WWI, WWII, or the Korean conflict 

to receive up to 36 months of education benefits. Contrary to the act’s name, only one of 

the children’s parents, a service member, had to have died during the previous wars. The 

Act to Amend Title 38 of the United States Code (1968) extended OEA to spouses of 

service members who died in conflict in the line of duty. According to the Veterans’ 

Education and Employment Assistance Act (1976), the duration of the OEA benefits 

increased to 45 months. According to the War Orphans’ Educational Assistance Act 

(1956), when enacted, the maximum benefit of the act was $110 ($1,218 adjusted for 

inflation for 2023 [BLS, n.d.-a]) per month, which means the maximum benefit would be 

$3,960 ($43,860 adjusted for inflation for 2023 [BLS, n.d.-a]). Due to the benefit 

beginning on the child’s 18th birthday or completion of secondary education and ending 

as late as the child’s 23rd birthday and based on the law, a service member must have 

died before February 1, 1955 (War Orphans’ Educational Assistance Act, 1956). The 

OEA of 1956, by its nature, was very restricted, and few children of fallen service 

members benefited from this program. The OEA eventually expanded to encompass 
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children of service members who died in the line of duty in the Panama Zone, the 

Philippines, the Spanish–American War, Vietnam, and the Gulf War (Veterans Benefits 

Administration, 2007b).  

c. Survivors’ and Dependents’ Educational Assistance  

On October 15, 1976, the OEA was changed to the Survivors’ and Dependents’ 

Education Assistance (DEA). This benefit is for spouses and dependents of service 

members with a service-connected death or 100% rated service-connected disability or 

those who were missing in action, prisoner of war, or taken hostage (Veterans’ Education 

and Employment Assistance Act, 1976).  

Under the DEA, each eligible family member receives individual education 

benefits that do not need to be divided among family members, unlike the PGIB. The 

number of months of benefits that each family member receives is based on when they 

started using the DEA. According to Limitations on Period of Assistance Under Two or 

More Programs (2023), Before August 1, 2018, each family member received 45 months 

of education benefits; after August 1, 2018, the benefits were reduced to 36 months. With 

rare exceptions, children can use the benefits between the ages of 18 and 26, and spouses 

have ten years to utilize the DEA (MyNavy HR, n.d.-c).  According to the VA (n.d.-c), 

the current maximum benefit is $1,401 per month. This means that each family member 

could receive up to $50,436 in 2023. Depending on the number of family members, the 

DEA could be the most generous VA education benefit because each family member 

receives an undivided 36 months (45 months prior to August 1, 2018) of benefits (VA, 

n.d.-c).  

3. Multiple VA Educational Benefits 
Occasionally, individuals can earn multiple VA education benefits. According to 

law, the maximum benefit that any individual can receive is 48 months, with notable 

exceptions. An individual who used DEA benefits before October 1, 2013, can receive up 

to 81 months of total education benefits from the VA (Limitation on Period of Assistance 

under Two or More Programs, 2023). Due to all current GI bills being 36 months long, a 

DEA recipient can receive a complete additional GI bill for military service or Transfer 

Entitlement of the PGIB. 
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B. POST 9/11 GI BILL  

In the 7th year of the Global War on Terrorism, a new GI bill, the PGIB, was 

introduced in Congress. The PGIB focused on the incentive most new accessions wanted 

in a GI Bill, especially among military enlisted members. It greatly expanded the funding 

and utilization of the VA education system, which the VA had not seen in decades. 

1. Expanded Pool of Beneficiaries 
The PGIB brought about several changes to VA education benefits, significantly 

expanding access and funding for individual veterans and their families. The first change 

was expanding the eligibility of the pool of service members who could receive the 

benefit. Under the MGIB-active duty, a service member must have two continuous years 

of honorable active duty to receive any benefit (VA, 2023b). The requirement changed 

with the PGIB to include 90 days of accumulative active-duty service or 30 continuous 

days of active-duty service with a disability discharge after September 10, 2001. The 

service time is based on active duty service conducted after September 10, 2001 (VA, 

2023d).  

For veterans who had started using or completely exhausted the MGIB, the PGIB 

offered an additional 12 months of benefits. To receive the additional 12 months of 

education benefits, the veteran must completely exhaust benefits under the MGIB and 

then request a 12-month extension under the PGIB. If the veteran did not want to exhaust 

the MGIB completely, the veteran could switch from the MGIB to the PGIB and receive 

the remainder of the 36 total months under the PGIB (Army Human Resources 

Command, 2023). 

Additionally, the PGIB expanded the beneficiary pool by offering service 

members the ability to transfer their benefits to their spouses or children. According to 

the VA (2023c), to utilize the Transfer Entitlement of the PGIB, a service member must 

have completed six years of military service and would agree to an additional four years 

of service. Once eligible, the service member can divide the 36 months of benefits 

amongst their spouse and dependents however the service member sees fit. Additionally, 

the Fry Scholarship expanded the PGIB to spouses and dependents of service members 

who died on active duty in the line of duty (VA, 2023c).  
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On July 13, 2017, the Harry W. Colmery Veterans Educational Assistance Act of 

2017, better known as the Forever GI Bill, was introduced in Congress. Among other 

things, the act increased the amount of time a veteran had to access their PGIB benefits. 

Whereas they previously had to use their benefits within 15 years of discharge, they now 

have access to those benefits until their death. The Forever GI Bill was signed into law on 

August 16, 2017, and took effect on August 1, 2018 (Harry W. Colmery Veterans 

Educational Assistance Act, 2017). 

The pool of eligible beneficiaries has expanded more under the PGIB than any 

other veterans’ education program.  

2. Benefits 
If a veteran or family member is eligible for the PGIB, the next obstacle is 

determining the student’s percentage of benefit entitlement; that percentage will affect all 

the veteran’s PGIB benefits. As shown in Table 1, according to the VA (2023g), the 

benefits drop by 10% every six months less of active-duty service; for example, service 

members who completed 30–35 months of honorable active-duty service would be 

eligible for 90% of available benefits, service members who completed 24–29 months of 

honorable active-duty service would be eligible for 80% of available benefits, and so on. 

The VA further notes that the lowest available percentage is 50% for service members 

who completed 3–6 months of honorable active-duty service. If a service member 

receives a service-connected disability, the service member could receive 50% after only 

30 consecutive days of active duty (VA, 2023d). 

Table 1. Percentage of Maximum Post-9/11 GI Bill Benefits Based on 
Aggregate Length of Active Duty. Source: VA (2023g). 

More than 1094 days   100% 
910 to 1094 days (30 to 35 months)  90% 
730 to 909 days (24 to 29 months)   80% 
545 to 729 days (18 to 23 months)  70% 
180 to 544 days (6 to 17 months)   60% 
90 to 179 days (3 to 5 months)   50% 

Several education benefits were expanded or created under the PGIB. The most 

significant benefit that was expanded was the monthly payment. According to VA 
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(2023b), under the MGIB, a set monthly payment was paid to the veteran student, and 

they had to use this stipend to pay for required expenses for higher education. According 

to VA (2023d), the PGIB pays tuition directly to the school and gives the student a 

stipend equal to the Basic Allowance for Housing (BAH) of an E-5 with dependents for 

the zip code of the school location. An exception to this rule is that if a veteran takes 

online classes, the stipend is reduced to 50% of the average BAH of an E-5 with 

dependents nationwide. (VA, 2023d). The changes to the stipend were the most 

significant change for the PGIB, but they were not the only changes that occurred. 

There are several new benefits that the PGIB offers that are way beyond what 

other GI bills previously offered. Another significant change is the annual book stipend 

of $1,000 a year; this is paid directly to the student. The PGIB also provides a one-time 

$500 stipend for students who must relocate from highly rural areas to attend higher 

education (VA, 2023d). 

3. Spouse and Dependent Entitlements 
The PGIB became the VA’s first education benefit available to service members’ 

families that did not require the death or permanent disability of the service member for 

dependents to access the benefit. There are two main provisions of the PGIB that provide 

education benefits to service members’ families. 

a. Transfer Entitlement 

The PGIB Transfer Entitlement was the first benefit families received from the 

VA that did not require the service member to die or be permanently disabled. According 

to the VA (2023c), the Transfer Entitlement allowed service members to transfer their 

PGIB to their spouses or children if they met the requirements. The VA further states that 

the first requirement to utilize the Transfer Entitlement is that the service member must 

have completed at least six years but not more than 16 years of honorable military 

service. The second requirement is that the service member obligates an additional four 

years of service. If the service member fulfills these requirements, they can transfer part 

or the whole GI bill to their family, and the service member can split the PGIB by month 

to any family member. Once transferred, the family member receives the same benefits as 

veterans receive with the PGIB. The VA explains that the service member’s spouse may 



Acquisition Research Program 
department of Defense Management - 19 - 
Naval Postgraduate School 

use the benefit once transferred, but a child must wait until the service member completes 

ten honorable YOS (VA, 2023c). 

b. Fry Scholarship 

The Fry Scholarship was created for family members of active-duty parents who 

died in the line of duty after September 11, 2001. This education benefit is like the DEA, 

but the family member receives the much more generous PGIB benefits. The Fry 

Scholarship is named in honor of Marine Gunnery Sergeant John David Fry, who was 

killed in combat. (VA, 2023a). The Fry Scholarship was a provision in the 2009 

Supplemental Appropriations Act (Supplemental Appropriations Act, 2009); it amended 

the PGIB, which passed under the Supplemental Appropriations Act of 2008 

(Supplemental Appropriations Act, 2008). 

4. Intent and Predictions 
The PGIB started as a bill, S. 22, introduced by then-Senator Jim Webb, a 

Democrat from Virginia. He introduced the bill on his first day as a senator on January 4, 

2007 (S. 22; Post-9/11 Veterans Educational Assistance Act, 2007). It would take 18 

months before the PGIB became law as part of the Supplemental Appropriations Act of 

2008 (Supplemental Appropriations Act, 2008). Before the PGIB became a law, it had to 

go through several committees, studies, and cost analyses.  

a. Prior Efforts to Expand the Montgomery GI Bill 

For many years prior to the introduction of S. 22, the Post 9/11 Veterans 

Educational Assistance Act of 2007, which eventually became the PGIB, there had been 

several efforts to increase the size and scope of veterans’ education benefits. The MGIB 

started strong, but with inflation and college tuition often expanding well beyond what 

MGIB benefits provided, it became gradually more challenging for veterans to utilize the 

benefits they had earned. Since the introduction of the MGIB in 1985, there have been 

several MGIB kickers and college funds to increase the MGIB benefits. These were often 

used as recruitment or retention incentive packages (Veterans Benefits Administration, 

2007a). For example, an MGIB Buy-Up Program implemented in 2001 allowed service 

members to increase their MGIB benefits by contributing a portion of their military pay. 
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For every $50 a service member contributed, they would receive a $12.50 per month 

boost to their MGIB benefits. A service member could contribute up to $600 a month and 

receive up to a $150 per month benefit boost. Since MGIB benefits last 36 months, the 

benefit would pay a maximum of $5,600 for a $600 investment (MyNavy HR, n.d.-a). 

This benefit might be small, but it assisted veterans with attending college. 

In 2006, the Army implemented a Transferability Pilot Program. The program 

only allowed soldiers to transfer their MGIBs. This program allowed each service to 

create a program to retain service members with critical skills. It was designed to allow 

spouses and children the ability to receive up to 18 months of the 36 months of MGIB 

benefits that the service member earned. A service member must have completed six 

years of military service and must serve an additional four years of military service; this 

requirement would later be used as the basis of the requirements to transfer the PGIB. Of 

the 250 soldiers who initially participated in the program, most of whom were from Force 

Command and U.S. Special Operations Command, 96% elected to transfer their benefits 

(Lay, 2009). 

b. Committees, Studies, and Surveys 

Before the implementation of the PGIB, several committees, studies, and surveys 

were conducted to determine the cost and the most effective policies for service 

members, veterans, and their families. 

(1) CBO Report 2008 

In 2008, many organizations conducted studies to analyze the benefits and costs 

of the recently proposed new GI bill. These studies focused on different areas of the 

PGIB, including service members’ motivation, the effects on recruitment and retention, 

and the program’s overall cost. The studies investigated whether modifying the existing 

GI bill would be effective. The three preliminary analyses of the PGIB that this study 

focused on were the CBO report on the cost estimation for S. 22, the Defense Manpower 

Data Center (DMDC’s) (2008) 2008 QuickCompass of Active Duty Members survey, and 

Richard Lay’s (2009) Applying the Combinatorial Retention Auction Mechanism 

(CRAM) to a Cost-Benefit Analysis of the Post 9/11 Era GI Bill Transferability Benefit. 
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The Orszag (2008) conducted the first CBO report on behalf of Congress. The 

report focused on two main areas: a preliminary estimate of the cost for S. 22 and the 

impact of S. 22 on recruitment and retention. These findings were based on the S.22 bill, 

which had been modified several times since its introduction. By the time the CBO report 

was published on May 8, 2008, S. 22 was essentially in PGIB's final form when it was 

enacted. As shown in Table 2, the preliminary cost of the PGIB would be $51.8 billion 

from 2008–2018. It would have additional costs for VA personnel and information 

technology and decrease the cost of Department of Defense (DoD) contributions to fund 

education benefits for reservists. Orszag states, "In total, CBO estimates that the bill 

would increase discretionary spending by $145 million over the 2009-2013 period, 

assuming appropriation of the estimated amounts.” (p.2).  

Table 2. Preliminary Estimated Cost of the Post-9/11 GI Bill.  
Source: Orszag (2008). 

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE FOR S.22: POST-9/11 VETERANS EDUCATION 
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 2007 (ASSUMING ENACTMENT JUNE 1, 2008) 

 By Fiscal Year, in Millions of Dollars 
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2008-

2013 
2008-
2018 

CHANGES IN DIRECT SPENDING 
Estimated 

Budget 
Authority 

40 680 3650 4,460 5,130 5,510 5,810 6,160 6,510 6,830 7,060 19,470 51,840 

Estimated 
Outlays 

40 680 3650 4,460 5,130 5,510 5,810 6,160 6,510 6,830 7,060 19,470 51,840 

CHANGES IN DISCRETIONARY SPENDING 
Estimated 

Authorization 
Level 

0 50 50 10 10 20 30 30 40 50 60 140 350 

Estimated 
Outlays 

0 40 50 10 10 20 30 30 40 50 60 130 340 

The CBO study additionally focused on the recruitment and retention of military 

personnel. The study estimated that the introduction of the PGIB would increase 

recruitment by 16%, allowing recruitment bonuses to be reduced by $5.6 billion over the 

2009–2013 period. For retention, Orszag (2008) found that due to the PGIB’s generous 

benefits, retention would be reduced from 42% to 36%, and an increase in selective 

reenlistment bonuses by $6.7 billion for the period of 2009–2013 would be needed to 

maintain current manpower levels. The CBO determined that the net negative effect of 

the PGIB on retention would be $1 billion over the five years after enactment (Orszag, 

2008).  
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(2) DMDC (2008) QuickCompass Manpower Survey 

In 2008, the DMDC conducted a comprehensive survey throughout the DoD, with 

9,290 participants from every demographic, every DoD branch, and every rank (E1–O6) 

and YOS. The DMDC (2008) stated, “The topic covered in the 2008 QuickCompass of 

Active-Duty Members are retention and perception of changes to military education 

benefits” (p. 1). There were 24 questions split into three main areas: Background 

Information, Education Benefits, and New GI Bill. Several interesting results came from 

this survey concerning service members and their families’ aspirations towards the MGIB 

and each proposed provision of the PGIB. As shown in Appendix A, there was a 95% 

interest in the ability to transfer GI Bill benefits to spouses and children. The only result 

with greater interest, at 96%, was related to an increase in the GI Bill’s dollar value. This 

survey also showed that service members wanted the overall benefit to increase and were 

willing to commit to an additional service obligation to obtain the expanded benefits 

(DMDC, 2008). 

Of the proposed and surveyed benefits, the benefit that did not become part of the 

final PGIB benefits was using the PGIB to pay off existing federally funded student 

loans; 80% of service members said that would be important to them (DMDC, 2008). It is 

unknown why this provision was taken out of the final PGIB. However, if this provision 

was enacted, it could have been very beneficial but would have been very complicated to 

enforce. It would have impacted the DoD, the VA, the Department of Education, and the 

U.S. Treasury. The DoD first verifies required service completion, the VA transfers funds 

to the Treasury (potentially indirectly through the federal student loan servicer), and the 

Department of Education oversees the funds because they are being used for student 

loans. In addition to this complication, student loan repayments through the GI Bill 

would hamper recruitment and retention efforts utilizing student loan repayment 

programs. In the future, this provision might be added to the PGIB. 

The DMDC (2008) QuickCompass of Active Duty Members was a great snapshot 

of what service members wanted out of the education benefits that they earned. It is 

unknown what impact this had on drafting the final version of the PGIB, but most of the 

provisions important to service members were in the final bill. For the most part, the 
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DMDC (2008) survey showed that the final PGIB was what service members wanted in 

education benefits. 

(3) Lay’s (2009) Combinatorial Retention Auction Mechanism  

Richard Lay (2009) conducted his thesis on the PGIB prior to its enactment. His 

topic was Applying the Combinatorial Retention Auction Mechanism (CRAM) to a Cost-

Benefit Analysis of the Post 9/11 Era GI Bill Transferability Benefit. His thesis focused 

on five retention incentive analyses: cash-only SRBs, auction characteristics, cash SRBs, 

Universal Incentive Package (UIP) auction, and CRAM. Lay used data he collected from 

a survey to inform his thesis. The data was narrowly focused on three population groups 

in the Navy: Air Traffic Controllers, Fire Controlman (Aegis), and Fire Controlman 

(Non-Aegis; Lay, 2009).  

The first method that Lay (2009) used to determine the valuation of the Transfer 

Entitlement was the cash-only SRB. It determined how much of the SRB individuals 

were willing to give up. He found that, when accounting for outliers, individuals were 

willing to give up $6,814 in SRB funds to be able to transfer their GI Bill benefits. These 

results were spread out, and 43% of individuals gave no value to the ability to transfer 

benefits (Lay, 2009).  

Lay (2009) then assessed the cost-effectiveness of universal GI Bill 

Transferability. He determined what the SRB cost should be based on the valuation of the 

Transfer Entitlement. His first assessment focused on individuals who valued the 

Transfer Entitlement at $0. Believing that individuals find value in Transfer Entitlement 

but are unwilling to give up money, he reassessed the valuation to $2,032, $3,100, and 

$4,508 of the Transfer Entitlement usage rate of 0%, 50%, and 100% (Lay, 2009).  

The third method that Lay (2009) used to assess the valuation of the Transfer 

Entitlement was CRAM. According to Lay, “This mechanism only provides GI Bill 

Transferability to those sailors who value the benefit more than the Navy’s expected 

cost” (p.52). Lay found that the CRAM method gave a lower valuation for the Transfer 

Entitlement than the cash-only SBR method.  
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Lay’s (2009) thesis made it evident that individual service members highly valued 

the Transfer Entitlement and that there was no clear consensus on the entitlement’s cost 

or perceived value. 

c. Legislative Process 

In 2007, two bills, one from the Senate (S. 22; Post-9/11 Veterans Educational 

Assistance Act, 2007) and one from the House (H.R. 2702; Post-9/11 Veterans 

Educational Assistance Act, 2007), were introduced to create a new GI Bill. These two 

bills and a 2008 House bill (H.R. 5740; Post-9/11 Veterans Educational Assistance Act, 

2008) were sent to the Committee of Veterans Affairs. These bills were assessed and 

compiled into an amendment to the Supplemental Appropriations Act of 2008. The 

Supplemental Appropriations Act of 2008 was signed into law on June 30, 2008, and 

became Public Law 110–252 (Supplemental Appropriations Act, 2008). 

Then-Senator Jim Webb of Virginia introduced the first bill to attempt to create a 

new GI Bill. Webb graduated from the Naval Academy in 1968, earning a commission in 

the Marine Corps during the Vietnam War. He served in the Marine Corps from 1968 to 

1972, and from 1987 to 1988, he became the Secretary of the Navy. He was elected to the 

U.S. Senate in 2006 and was sworn in on January 3, 2007 (Biographical Directory of the 

United States Congress, n.d.-b). On January 4, 2007, Webb introduced the first bill of his 

Senate career, S. 22 – Post 9/11 Veterans Educational Assistance Act of 2007, which 

would later become the PGIB. On January 4, 2007, S. 22 was read twice and referred to 

the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. The committee met the following year on May 7, 

2008 (Post-9/11 Veterans Educational Assistance Act, 2007). 

Representative Robert Scott of Virginia introduced the second bill that attempted 

to create a new GI Bill. Scott was in the U.S. Army Reserve from 1970 to 1974 and then 

the Massachusetts Army National Guard from 1974 to 1976. He was elected to the U.S. 

House of Representatives in 1993 and, as of 2023, is still serving in Congress 

(Biographical Directory of the United States Congress, n.d.-a). Scott introduced H.R. 

2702, the Post 9/11 Veterans Educational Assistance Act of 2007, in the House on June 

13, 2007. This bill was referred to the House Committee on Veterans Affairs on the same 

day. On June 20, 2007, it was referred to the Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity 
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(Post-9/11 Veterans Educational Assistance Act, 2007). The bill did not go beyond the 

committees, but a new bill was introduced the following year. 

Representative Harry E. Mitchell of Arizona introduced the third bill that 

attempted to create a new GI Bill. Mitchell had no military career and was elected to the 

House of Representatives in 2006. H.R. 5740, the Post 9/11 Veterans Educational 

Assistance Act of 2008, was introduced on April 9, 2008. This bill was referred to the 

House Committee on Veterans Affairs on the same day. On April 11, 2008, it was 

referred to the Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity (Post-9/11 Veterans Educational 

Assistance Act, 2008). 

The fourth bill that attempted—and succeeded—to create the PGIB was H.R. 

2642, the Supplemental Appropriations Act of 2008. This bill did not initially have the 

PGIB when it was introduced on June 11, 2007. The bill added the provisions of the 

PGIB when the House and Senate were resolving the amendments that were part of H.R. 

2642. The House approved the amendment to add the PGIB to H.R. 2642 on May 15, 

2008, with a vote of 227–196. This was only eight days after the Senate Committee on 

Veterans’ Affairs hearing on S. 22. The Senate approved the amendment to add the PGIB 

on May 22, 2008, with a vote of 75–22. The House voted on and approved the final 

resolved bill on June 19, 2008, with a vote of 416–12, and the Senate did so on June 26, 

2008, with a vote of 92–6. It was presented to former President George W. Bush on June 

27, 2008, and signed into law on June 30, 2008. The PGIB portion of the bill took effect 

on August 1, 2009 (Supplemental Appropriations Act, 2008). 

5. Implementation 
The PGIB was the first new GI Bill to be implemented in 24 years, and unlike 

MGIB, the PGIB would take effect immediately and be retroactive to 9/11. Several steps 

were needed to ensure an efficient and effective implementation of the PGIB. 

a. Memorandums and Instructions 

The first step in implementing the PGIB was to create a DoD instruction on 

implementing the new GI Bill. The first significant document created to instruct the 

policies of enacting the PGIB was the Directive-Type Memorandum (DTM) 09–003: 
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Post-9/11 GI Bill; the memorandum was signed on June 22, 2009. The memorandum’s 

purpose was to “establish policy, assign responsibilities, and prescribe procedures under 

chapter 33 of title 38, United States Code (U.S.C.) for carrying out the Post-9/11 GI Bill” 

(Carr, 2009, p. 1). The memorandum additionally established the policy for authorizing 

the transferability of education benefits (Transfer Entitlement). This memorandum laid 

the groundwork for how the PGIB would work, from verification of service to which 

organization is responsible for each aspect of ensuring that the veterans who earn the 

benefits receive their benefits. One notable part of DoD policy in the memorandum is that 

the secretary of defense can lower the Transfer Entitlement to 18 months. Since 

implementation, no secretary of defense has exercised that option. This memorandum 

took effect immediately and was intended to be converted into a DoD instruction within 

180 days of being signed (Carr, 2009). 

Though the DTM 09–003 was intended to be superseded by a DoD instruction 

within 180 days of being signed, it was not superseded or canceled until DoD Instruction 

1341.13 was issued on May 31, 2013. The instruction utilized a significant portion of the 

memorandum and cleared up a few issues and concerns that had arisen in the four years 

the PGIB was in effect. Additionally, the policy removed the option for the secretary of 

defense to reduce the number of months that could be transferred. The policy was 

updated again on October 25, 2022, to implement new changes to the PGIB and to 

comply with DoD Instruction 5025.01, which stated that if the instruction were not 

reissued, canceled, or certified within five years, it would expire effective May 31, 2023 

(Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness, 2022b).  

b. Rollout of the Post 9/11 GI Bill 

The PGIB program was initiated in August 2009. It was seen as a new age for 

veterans. It was soon discovered during the initial rollout that there would be delays in 

PGIB benefits for a few months. This was due to the monumental increase in complexity 

of the VA education system and the significant backlog. According to the VA Office of 

Inspector General, Office of Audits & Evaluations (2010), the VA was initially unable to 

pay monthly stipends to the veterans using the PGIB. According to the VA, “The VA 

issued 122,000 emergency payments worth $356 million for students facing delayed 



Acquisition Research Program 
department of Defense Management - 27 - 
Naval Postgraduate School 

payments during this time.” (p.1). Due to inadequate controls, this created an additional 

issue. Several ineligible recipients received emergency payments. The VA found that it 

had  

inappropriately provided 35,000 emergency payments totaling 103 million 
to ineligible military service members and veterans who did not participate 
in the VA’s education program. VA also provided 2,700 emergency 
payments worth $8 million to service members enrolled in VA education 
programs but did not meet VA criteria for emergency payments. (p. 3) 

Figure 1 shows that in October 2009, the number of emergency payments peaked. 

However, by December, most emergency payments were repaid by the PGIB benefits, 

but the emergency payments to non-participants began to rise until the emergency 

payment website was discontinued. The VA predicted from the erroneous payments and 

increases in administrative burdens a loss of $87 million (VA Office of Inspector 

General, Office of Audits & Evaluations, 2010). 

By the end of the year, most of the issues had been resolved, and all payments to 

students were issued, with a few exceptions. Over the following years, there were a few 

issues and concerns, but the VA took care of each to the best of its abilities. 

 
Figure 1. Effects of Implementation of the PGIB. Source: VA Office of 

Inspector General, Office of Audits & Evaluations (2010).  
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6. Usage and Cost 
In 2008, before the PGIB was enacted, the total VA education benefits for post-

secondary education obligated $2.89 billion of funds, according to a National Center for 

Education Statistics report. The following year, on August 1, 2009, the PGIB benefits 

began being received. The report states that by the end of 2009, the VA’s total 

expenditure for post-secondary education increased by 32.6%, or $945 million, over the 

previous year. This was primarily due to the significant expansion of student benefits and 

costs to the VA. In 2010, the first full year that the PGIB benefits were offered, there was 

a significant expansion of participants in the PGIB, as shown in Table 3; in fact, there 

was an increase of over tenfold from the previous year. This caused VA obligations for 

post-secondary education to expand significantly to $8.04 billion, an increase of 109% 

over the previous years, as shown in the National Center for Education Statistics report. 

In 2010, the PGIB took up 69.0% of the total education benefits paid out by the VA; in 

2021, this jumped to 86.8% (National Center for Education Statistics, n.d.). 

Table 3. PGIB Obligation and Usage Since Enactment. Adapted from 
Dortch (2021), VA (n.d.-d), and BLS (n.d.-a).  

Year Obligations  
($ in 

thousands) 

Adjust for 
inflation       

($ in 
thousands; 

2023) 

PGIB Participation Avg Benefit 
per Participant 

($) 

Adjust for 
inflation 
($; 2023) 

2009* 162,053 229,397 34,393 4712 6670 
2010 5,542,843 7,730,650 365,640 15159 21143 
2011 7,656,490 10,371,340 555,329 13787 18676 
2012 8,476,227 11,285,260 646,302 13115 17461 
2013 10,184,499 13,359,040 754,529 13498 17705 
2014 10,754,649 14,000,990 790,408 13606 17714 
2015 11,234,014 14,519,130 790,507 14211 18367 
2016 11,583,408 14,666,420 790,090 14661 18563 
2017 11,056,959 13,710,680 755,476 14636 18148 
2018 10,673,744 12,987,420 708,069 15074 18342 
2019 10,748,939 12,748,940 714,346 15047 17847 
2020 10,108,335 11,863,090 657,927 15364 18031 
2021 9,141,053 10,022,660 610,009 14985 16430 
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The education benefits paid by the VA came from three different programs: the 

DEA, the PGIB Transfer Entitlement,  and the Fry Scholarship. In 2021, 290,145 students 

received VA education benefits; of those students, 34.7% were spouses or children of 

veterans or service members. (VA, n.d.-d). Before 2009, the DEA was the only program 

offering VA education benefits to family members. As shown in Table 4, the DEA 

greatly expanded from 2000 to 2010, then started to fall off. The beginning stages of the 

Global War on Terrorism could explain this. From 9/11 to the end of 2011, 5,070 service 

members died due to hostile actions. From 2011 to 2022, 478 service members died due 

to hostile actions (Defense Casualty Analysis System, n.d.). In 2008, the DEA funded 

$434 million in education benefits; by 2021, the DEA funded $1.12 billion in education 

benefits.  

Table 4. DEA Obligation and Usage. Adapted from National Center for 
Education Statistics (n.d.), VA (n.d.-d), & BLS (n.d.-a). 

Year Obligations  
($ in 

thousands) 

Adjust for 
inflation  

($ in 
thousands; 

2023) 

DEA 
Participation 

Avg Benefit 
per Participant 

($) 

Adjust for 
inflation 
($; 2023) 

1970 47,900 367,904    
1980 194,147 687,706    
1990 106,217 242,672    
2000 137,713 241,940 5,763 23,896 41,982 
2008 434,733 632,142 62,390 7,543 10,969 
2009 469,360 664,412 63,469 8,144 11,529 
2010 507,294 707528 89,696 8,802 12,277 
2012 437,085 581935 90,657 7,584 10,098 
2013 464,862 609761 87,707 8,066 10,581 
2014 516,934 672973 90,789 8,969 11,678 
2015 493,225 637457 91,755 8,558 11,061 
2016 520,482 659,015 96,762 5,379 6,811 
2017 553,128 685,881 100,275 5,517 6,840 
2018 616,276 749,861 109,760 5,615 6,832 
2019 861,152 1,024,408 128,151 6,720 7,994 
2020 1,042,921 1,223,966 151,825 6,869 8,062 
2021 1,118,540 1,226,417 167,567 6,675 7,319 

 



Acquisition Research Program 
department of Defense Management - 30 - 
Naval Postgraduate School 

A 2017 CBO report on the PGIB Transfer Entitlement and Fry Scholarship found 

that children, on average, receive $17,400 per year in education benefits, and spouses 

receive, on average, $11,400 per year in education benefits. As of 2021, The total number 

of children receiving the PGIB was 94,842, and 27,718 spouses were receiving benefits. 

Adjusting the values for inflation, the total Transfer Entitlement of the PGIB funded 

$2.22 billion, or 22% of PGIB funding in 2021 (CBO, 2019). This, combined with the 

DEA funding for 2021, would mean that spouses and children of veterans and service 

members received an aggregate of $3.34 billion in education funds, or 27.9% of the total 

VA education funds awarded that year (National Center for Education Statistics, n.d.).  

7. Additional Effects 
The PGIB has had several effects on the military, intentional and unintentional; 

some impacts are underestimated, and others are overestimated. 

a. Recruitment and Retention 

One of the objectives of the PGIB was to increase recruitment and retention in the 

military. According to the CBO (2019) report, the PGIB increased recruitment but 

decreased retention rates for service members after the first enlistment. The CBO further 

states that to mitigate the drop in retention, the PGIB has a Transfer Entitlement to allow 

service members who have completed six YOS and obligate an additional four years to 

transfer benefits to family members. This provision was enacted to encourage 

continuation in the service; most service members after 10 YOS will remain until 

retirement at or above 20 YOS. According to the CBO (2019),  

such benefits might motivate service members to leave the military earlier 
than they would have otherwise; the Department of Defense argued during 
the drafting of the legislation that the ability to transfer benefits to 
dependents would be critical to retention goals. However, that option 
appears to have had little effect (p. 19).  

Only one major study has been conducted on Transfer Entitlement of the PGIB on 

retention rates. A 2017 RAND study concluded that the PGIB had significantly 

negatively impacted retention more than the MGIB (Wenger et al., 2017). The CBO 

(2019) found that “increasing the number of recruiters and offering enlistment and re-

enlistment bonuses appear to be much more effective in attracting and keeping the 
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desired number of personnel” (p. 19). This implies that there are better alternatives to 

increasing retention other than the PGIB Transfer Entitlement. 

b. Civilian Life 

It is well known that a person who receives higher education will, on average, 

receive higher pay at every stage of their career. According to the Social Security 

Administration (2015),  

Men with bachelor’s degrees earn approximately $900,000 more in 
median lifetime earnings than high school graduates. Women with 
bachelor’s degrees earn $630,000 more. Men with graduate degrees earn 
$1.5 million more in median lifetime earnings than high school graduates. 
Women with graduate degrees earn $1.1 million more (para. 1).  

Utilizing their PGIB benefits, service members and their families could earn significantly 

more over a lifetime than they could without the benefits.  

Enlisted service members are often the ones who benefit the most from the PGIB 

and other education benefits. According to a 2017 RAND study, 93% of all service 

members who utilize their benefits are enlisted (Wenger et al., 2017). Additionally, 

according to the DMDC, 78% of enlisted service members do not have an associate or 

higher degree (DMDC, 2008). This means most veterans and their families eligible for 

the PGIB use it for a bachelor’s degree. 

The PGIB could also blunt the shock for service members transitioning from 

military to civilian life. Throughout American history, returning war veterans 

occasionally found it difficult to return to civilian life, especially during the Vietnam era. 

With relatively small veterans’ education benefits and minimal assistance with job 

placement, many veterans struggled with transitioning from military to civilian life. Since 

then, the U.S. government has continuously expanded the VA and its benefits to prevent 

the disaster post-Vietnam veterans face. All of these efforts to expand veterans’ benefits 

have paid dividends. On average, over the last 20 years, the veterans unemployment rate 

has been 12.7% lower than the non-veteran counterpart, with the July 2023 rate being 

2.8% for veterans and 3.4% for non-veterans (seasonally adjusted; BLS, n.d.-b). 

Additionally, wages for veterans are, on average, higher than non-veterans. In 2017, the 

average income of a household headed by a veteran was $88,700 per year, and that of a 
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non-veteran was $76,100 per year (Bennett, 2019). The increased benefits veterans 

receive will likely motivate potential recruits to join the military to enjoy veterans’ 

benefits in the future. 

c. Unintended Consequence 

There is a potential for an unintended consequence of the Transfer Entitlement of 

the PGIB. Due to a significant portion of new enlisted recruits joining the military for 

education benefits, and 79% of recruits have relatives who have served (Army Recruiting 

Command, n.d.). This could create an issue in which there is an increase in veterans’ 

children utilizing the PGIB Transfer Entitlement rather than entering the service out of 

family obligation or the incentive of the PGIB. In the long term, this would potentially 

negatively affect recruitment, but a potential benefit could be a reduction in the military–

civilian gap. This would potentially encourage non-military family children to join the 

service, which could increase diversity in the services. 

8. Supreme Court Case 
The opt-out feature of the PGIB required veterans to give up their MGIB to 

receive PGIB benefits. Veterans who had already used education benefits under the 

MGIB and then opted into the PGIB would receive a maximum of 36 months of benefits 

of the total combined benefits. In contrast, previous laws on multiple GI bills aggregated 

benefits to no more than 48 months. This 36-month cap was unique in the history of the 

GI Bill but had never been challenged until Jim Rudisill sued to receive the full 48 

months of the aggregate benefits of the MGIB and the PGIB (Rudisill v. McDonough, 

n.d.).  

According to Quinn (2023), Rudisill, an Army veteran who enlisted from 2000–

2002 and received an honorable discharge, began to use a portion of the 36 months of the 

PGIB. Quinn adds that Rudisill enlisted in the Army National Guard for a second time 

and was deployed to Iraq from 2004 to 2005; then, he returned and resumed his studies 

using a total of 25 months and 14 days of MGIB benefits. He obtained a commission in 

the Army and served from November 2007 to August 2011, and then received an his third 

honorable discharge. Quinn states that “Interested in a fourth tour, as an Army chaplain, 

Rudisill was admitted to the Yale Divinity School and sought to use assistance from the 
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Post-9/11 GI Bill to pay for his graduate education.” (para. 8). Rudisill earned the PGIB 

and having used just over 25 months of the MGIB, he believed he was still entitled by 

law to 22 months and 16 days of the PGIB due to a maximum aggregate of 48 months of 

multiple GI Bills. Quinn further states that based on VA policy and its interpretation of 

the law, he would only be entitled to 10 months and 16 days, a loss of 12 months of 

benefits. After several appeals and decision reversals, finally, Rudisill petitioned the 

Supreme Court for a ruling, and on June 26, 2023, the Supreme Court agreed to hear the 

case (Quinn, 2023).  

If the Supreme Court rules in favor of Rudisill, it could potentially reverse all of 

the opt-out features of the PGIB and give an additional 12 months of PGIB or MGIB 

based on what benefits the veteran initially used. This ruling would not affect spouses or 

children because the MGIB is non-transferable, with a few sporadic exceptions. This case 

could have long-term ramifications and affect any new GI Bill that gets established. 

C. COMPARING GI BILLS 

In the last 79 years, the GI Bill has expanded and taken on different forms to 

service veterans from different eras and their family members. As shown in Figure 2 and 

Figure 3, the PGIB is significantly larger than any other GI bill that preceded it. When 

accounting for inflation, the maximum benefit paid out for the PGIB in 2022 was 

$214,000, utilizing the full 36 months of benefits; in comparison, the MGIB in 2022 had 

a maximum possible benefit of $84,000. Though the total compensation for the PGIB is 

individualized and could have a large distribution of amounts, for nearly all cases, the 

PGIB is financially better for service members than the MGIB.  
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Figure 2. Maximum (per Student) Nominal Value of GI Bills: 1945–2023. 

Adapted from National Center for Education Statistics (2022), VA (n.d.-a), 
VA (n.d.-b), VA (n.d.-c), P.L.s 89–222, 94–502, 95–202, 96–466, 98–543, 

101–237, 105–206, 106–416, 107–103, 108–183, and 109–461. 

 
Figure 3. Maximum (per Student) Real Value of GI Bills: 1945–2023. Adapted 

from National Center for Education Statistics (2022), VA (n.d.-a), VA (n.d.-
b), VA (n.d.-c), P.L.s 89–222, 94–502, 95–202, 96–466, 98–543, 101–237, 

105–206, 106–416, 107–103, 108–183, & 109–461; & BLS (n.d.-a). 
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Before the enactment of the PGIB, the GI Bill was gradually becoming weaker. 

As shown in Figure 4 and Figure 5, tuition was outpacing the expanding education 

benefits of the GI Bill. By 1990, no GI bill could fully fund the average tuition in the 

United States. This meant veterans using a GI Bill had to find additional funding for 

tuition and other school and living expenses. The veterans often took out student loans to 

ensure they could cover their expenses. 

 
Figure 4. Maximum (per Student) Nominal Value of GI Bills: 1945–2008. 

Adapted from National Center for Education Statistics (2022), VA (n.d.-a), 
VA(n.d.-c), & P.L.s 89–222, 94–502, 95–202, 96–466, 98–543, 101–237, 

105–206, 106–416, 107–103, 108–183, & 109–461. 
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Figure 5. Maximum (per Student) Real Value of GI Bills: 1945–2008. Adapted 

from National Center for Education Statistics (2022), VA (n.d.-a), VA(n.d.-
c), P.L.s 89–222, 94–502, 95–202, 96–466, 98–543, 101–237, 105–206, 106–

416, 107–103, 108–183, & 109–461; & BLS (n.d.-a). 

Except for the VEAP and the PGIB, most GI bills are relatively close to the same 

maximum value when accounting for inflation. As shown in Figure 3 and Figure 5, 

tuition has outpaced inflation over the past 40 years; this is one of the reasons why a new 

GI Bill was needed. The PGIB expanded the education benefits enough to ensure that 

veterans and their families who were full-time students and had 100% benefits would not 

need supplemental income to fund their education experiences. 

D. PRIOR RESEARCH AFTER IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PGIB 

Only a few studies have focused on retention and Transfer Entitlement following 

the implementation of the PGIB Transfer Entitlement. The following are the in-depth 

studies that were found on the issues of retention and the Transfer Entitlement for the 

PGIB. 

1. Congressional Research Service Study, 2014 
In 2014, the CRS conducted a study on the PGIB to determine the program’s 

effectiveness and issues in the first five years of its implementation. Dortch (2014) starts 

by stating the four main goals of the PGIB: “(1) providing parity of benefits for reservists 

and members of the regular armed forces, (2) ensuring comprehensive education benefits, 
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(3) meeting military recruiting goals, and (4) improving military retention through 

transferability of benefits” (p. 2). Dortch then focuses on what benefits individuals 

receive and key issues that have arisen since the enactment of the PGIB. She then further 

discusses six key issues that the PGIB was initially having; these were: benefits for out-

of-state versus in-state tuition and fees, quality of education programs, recovery of 

overpayments, transferability for former service members, benefits for business start-ups 

and entrepreneurs, and qualifying active-duty service (Dortch, 2014).  

In 2014, the PGIB paid up to the highest in-state public university tuition, whether 

students attended private, for-profit, or public universities. This could have led to a 

shortfall for veterans and their families who attended out-of-state universities since most 

public universities’ out-of-state rates are much higher than their in-state rates (Dortch, 

2014). Since the 2014 CRS report, many states have adopted an in-state tuition rate for 

veterans and their families at public universities. Additionally, suppose veterans cannot 

utilize in-state tuition rates. In that case, there is the option of the Yellow Ribbon 

Program, which pays the difference in the tuition rate if veterans qualify. 

The second key issue in the report was the quality of education programs. Dortch 

(2014) discussed how the taxpayer-funded PGIB should positively impact the veterans 

and their families using it. There should be oversights to ensure that the universities 

receiving the money effectively educate the veterans and their families (Dortch, 2014). 

This issue has since been tackled, with many for-profit colleges closing. Additionally, a 

90/10 rule requires colleges to obtain a minimum of 10% of funds from non-federal 

education assistance (Office of Postsecondary Education, 2022). This has shut down 

several for-profit colleges that rely primarily on veterans’ benefits. 

The third key issue that Dortch (2014) raised was overpayment recovery. In the 

early years of the PGIB, there was no clear guidance on dealing with student 

overpayments or collecting debt (Dortch, 2014). Since then, the VA has taken a more 

active role in collecting overpayments. When a service member does not pay back the 

overpayment, the VA will first collect the debt from any remaining VA benefits and 

notify federal and private credit reporting agencies. After 120 days, if the debt is not 

resolved, the U.S. Treasury is notified. The VA further states, the U.S. Treasury may take 
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action using the service member’s tax refund, Social Security benefits, federal or state 

salary, or retirement benefits. If this does not resolve the debt, it could be referred to a 

private collection agency (VA, 2021b). 

The fourth key issue that Dortch (2014) discussed is transferability for former 

service members. Veterans who had already retired or separated from the service before 

the PGIB was enacted were not offered the opportunity to transfer their benefits to their 

families (Dortch, 2014). This rule has not changed, and with the 15th anniversary of the 

PGIB, all benefits earned prior to that date will have expired, and this issue will become a 

moot argument. 

The fifth key issue Dortch (2014) discussed is the benefits for business start-ups 

and entrepreneurs. Dortch discussed that veterans and their families cannot use the 

benefits outside of education and training programs. Those wishing to use PGIB benefits 

to start a business or invest cannot do so (Dortch, 2014). As of 2023, this law has not 

been changed. 

The sixth key issue Dortch (2014) discussed what qualified as active-duty time. 

The report discussed how guard and reserve service members have issues with active-

duty time requirements for the PGIB due to the definition of active duty under Title 10 of 

the U.S. Code. Dortch argued that the definition should include all active-duty service 

members under Title 10 (federal) and National Guard service members under Title 32 

(state) service members. The VA has since modified the requirement for PGIB to Title 10 

and Title 32 and removed the requirement for guard and reserves for non-training active-

duty time. The only minimum requirement for reserve and guard service members is 90 

days of active duty accumulated after 9/11 or 30 days consecutive for a service-connected 

disability. 

Of the six issues in the CRS report, as of 2023, three have been resolved, out-of-

state tuition has been partially resolved, transferability for former service members is 

effectively moot, and business start-ups and entrepreneurs have seen no resolution.  

2. RAND Study, 2017 
In 2017, the RAND Corporation studied the benefits of the PGIB on the military. 

The study authors, Wenger et al. (2017), wanted to determine the efficiency and 
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effectiveness of the PGIB. Wenger et al. focused on three main areas: the impact of 

military service and education benefits on education attainment and civilian earnings, the 

perspectives of recruits regarding their education benefits, and the perspective of 

colleges’ military and veteran student offices regarding military education benefits. The 

authors additionally assessed a hypothesis concerning increases in recruitment and 

retention in the military due to provisions in the PGIB (Wenger et al., 2017). 

The first area of focus for the Wenger et al. (2017) study was the impact of 

military service and education benefits on education attainment and civilian earnings. The 

findings showed overwhelmingly that the higher educated the recruits are, the higher the 

quality the recruits become in the military. After leaving the military, the more educated 

veterans are, the higher their earnings are in the civilian world. The study found that 80% 

of high school enlistees and 87% of late joiners listed money for education as their 

primary motivation for enlisting. Wenger et al. additionally found a 1% drop in retention 

of service members, though the expectation was a 3–5% drop; this suggested that the 

transfer option was improving retention. 

The second area of focus for the Wenger et al. (2017) study was on the 

perspectives of recruits on military education benefits. This focused on the individual 

recruits and their motivation to join the military. It looked at the recruits’ knowledge of 

the PGIB and how much that influenced their decision to join. Wenger et al. found that 

when surveyed, recruits’ decisions to join the military fell into three nearly equal 

categories. The first group knew they wanted to join the military from a young age. The 

second group decided in high school as future employment prospects loomed. The third 

group decided after exiting high school and attempting and struggling to start jobs or go 

to college. Wenger et al. also found no notable timing patterns for decision-making; it 

was common across branches, geographic locations, and gender. They also found that 

recruits knew of the basics of the PGIB but did not know the details (Wenger et al., 

2017). 

The third focus of the Wenger et al. (2017) study was the perspective of college, 

military, and veteran student offices on military education benefits. The authors 

interviewed eight student advisors in the colleges’ military and veteran student offices. 
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The effort was to determine the effectiveness of the GI bills, especially the PGIB and the 

state of veterans attending college. They found that the PGIB is very complex and 

challenging to fully understand, especially for service members and veterans who have 

never attended college before using the PGIB. The authors also found that the Transfer 

Entitlement was one of the most challenging parts of the PGIB, and many service 

members and families were confused about the procedure and benefits of the Transfer 

Entitlement. They also found that transition classes were assisting soon-to-be veterans in 

how to operate the GI Bill they chose and its procedures. However, several advisors 

suggested that the classes were inadequate to prepare service members to transition into 

students (Wenger et al., 2017). 

Wenger et al. (2017) researched the recruitment and retention impacts of the 

PGIB. They attempted to determine the magnitude of increases or decreases in 

recruitment and retention due to the enactment of the PGIB. There was an expectation 

that recruitment would increase when the PGIB was enacted. However, retention would 

fall due to service members wanting to utilize their education benefits as soon as 

possible. To mitigate this, the Transfer Entitlement was expected to increase retention 

enough to balance the expected drop due to service members separating after the first 

enlistment. Additionally, this would have the consequence of increasing the proportion of 

service members with families. There was an expectation that service members with 

families would be more mature and higher performers (Wenger et al., 2017).  

The first research for the study was conducted on the quality of new accessions. 

Wenger et al. (2017) expected the recruits’ quality (scoring over 50 on the Armed 

Services Vocational Aptitude Battery) would increase. The authors found a positive 

effect on the quality of recruits for active duty and reserves, but the improvement was 

more prominent in the reserves. According to Wenger et al., “For example, about 70 % of 

the enlistees, on average, are of high quality. A 1.5- to 3.5 %-point increase is not 

negligible” (pp. 66-67). The data was collected prior to and after the enactment of the 

PGIB. This increase shows that the quality of new accessions into the military is 

potentially affected by the PGIB (Wenger et al., 2017). 
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The second research for the study was conducted on retention. There was an 

expectation that there would be a drop in reenlistment rates. The authors found that re-

enlistment rates dropped by 1% to 3%. There was an expectation that the requirements to 

transfer the PGIB would have a less negative effect on retention among service members 

with families than those without families, increasing the proportion of service members 

with families to the rest of the military population. The authors found that service 

members with families were less affected by the drop in retention rates due to the 

implementation of the PGIB than service members with no family, nearly cutting the loss 

of retention by half (Wenger et al., 2017). 

This study shows the effect that the PGIB has on accession and retention. 

Additionally, the ability to utilize Transfer Entitlement affects the retention rates of 

service members with families near or above the required six YOS. These effects are 

averse to retention and positive for recruitment. 

3. Congressional Budget Office Study, 2019 
The CBO (2019) studied the PGIB’s beneficiaries, choices, and costs. The CBO 

report focuses on what benefits are being used, who is using the benefits, and the 

effectiveness of accomplishing the goals of the PGIB. The CBO found that in 2018, 

505,000 veterans, 31,300 spouses, and 92,700 children were using the PGIB. As shown 

in Figure 6, most of the education benefits go towards attending 4-year undergraduate 

schools. Figure 7 shows the distribution of the types of colleges beneficiaries use. Most 

benefits are paid to public universities (CBO, 2019). 
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Figure 6. Type of Education Chosen under the Post-9/11 GI Bill by Beneficiary 

Type, 2016. Source: CBO (2019). 

 
Figure 7. Type of Institution Attended under the Post 9–11 GI Bill by 

Beneficiary Type, 2016. Source: CBO (2019). 
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The next area of focus was on the cost of the PGIB. The program’s cost rose 

consistently until 2014, when it steadied at around $11 billion, as shown in Figure 8. This 

was a significant increase over the program’s expected cost estimated by the CBO in 

2008. In 2008, the CBO estimated the cost of the PGIB by 2014 to be $5.81 billion. The 

actual cost was nearly double the estimate. The CBO stated that the average cost of the 

PGIB was $17,800 for veterans, $11,400 for spouses, and $17,400 for children, as shown 

in Figure 8 (CBO, 2019). 

 
Figure 8. Average Outlay on the Post-9/11 GI Bill’s Benefits by Beneficiary 

Type, 2016. Source: CBO (2019). 

The third focus was on the goals of the PGIB and determining if the PGIB was 

meeting the stated goals. The CBO (2019) states that there are two primary objectives for 

the PGIB to accomplish: “assisting military recruitment and retention during conflict and 

helping veterans readjust to civilian life through pursuing higher education” (CBO, 2019, 

p. 14). The CBO determined that the PGIB has probably been successful in increasing 

recruitment and readjustment to civilian life for veterans. However, there are issues and a 

lack of needed information on the programs beneficiaries apply for; often, they are not 
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notified of the school’s accreditation status or the training they receive. There have been 

efforts to implement controls to reduce funds from going to non-accredited schools, 

which could reduce or prevent predatory practices on veterans. The CBO also discussed 

in the report the effects of the PGIB on retention. The CBO stated, “Because the benefit 

is relatively new, CBO found only one study using administrative data specific to the 

Post 9/11 GI Bill” (CBO, 2019, p. 15). The study the CBO referenced was the 2017 

RAND report already discussed in this study. The CBO discusses better retention 

incentives than the PGIB transfer entitlement; for example, re-enlistment bonuses seem to 

have a more significant effect on retention (CBO, 2019). The report shows how the PGIB 

has evolved and changed to fix issues and develop into a stronger and more effective 

PGIB. 
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III. METHODOLOGY 

The PGIB is a relatively new program inside the VA, and there is little interest in 

assessing the effectiveness of the PGIB Transfer Entitlement on retention. This has led to 

the lack of significant research on Transfer Entitlement effects on retention. There is no 

clear path to conducting the assessment to answer the three objectives: the impact of the 

PGIB Transfer Entitlement on the Navy’s retention rates, the current and long-term cost 

of the Transfer Entitlement. This research created a path based on previous similar 

valuation assessments and used the required end state for each objective to determine the 

path needed to reach that state. 

A. OBJECTIVE ONE: IMPACT OF THE PGIB TRANSFER ENTITLEMENT 
ON THE NAVY’S RETENTION RATES 

The PGIB Transfer Entitlement was designed to mitigate the drop in retention due 

to PGIB implementation by giving service members the option to obligate four years of 

service to have the ability to transfer their earned PGIB benefits to their spouse or 

child(ren). Suppose the PGIB Transfer Entitlement was effective in this objective. In that 

case, the retention rate among service members with family should increase compared to 

service members without family members, especially in the required YOS range. 

To test the effectiveness of the PGIB Transfer Entitlement on retention rates using 

cross-sectional data, we used the following family status specifications and estimate 

regression on the retention rate: 

Retention Rateit = α + β1(With Families)i + β2(Post Period)t  

+ β3(With Family*Post Period)it + εi 

where Retention Rateit is the retention rate of individual i in year t. With Familiesi is an 

indicator variable equal to 1 for individual i who has a family and zero otherwise, Post 

Periodt is an indicator variable equal to 1 in year t if the year is 2009 or later and zero 

otherwise – representing the pre- or post-PGIB implementation time period. The 

interaction With Family*Post Periodit is the variable of interest and is an indicator 

variable equal to 1 if individual i has a family and the year is 2009 or later, and zero 
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otherwise. B3 is the coefficient of interest and can be interpreted as the impact of the 

PGIB on retention rates for those individuals with families. εi represents the error term. 

The retention/family data from DMDC (2023) was used to assess the effects of the 

Transfer Entitlement (DMDC, personal communication, 2023). 

B. OBJECTIVE TWO: COST OF THE TRANSFER ENTITLEMENT 

The PGIB Transfer Entitlement is an effective tool in improving family quality of 

life. It reduces the pressure on service members to pay for their children’s college. This 

cost of Transfer Entitlement is a significant portion of the overall cost of the PGIB. 

1. GI Bill Usage Rate 
The first step in determining the Cost of the Transfer Entitlement was to calculate 

the GI bill usage rate for different user types (veterans, spouses, children). By assessing 

the historical GI Bill usage data from the VA (VA, n.d.-d), prior to and after 

implementation of the PGIB, then comparing that data to the separation rates for navy 

enlisted from the DMDC (2023) to obtain the usage rate for each user type (DMDC, 

personal communication, August 26, 2023). The separation rate was used because for 

service members, once a person separates from the military, his VA benefits are locked in 

(with few sporadic exceptions); prior to separations, the benefits can be revoked for any 

number of reasons, and any used benefits would have to be repaid (VA, 2021b). There 

would be a minor lag, but most service members planning to utilize the PGIB use it 

shortly after leaving the military. 

2. Valuation of Transfer Entitlement 
The PGIB was an expensive program in the VA, and the Transfer Entitlement 

takes up a significant portion of the overall cost. To assess the cost of the Transfer 

Entitlement, the first step was to obtain the number of PGIB users based on type (veteran, 

spouse, or child). The GI Bill user data from the VA annually shows how many people 

are using each benefit and how many PGIB users are spouses and children (VA, n.d.-d).  

The next step was to find the average cost of the PGIB per user type. According 

to a 2019 CBO report, each user type uses the GI Bill differently, causing a difference in 

average cost per user type. Veterans are the most expensive users on average ($22,105/

year adjusted for inflation; [BLS, n.d.-a]), followed by children ($21,608/year adjusted 
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for inflation; [BLS, n.d.-a]), and then spouses ($14,156/year adjusted for inflation; (BLS, 

n.d.-a); CBO, 2019).  

The final step was multiplying the average PGIB cost per child (CC) by the 

number of children using the PGIB (CU), then multiplying the average PGIB cost per 

spouse (SC) by the number of spouses using the PGIB (SU), and then summing the two 

products together to obtain the Transfer Entitlement cost (TEC). 

TEC=CU*CC+SU*SC 

C. OBJECTIVE THREE: THE LONG-TERM COST OF THE TRANSFER 
ENTITLEMENT 

The PGIB is a VA program that has existed for 14 years and currently has no 

sunset date. This GI Bill could provide educational benefits to service members and 

family members for decades. There is no indication of any GI Bill changes on the 

horizon; in fact, the PGIB has not significantly changed since its inception.  

To obtain the present value of the PGIB Transfer Entitlement benefits for Navy 

enlisted for the next 30 years, the first step was to calculate the average cost, adjusted for 

inflation, of the ten years (2012-2021) of PGIB Transfer Entitlement benefits. Then use 

CBO’s 30-year projection for the Consumer Price Index – Urban (CPI-U) inflation rate 

(g) as the growth rate of the PGIB, CBO’s 30-year projection for 10-year treasury notes 

interest rate (r) as the interest rate of the cost of the PGIB, and 30 years (t) as the time to 

calculate the present value of the PGIB transfer entitlement by using the present value 

growth annuity formula.  

The CPI-U was used to calculate inflation because the PGIB is based on different 

values related to student life, including tuition, housing, and books. The CPI-U assesses 

the increased cost, by percentage, of living in an urban setting. The CPI-U prediction is 

the closest long-term cost prediction to student life. 10-year treasury notes predicted 

interest rate was used in this calculation due to 10-year treasury notes being the 

significant factor in determining the interest rate of the national debt; the Treasury issues 

10-year treasury notes to pay for deficit spending. The current annual PGIB Transfer 

Entitlement (cf) cost was assessed as cash flow. To calculate the present value of an 
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operation over time, with a predictable growing cash flow a PV Annuity (With Growth) 

is needed. Since most of the predicted inflation and interest rates are 30 years in length; 

30 years should suffice for the length of time for this calculation. The PV Annuity (With 

Growth) is the current cost of 30 years of Transfer Entitlement Benefits for Navy Enlisted 

family members. 

PV Annuity (With Growth) = (1 )*(1 )
(1 )

t

t

cf g
r g r

+
−

− +
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IV. ANALYSIS 

The PGIB has been in effect for 14 years, and trends are starting to emerge from 

the data that the VA and military are gathering. Three objectives are assessed in this 

chapter: the impact of the PGIB Transfer Entitlement on the Navy enlisted retention rate, 

the cost of the Transfer Entitlement, and the long-term cost of the Transfer Entitlement 

Benefits. 

A. OBJECTIVE ONE: IMPACT OF THE PGIB TRANSFER ENTITLEMENT 
ON THE NAVY ENLISTED RETENTION RATES 

When the PGIB was created, it was expected to increase reenlistment rates but 

reduce retention rates. The expectation was that PGIB would reduce reenlistment by 16% 

(Dortch, 2021). To mitigate this, the PGIB was implemented with a Transfer Entitlement 

provision, with a requirement to commit to serving an additional four years of active duty 

between the service members 6 and 16 YOS. A 2017 RAND study found that PGIB 

Transfer Entitlement only increases retention rates by 1% to 3 % (Wenger et al., 2017). 

The data from DMDC show the relationship between family status and retention 

rates for service members divided by YOS, as shown in Appendix B. The data assesses 

the percentage of members who remained in the Navy based on their YOS. For example, 

90.6% of service members in 2008 who had 5 YOS remained in the Navy in 2009 and 

had 6 YOS. Due to the service member being in four potential statuses: Married with 

kids, married with no kids, not married with kids, and not married with no kids, a 

weighted value was needed to combine the three statuses that had the potential to transfer 

benefits. This was done by using the distribution of family status for each year. 

Additionally, the data focused on 6–15 YOS due to those YOS group members being 

eligible to utilize the Transfer Entitlement of the PGIB. 

To test the effects of the PGIB Transfer Entitlement on the Navy enlisted 

retention rate, this research used cross-sectional data with family and time periods for 

each coefficient. In Table 5, the results show a coefficient of -8.848 with a standard error 

of 1.717. This shows that contrary to the objective of the PGIB Transfer Entitlement, 
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there has been a drop in the retention rate for service members with families compared to 

service members without families.  

Table 5. PGIB Transfer Entitlement Effects on Retention Rates. Adapted 
from DMDC (personal communication, August 26, 2023). 

 
Variable 

 
Coefficients 

Standard 
Error 

 
t Stat 

P-
value 

Lower 
95% 

Upper 
95% 

Lower 
95.0% 

Upper 
95.0% 

Intercept 92.515 1.166 79.315 0.000 90.096 94.934 90.096 94.934 
With 
Family 

-1.805 1.650 -1.094 0.286 -5.226 1.616 -5.226 1.616 

Post 
Period 

-0.239 1.214 -0.197 0.845 -2.757 2.278 -2.757 2.278 

With 
Family 
*Post 

-8.848 1.717 -5.153 0.000 -12.409 -5.287 -12.409 -5.287 

There is a strong possibility that these results are affected by other unknown 

variables unrelated to the PGIB and caused a reduction in reenlistment rates for service 

members with families compared to service members without families. The most 

significant factor that could have potentially affected the data could be the time period  

that the PGIB was enacted. The PGIB was enacted in 2009 during the Great Recession; 

this could have potentially had a significant positive impact on retention rate among 

service members with families, and after the Great Recession the retention rates returned 

to normal, which could be the cause of the perceived drop in the retention rates for 

service members with families. It could also be an unintended consequence of the PGIB 

that service members with families would want to attend college to improve their 

economic potential for their families. Without accounting for every variable in 

reenlistment decision-making by service members, it might be nearly impossible to fully 

determine what is causing this effect on service members with families. However, it is 

nearly evident that the PGIB Transfer Entitlement does not have the effect of 

significantly increasing retention rates as predicted. 

B. OBJECTIVE TWO: COST OF THE TRANSFER ENTITLEMENT 

The Transfer Entitlement was designed to provide education benefits for service 

member families at an increase to the overall cost of the PGIB program. This section 

calculates the Transfer Entitlement cost to the PGIB program. 
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1. GI Bill Usage Rate 
The GI Bill Usage Rate was essential to determine who receives the benefits and 

if the program was being used as intended. The Transfer Entitlement and the increased 

generous benefits of the PGIB over the MGIB can account for the increased usage and 

cost of the VA education programs. To access the cost of the PGIB Transfer Entitlement, 

the users of the PGIB need to be divided between family and veterans.  

Before the PGIB was implemented, the GI Bill usage rate was significantly lower 

than it is currently. Appendix C shows that the data that could be calculated was from 

2006 to 2021, except for 2011 and 2012; the VA did not report on new GI Bill users for 

2011 and 2012 (VA, n.d.-d). As shown in Figures 9 and 10, from 2006 to 2008, the usage 

rate was 48.8%; nearly all veterans were using MGIB, with a few hundred veterans using 

VEAP. From 2013 to 2021, the average usage rate for veterans was 71.1%, the average 

usage rate for service member spouses was 3.6%, the average usage rate for service 

members’ children was 10.0%, and an overall usage rate of 84.7%; the PGIB increased 

the usage rate by 73.6%. Additionally, after the PGIB implementation, usage rates were 

above 100 %, as shown in Figure 10. This can be accounted for by service members 

transferring from MGIB to PGIB, veterans who never elected to enter the MGIB program 

but, due to the more attainable PGIB, elected to receive benefits, and family members 

who receive transferred benefits. The new usage rates surged in the first six years after 

implementation but have stabilized. This increase in usage rate accounts for the massive 

increase in the program’s cost.  
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Figure 9. GI Bill Usage Rate. Adapted from VA (n.d.-d). 

 
Figure 10. Usage Rate per Year by Beneficiary Type. Adapted from VA (n.d.-d). 

As shown in Figures 11 and 12, there was a massive increase in new GI Bill 

Usage. According to the VA (n.d.-d), from 2008 to 2010, the number of New GI Bill 

users increased from 82,090 to 225,752, an increase of 175%; some of the increase came 

from the 51,786 service members’ family members able to use the PGIB, but the most 

significant increase came from the additional 91,876 veterans electing to use their GI 

Bill. Figure 12 shows the significant drop in MGIB new users from 2008 to 2010, from 

82,004 to 3,849 VA (n.d.-d); this could be primarily due to veterans electing to use the 

more generous PGIB over the MGIB. 
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Figure 11. New GI Bill by Type 1999–2010. Adapted from VA (n.d.-d). 

 
Figure 12. New GI Bill Users. Adapted from VA (n.d.-d). 

2. Valuation of the Transfer Entitlement 
The PGIB is one of the most expensive benefits that the VA oversees. The total 

cost of the PGIB is reported annually in the VA’s Annual Benefits Report. The more 

challenging question was to determine how much of the PGIB program’s total cost was 

from the Transfer Entitlement’s usage. Each year, this was calculated based on the 

number of spouses and children using the PGIB. In 2010, the VA’s Annual Benefit 
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Report stated that “During the fiscal year 2010, there were 51,658 beneficiaries who 

received transferred benefits from the Servicemember or Veteran.” (VA, n.d.-d) The 

following year, the VA split the PGIB users between spouses and children. As shown in 

Figure 13, the usage rates of every user type expanded after PGIB implementation until 

they peaked with spouse users in 2012 with 54,367 users, child users in 2015 with 

101,707 users, and veteran users in 2016 with 654,385 users. The rates for family 

members have stabilized; by 2021, 27,718 spouses and 94,842 children were using the 

PGIB benefits. Most of the drop comes from the veterans who have reduced their usage 

from a peak in 2016 of 654,382 to 2021 with 487,454 Veteran users. It is unknown what 

is causing this decrease in veterans' usage (VA, n.d.-d). 

 
Figure 13. Total GI Bill Users. Adapted from VA (n.d.-d) and CBO (2019). 

The next step in assessing the value of the PGIB Transfer Entitlement was to 

calculate the cost of the PGIB benefits for spouses and children of service members. The 

number of spouses and children using the PGIB per year was assessed in the previous 

section. The average cost of the benefits per user type was calculated and assessed by a 

2019 CBO report. The report found that in 2016, the average veteran PGIB benefit was 

17,800 annually, the average spouse PGIB benefit was $11,400, and the average child 

benefit was $17,400; the report adjusted the average amount for inflation into 2018 

dollars (CBO, 2019). By using the BLS inflation calculator (BLS, n.d.-a) and assuming 

that the usage levels of the PGIB per user type remain nearly constant, a calculation for 
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each year’s average cost per user type was obtained. The Transfer Entitlement cost was 

obtained by multiplying the average user cost by the number of users per user type, then 

adding children and spouse’s costs. Figure 14 shows the cost of the Transfer Entitlement 

compared to the cost of veterans using the PGIB. Figure 15 shows the Transfer 

Entitlement's real cost, and Figure 16 shows the Transfer Entitlement's nominal cost. 

 
Figure 14. Total Cost of PGIB by Beneficiary Type. Adapted from VA (n.d.-d) 

and CBO (2019). 

 
Figure 15. PGIB Transfer Entitlement Nominal Cost. Adapted from VA (n.d.-d) 

and CBO (2019). 
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The data for the Transfer Entitlement cost shows that since 2011, the cost has 

been nearly $2 billion, not adjusted for inflation. In 2012, the Transfer Entitlement, using 

data from CBO (2019) and VA (n.d.-d), was calculated to cost $1.82 billion; it peaked in 

2016 at $2.05 billion and has since been relatively stable. The average cost of the 

Transfer Entitlement from 2012 to 2021 was on average $1.84 billion. Adjusted for 

inflation, the real cost of the Transfer Entitlement from 2012 to 2021 was on average 

$2.28 billion. The data shows that the nominal cost of the Transfer Entitlement is nearly 

stable, but the real cost has been slowly dropping nearly every year since 2016. Figure 17 

shows the breakdown of the cost of the Transfer Entitlement between service members’ 

spouses and children. 

 
Figure 16. PGIB Transfer Entitlement Real Cost. Adapted from VA (n.d.-d) and 

CBO (2019). 
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Figure 17. Cost of PGIB Transfer Entitlement per User Type (adjusted for 

Inflation). Adapted from VA (n.d.-d), CBO (2019), and BLS (n.d.-a). 

The final step was to scope the cost of the Transfer Entitlement to only service 

members who were Navy Enlisted. By using the ratio of Navy Enlisted to the total DoD 

strength and multiplying it by the Total cost of the Transfer Entitlement, the real cost of 

the Transfer Entitlement for Navy Enlisted was obtained. The average cost between 2012 

and 2021 was $465 million, as shown in Figure 18. 

 
Figure 18. PGIB Transfer Entitlement Real Cost Scoped to Navy Enlisted and 

CBO (2019). 
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C. OBJECTIVE THREE: THE LONG-TERM COST OF THE TRANSFER 
ENTITLEMENT 

The PGIB program has no end date; the benefits will be paid out until the 

program ends. This section's calculations were based on the present cost of the program 

for the next 30 years. Present Value is an effective tool in calculating the long-term cost 

of a program over its lifetime. The PGIB has no expiration date and is expected to 

continue until new legislation is created to sunset the program. As shown in Figure 19, 

the PGIB Transfer Entitlement cost is relatively stable when accounting for inflation, 

averaging $463.5 million from 2012 to 2021. The 10-year average for Navy Enlisted 

family members was used to calculate the present value of the Transfer Entitlement. The 

CBO projects an average 30-year CPI-U (Consumer Price Index – Urban) inflation rate 

of 2.3% and a 30-year interest rate of 3.9% and slowly rise to 4.5% by 2053 on a 10-year 

treasury note (CBO, 2023); for this assessment, the average of 4.2% was used. With the 

CPI-U rate being the growth rate of the PGIB program, the 10-year treasury note rate 

being the interest rate, and 30 years being the time, a present value was calculated. In 30 

years, the PGIB program will be 44 years old. The MGIB is scheduled to sunset in 2030 

after being in existence for 45 years. 

 
Figure 19. Cost for PGIB Transfer Entitlement for Navy Enlisted Family 

Members. Adapted from VA (n.d.-d) and CBO (2019). 
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The present value for the next 30 years of the PGIB Transfer Entitlement for 

family members of Navy enlisted, using data from CBO (2019), CBO (2023) and VA 

(n.d.-d), was calculated to be $10.35 billion. It is uncertain if the PGIB in its current form 

will last 30 years or, as previous GI Bills have done in the past, sunset, and a new GI Bill 

will take its place.  
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V. SUMMARY, RECOMMENDATION, AND CONCLUSION 

The PGIB Transfer Entitlement has a significantly higher than expected cost with 

a potentially negative impact on retention. It is uncertain how long the PGIB will stay in 

its current form, but more cost-effective measures could be taken to improve its impact 

on accession and retention rates. 

A. SUMMARY 

The data shows that the PGIB Transfer Entitlement does not live up to its original 

purpose of being a mitigator for the reduction in the retention rates; in contrast, the 

Transfer Entitlement might negatively impact retention rates. At the current scope of this 

research and with the limited data, it is nearly impossible to determine what factors could 

impact the retention rates for service members with families. Potential significant 

underlying causes could be impacting retention rates for married service members. 

 The cost of the PGIB is significantly higher than the estimated preliminary 

projected cost of the program. There has been significantly little previous research 

conducted to assess the effectiveness and cost of the Transfer Entitlement. This could be 

due to individuals not wanting to present a program that benefits service members' 

families as negatively effective toward retention and costly. 

B. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Three recommendations could potentially make the PGIB Transfer Entitlement 

more effective. The first recommendation is reducing the YOS requirement to utilize this 

benefit. The most significant portion of service members separate after their first 

enlistment. Reducing the YOS requirement to 3 YOS and increasing the obligation time 

to 6 additional years could potentially increase the reenlistment rate for first-term 

enlistments. The current system requires a service member to have completed at least 6 

YOS and obligate four additional years.  

The second recommendation is to limit when service members can transfer their 

benefits to re-enlistment decision points. Currently, service members can transfer their 

benefits between 6 to 16 YOS; during that time, there is little to no pressure to make that 
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decision to transfer their earned PGIB benefits, which potentially translates into that the 

Transfer Entitlement has little impact on service members decision to remain in the 

service. Additionally, if the Transfer Entitlement decisions must be made at reenlistment 

decision points, that would increase awareness of the Transfer Entitlement being part of 

the PGIB program. 

The third recommendation is to transform the Transfer Entitlement into a 

reenlistment option. During reenlistment negotiation, service members have several 

options and decisions to encourage them to reenlist. If the Transfer Entitlement was a 

reenlistment option, other reenlistment options could be reduced due to the increased 

incentive from the Transfer Entitlement. This recommendation could be used with the 

first recommendation to reduce the required YOS to three years and increase the 

obligation to six years of service, allowing service members to opt into transferring their 

benefits in negotiating their first reenlistment contract. This could potentially increase the 

junior enlisted retention rates while reducing the SRB cost. 

C. FURTHER RECOMMENDED RESEARCH 

Due to the limited time and scope of this study, the research could not assess 

everything about the impact that the PGIB Transfer Entitlement has on retention rates. 

There are many areas of focus that additional studies could research and assess.  

First, additional research could be conducted to determine if there is an 

underlying cause of the negative impact on retention rates due to the implementation of 

the PGIB; several factors could impact the data. The potential most significant impact on 

retention rates is the economic environment; during the implementation of the PGIB, the 

United States was going through the Great Recession. The Great Recession could have 

impacted service members with families more than service members without families. 

This could have an impact on the historical retention rates prior to implementation. 

Researching older retention numbers could create more accurate data and a better picture 

of the impact of the Transfer Entitlement on retention rates. 

Second, additional research could be conducted for other military branches to 

determine if there are different retention rates outcomes due to the Transfer Entitlement. 
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Each branch has a different force structure, focusing on different levels of experience; 

each branch fills these requirements by setting accession and retention goals. The impact 

of the Transfer Entitlement on retention rates could be different based on the military 

branch. 

Third, additional research could be conducted on the difference in the impact of 

retention rates due to Transfer Entitlements between officers and enlisted. The officer 

career pathways are unique to each community and military branch significantly different 

from enlisted career pathways. Potentially, there is no impact of the Transfer Entitlement 

on commissioned officers due to nearly all having a 4-year college degree, with most 

eligible to utilize the Transfer Entitlement having a post-graduate degree; there is less 

incentive to utilize the PGIB after separation. Assessing the impact of Transfer 

Entitlement on officer retention could determine if it effectively increases retention rates 

for mid-grade officers.   

Fourth, research could be conducted on the long-term unintended effects of the 

Transfer Entitlement to include the potential reduction in service members coming from 

military families. A significant portion of service members come from families who had 

parents in the military. The ability to transfer PGIB benefits to children could potentially 

reduce the number of service members’ children entering the military, which could 

potentially affect long-term accession rates. More additional research would need to be 

conducted to determine the impact of the PGIB Transfer Entitlement on service 

members’ children entering the military. 

Many other areas could be assessed with the PGIB that could make the benefit 

more cost-effective and positively impactful for accession and retention rates. The PGIB 

Transfer Entitlement might remain under research because most organizations do not 

want to assess Veterans' Benefits as inefficient and ineffective, especially a benefit as 

generous as the PGIB. 

D. CONCLUSION 

The GI Bill has evolved significantly throughout the last 79 years to better meet 

veterans' current needs and demands. Though PGIB is the most recent significant 
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addition to the veterans’ education benefits program, it is the most generous by far. When 

the PGIB was implemented, there were fears that it would reduce retention rates; to 

mitigate this, Congress added the Transfer Entitlement with a requirement of obligating 

six additional YOS. 

The Transfer Entitlement is a unique provision to the PGIB, with a few rare pilot 

program participants transferring their MGIB benefits to their children before the PGIB 

implementation. Though the Transfer Entitlement assists service members’ families, it 

does come at a high cost, nearly $2 billion annually. It was designed to increase retention 

for mid-career service members with family members, though the research shows little 

positive impact on retention. The research in this study shows that the Transfer 

Entitlement potentially negatively impacts retention rates. With the significant cost and 

no significant increase in the retention rates, the Transfer Entitlement is not achieving its 

original objective. 
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APPENDIX A. 2008 QUICK COMPASS OF ACTIVE-DUTY 
MEMBERS 

Table 6. Survey Results for Active-Duty Members. Adapted from DMDC 
(2008). 

Question 

Percentage of service members: 

 

Total 

Navy 

Total E1–

E4 

E5–

E9 

Officers 

With Child(ren) under 4 27 26 19 29 27 

With Child(ren) 5–12 27 24 5 33 31 

With Child(ren) 13–17 13 12 0 18 18 

With Child(ren) 18–22 6 6 1 8 12 

With Child(ren) 23–26 3 3 1 3 6 

With a bachelor’s degree or higher 23 22 3 10 91 

With student loans 17 16 14 14 25 

Would likely stay on active duty if they could 61 63 46 70 70 

Able to participate in the MGIB 79 85 97 90 43 

Enrolled in the MGIB 80 82 91 84 51 

Used their MGIB 13 10 1 12 34 

Increasing the dollar value of the GI Bill benefit 

is important 

96 96 97 96 88 

Increasing the number of years a service 

member could use the benefit is important 

92 93 93 95 86 

Being able to use the GI benefits to pay existing 

college loans is important 

80 80 85 80 68 
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Eliminating the $1,200 service member 

contribution is important 

70 68 73 63 65 

Being able to transfer benefits to their spouse 

and/or child(ren) is important 

95 94 96 95 90 

Receiving the full cost of in-state public college 

and a monthly cost-of-living stipend, would 

leave the military at the earliest opportunity 

15 14 22 12 4 

Receiving the full cost of in-state public college 

and a monthly cost-of-living stipend, would 

leave the military at retirement or separation 

62 66 59 72 62 

Transfer benefits to a spouse is important 90 89 92 88 86 

Transfer benefits to a child(ren) is important 95 95 97 95 92 

Would likely transfer their GI bill to their 

spouse 

73 72 76 74 61 

Would likely transfer their GI bill to their 

child(ren) 

93 94 93 94 94 

If given the option to transfer benefits, would 

transfer: 

     

Would use 0% of GI Bill on self 28 26 8 24 47 

Would use 1–25% of GI Bill on self 26 27 23 31 21 

Would use 26–50% of GI Bill on self 35 37 53 36 23 

Would use 51–75% of GI Bill on self 6 7 11 6 5 

Would use 76–100% of GI Bill on self 5 4 5 4 4 

Would transfer 0% of GI Bill to spouse 27 28 23 26 40 

Would transfer 1–25% of GI Bill to spouse 39 39 37 42 32 



Acquisition Research Program 
department of Defense Management - 67 - 
Naval Postgraduate School 

Would transfer 26–50% of GI Bill to spouse 28 27 39 24 23 

Would transfer 51–75% of GI Bill to spouse 2 2 1 3 2 

Would transfer 76–100% of GI Bill to spouse 4 4 1 5 3 

Would transfer 0% of GI Bill to child(ren) 12 12 17 11 13 

Would transfer 1–25% of GI Bill to child(ren) 17 16 24 15 10 

Would transfer 26–50% of GI Bill to child(ren) 41 41 45 44 29 

Would transfer 51–75% of GI Bill to child(ren) 12 12 9 12 16 

Would transfer 76–100% of GI Bill to 

child(ren) 

18 19 5 19 32 

Would likely recommit to transfer GI Bill to 

spouse and/or child(ren) 

65 66 54 72 61 

Would likely agree that service members 

should be able to transfer their entire GI Bill to 

their spouse or child(ren) 

89 89 86 91 87 

Would likely agree that service members 

should be able to transfer only half of their GI 

Bill to their spouse or child(ren) 

29 27 31 28 20 

Would, to a large extent, stay on active duty if 

the GI Bill was increased from $1,101 per 

month to $2,100 

64 65 61 73 50 

Would, to a large extent, stay on active duty if 

the GI Bill was transferable to spouse and/or 

child(ren) 

68 68 61 74 63 

Would, to a large extent, stay on active duty if 

the GI Bill offered the option to repay federally 

funded student loans 

50 48 50 52 40 
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APPENDIX B. HISTORICAL RETENTION RATES BASED ON 
YEARS OF SERVICE 

Table 7. Retention Rates Based on Years of Service. Adapted from DMDC, 
Personal Communication, August 26, 2023) 
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2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Married, no Children 99.49 99.07 99.01 99.03 98.99 99.54 97.27 99.15 98.19 99.11 97.47 96.05 92.11
Married, with Children 98.79 98.57 98.21 98.51 98.09 98.53 98.47 98.74 98.74 98.62 98.30 96.94 96.40
Not Married, no Children 98.66 97.81 97.72 97.01 97.29 98.12 98.10 97.67 97.49 97.65 97.85 95.02 94.68
Not Married, with Children 98.08 97.74 98.03 97.58 98.01 98.42 98.03 98.44 97.31 97.71 97.37 94.63 93.76

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Not Married, no Children 98.66 97.81 97.72 97.01 97.29 98.12 98.10 97.67 97.49 97.65 97.85 95.02 94.68
Family 98.848 98.579 98.325 98.506 98.223 98.681 98.235 98.781 98.526 98.631 98.077 96.591 95.401
Difference 0.19 0.77 0.61 1.50 0.93 0.56 0.14 1.11 1.04 0.98 0.23 1.57 0.72
Difference of Differences 0.58 0.42 1.31 0.75 0.37 -0.05 0.92 0.85 0.79 0.04 1.38 0.53

15 YOS
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APPENDIX C. HISTORICAL GI BILL USAGE RATE AND COST 

Table 8. Historical GI Bill User Rate Based on User Type. Adapted from 
VA (n.d.-d). 

 

Table 9. Historical GI Bill Cost Data. Adapted from BLS (n.d.-a), CBO 
(2019), VA (n.d.-d) 
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