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MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (MANPOWER) Adminictiation

Subj:

Personnel'Security Survey, 1965

———————————

Ref: Eag ASD (Manpower) Memorandum of 5 February 1965

b

DNI Memo to DASD (Security Policy) Ser 22550P92
of 6 May 1964, Subj:
cross servicing of investigative leads

Investigative Operations;

Reference (a) requested comments on the report of the

subject survey and the recoummznd

tilong contained thercin.

The Survey Report is a helpful compendium of security
matters and various implications thereof and will be of use

in many ways.

able to participate in the Survey.

I am pleased that Navy representatives were

Navy comments are set forth below and in the various

attachments.

tions (1) through (14).

ttachment (1) is our position on recommenda-
Recommendation (15) (relating to

alternative modes of investigative organization) requires:
detailed comment, and our views are in Attachment (2).
Recommendations (18), (19), and (20) relating to files and
National Agency Check centralization are contained in

Attachment (3).

There is a distinct misunderstanding in the Report as
to the Navy organization for the conduct of investigations,
and it would appear that This misunderstanding might have
Tormed the basis for certain conclusions with respect to the
effectiveness of the Navy effort relative to the other
services, as well as to certain conditions cited as "sine qua
non" to continued responsibility in each department for con-

ducting investigations.

21 and 22.)

(These are essentially recommendations
Attachment (2) provides detailed corrective

observations on the Navy organization, keyved in some instances
to statements in the Report relative to the Office of Special
Investigations, United States Air Force, since, often, the
statements relative to OSI appear to be the basis for implying
organizational changes that should be made in the Navy. In
effect, Navy already has a highly centralized investigative
organization, with the responsibility for the mission clearly
assigned. No major changes therein appear to be necessary.
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The proposed Recommendation (17) to eliminate the Navy
investigative backlog through apportioning cases to the Army, [National Arch

Air Force, and the Civil Service Commission is accepted in anedl Records
principle,. subject to confirmation that the Army/Air Force Administratic

cases will be on a non-reimbursable basis. In connection WitRe e
this backlog problem, I am pleased to note that the Navy has
reduced its backlog by around 3,000 cases within the past ten
months. Further, approximately half a miliion dollars is being
reprogrammed into the effort in the last half of Fiscal Year
1965. The in-Navy improvement in the matter is, thus, expected
to accelerate. t is therefore hoped that the full eleven
month program of.referrals to the Civil Service Commission will
not be necessary. Relmbursement arrangements, and a program
for case referral, will be developed on receipt of the approval
by the Secretary of Defense of the Recommendation. :

I believe that much of the cost data on investigations
in Part II could lead to unwarranted conclusions if presented
without amplification. ©Shown as they are in a comparative
sense, they appear to reflect differences in cost consciousness
and effectiveness among the Military Departments. It is obvious
that there are many identifiable but hard to determine cost
aspects which would have to be considered in arriving at a true
comparison. Attachment (4) discusses some of the factors which
would appear relevant and thus should be identified and foot-
noted as not having been taken into account in the Report cost
presentations.

There are several references in the Report to the lack
of an overall DOD wide "operational coordination and control"
of investigations (cf. Part II, pages X.4., XI.3., and XI.4.).
It is noted that no conclusions or recommendations follow
therefrom, except for inferential comments 1n the alternatives
on investigative organization. I believe the subject reguires
more development, if only to clarify the issues. The question
arises as to the extent to which there should be "detailed
opérational control" on a DOD wide basis of a function which,
by its nature, is frequently directly related to the day to
day affailrs of particular military installations and which,
to be of maximum service, must be integral with the organi-
zation and command structure of the respective military
departments. (In the final analysis, the O0SI organization is
directly subject to Air Force policies and operations, as of
course, it should be.)

The Report states (Page X.7.) that it is difficult to
draw comparisons among the departments. The question arises
as to how far an effort should be made to draw comparisons.
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An 1nvpst1ga ive organization geared to service a Tleet group
that may be deployed from Norfolk and take several days en

route to the Mediterranean, on board which there are individuals
of investigative interest (references, subjects, etc.) must be
entirely different from one situated on post - or aeplnv;n'
with an Alr Group or Army Command. Continued operations at

sea pose entirely different problems than do the'shorter time
frame permitted by deployments of air groups, or the deployment
of a Provost Marshal investigator with a combat army group.
Cbviously, the Army's criminal investigative problems in a
combat, ground environment, possibly on captured territory,

will be different than Navy®s or Alir Force's. Since the
military departments must be geared in peacetime to many
prospective combat roles and missions in wartime, an attempt

to draw too finite comparisons solely in peacetime and in CONUS,
seems lrrelevant.

I concur in the desirability of a DOD wide management \
and coordination concern in this matter. For this reason, 1 !
vould like to urge a better definition of the role of the . j
DASD (Securlty Policy) and the Dofvhse Intelligence Agency :
with respect to management of what is essentlally a counter-
intelligence matter %vhen background and counterintelligence f
investigations are concerned). The Navy submits its counter-
intelligence and investigative budget through cnanpels to the \
Dexense Intelligence Agency (in accordance with the "manage- }
nment" role assigned DIA by DOD Directive 5105.21). These
submissions include workload prod ecticns, manning levels, \
workload statistics, cost data (in a formula prescribed by i
DIA -~ formula different, by the way, than that used in |
the Survey Report). The Navy is also frequently asked for z
investigative and manpower data by DASD (Security Policy) - f
often in different time frames, etc., than that used by DIA, ;
DIA representatives have visited ONI for briefings on methods, !
work flows, file organization, etc. ©So have representatives {
of DASD (Security Policy). The roles of the two organizations
could be clarified with benefit overall. %

I feel very strongly that there should be no major
change in the basic investigative roles of the military
departments, both for the reasons above, and as further
developed in the various attachments. I certainly believe,
however, that continued striving for economies is in order,
and that such economies might be effected through more
mutual assistance among the investigative Ofdanlzéilons of
the mllltary departments. I would especizlly commend further
consideration of the proposal made last May beg the Director

of Naval Intelligence, in reference (b), for "“cross servicing"
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of investigative leads, especially in areas of low work and

population density, and consequernit high time and travel cost

per unit of investigative work accomplishment. I am, further,

/ deeply interested in the efforts by Naval Intelllgence to
increase its efficiency, provide better service and to lower

f costs, and will support those efforts.

I would be interested in having co_jnies_'of the data
vou finally present to the Secretary of Defense.

For convenience, an index of attachments is furnished.

Kenneth E. Belieu,
Tosistant Secretary of the Nawy
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5. These relate to the investi-
Tiiive orzanizavion aiternatives set out in Part 11 of the .
Report, and to the idea thal the "Commander of the Navy
investigative organization be the cormander in fact as well
as in name, having no other primary responsibility than the
responsibility for managling “he investigative organization --
~nd that commanders of field investigative activities as well
as all other investigative personnel be responsible to the
cormander of the investigative or%anization and -- have no

miesion other than investigative.
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ion Recormendation 15 relates to the

Praface Ho Navy DLSCUsSH .
) tions 21 and 22 relate to the single

2
~
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aiternatives'; recommend
rask concepb. The latter, however, are linked in the Report

.

with the discussion of the alternabives -- and, indeed, as
“sine gua non® to the retention by the military departments of
+heir respective in-house investigative capablilities. A
discussion, then, of the latter should be presented first in
order o set the mabier in context as Navy sees it.

Discus
jegeysle;
intel
exten

son of "Sinele Task” recommendations. Inasmuch as thisg
T35 in reality no Less than a proposal to separate the
sence and the counterintelligence functions in The Navy,

S
53,
ii
ded comment appears appropriate.

Throughout the Report references are made to the organizational
concept of the Office of Special Investigations, USAF, in such &
manner that the inference might be drawn (end was drawn in the
Reports) that the OSI concept should be followed by the other
military departments. ‘

There i1s no discussion in the Report of the rationale or
logic of the organizational concepts of the other services.
The Report (on this aspect of the subject) confines itself to
the supject of investigations, outgide the context of the over-
211 mission and organization of the departments.

Further, it is inaccurate in some particulars as to the Navy
Organization for the conduct of investigations.

. Page X.l. of Part IIL states '...the Office of Special Investi-
sations is a purely investigative organization... it is centrally
directed on a worldwide basis... Page XI.6. states "...Air Force
experience indicates that centralized management of investigative
resources saves manpower, increases efficiency, and provides for
speed and concentration of offort..." Page XI.6. states "The
Office of Special Investigation is a centrally-directed world-wide
organization with an investigative capabilily available wherever
Air Force personnel are sssigned.” Page XII.10. states "Upon
approval of a fundling prograi, OSI distributes funds to the
Districts. Thus the requirement for Iund resources is develcped
vy O8I, defended by OSI, and, once received, controlled by OSI.”

L
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F/ YNavy Comment: OSI has some unique features. However,

" fhe investigative organization of the Navy is also "centrallv
/directed on a worldwide basis,” it has "centralized nanagement
ci investigetive resources,” and the Director of Naval
En%elligcnce, upon approval of a funding program, 'distributes
funds to...districts.” The Director of Navael Intelligence
develops the "requirement Tor fund resources,” defends that
requirement before budgetgry authority, and the resulting
Tunds are "controlled by" the Director of Navael Intelligence.
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§ of %ontroL ty om 08I to Dlsurlq1 to Detachment, a philosophy | NATIONAL
Y of "meximum efficient service' appears 1o prcva17 Requests | CenTir
for investicative service normelly are transmitted by J“
Cormander OFf the nearest 05I element (not District ¢i‘1c0) 53@ PY
aau Lhc *aveﬂ“lqatloﬁ is provided direcutly (not through the '
ict Office) to the fgguosthﬂxconmmndcr with %nfc“fr?lonNmmmﬂmmm
P being transmitted through chiennels TO Ha. O8L. This 1 _ iRecords
 § 5 to be the most 9ff%ciqu channel of communication in | jjministratior
4 vestigative organizagvions .
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[ also has a doctrine of 'maximum efficient service®.
For this reason, ONI units snd resident egencies located at
commands recelve and act upon inves Eig&tWVE reguests from .
such commands, while keeping their superlors infermed, in
criminal and some security cases. This is not normally done
n Background Investigetions, for this cwubﬁovy of case
requires administration and controls best done centrally.

"D

J

", ..The Navy Comptroller can direct fund

intelligence and inv wviug"lve functions
within tnc Offlce 0¢ Naval _Tbelligu ce,” and ", . the Navy
Comptroller has a major influence inm determining what funds

[
will be made available for *ha investigative effort.

e “"‘C)\‘ Ll e

il =

The only influence known to have been exeried by the Navy
Comntroller is in the normul budgetary review { a function which
mist be performed somewhers in the Alr Force above the O8I

3

P

¥
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level}, and in seeking support for ONI unfunded requirements.
The Navy Comptroller has ncvec determined that ORI should spend
less on it8 investigative. operations than wag originally
budgetted and programmed,

Discusegion of "Alternative Investigative OT“mﬂl” 1
Eiternatives are discussed, and a 1ist of Advanteg
Disadvantages of each is presented. The Report does nov

express a COPCTuSLOﬂ ag to the relative merits of the
Llternatives, or whether the Advantages or Disadvanteges
of any Alternative outweigh each other.

Altarnstive I ~- Navy Position. Navy comments on central
direction are set forth above. (bentral direction is considered
degirzgble -~ and is already in being) Nevertheless, some
tightening of internal magg?eneap is in ordeér -- and is belng

accomplished thirough theé cre ation of & larger management and
statistical staff.

The elimination of Navy backlog is an importent problem --
but is not seen as fundamental to the organizatlional framework.

w
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/  The establishment of a DOD central file index is discussed
/in Attachment 3. It does not appear that thils aspect should
f/”be intrinsically determinative of the organizational mode.
ces cited in the Report are not consgidered .

5 s A - . - AL
significance. It is noted that unless the |DECIASSIFICATIC
totally relieved of all investigative and RENTER

rgspons%bilitiesg’ingludin§;even the P
n input into a central, uaified service, %@P‘g
f overhead” will continue in scume degree.
split-out of investigations from all cther National Archivs
T tions weuld reguire a separate adninistrative and Records
service for the functions so separated (in the Havy, the Administratios
intelligence function). -

e v

oy

Tt ig also noted +that the split-out of the invest
function (cited as a condition) would require the Navy
establish another occupational specialty (or sub-gpec
for its Haoval officer personnel. At the moment, Inte
Specialists are heavily involved in countverintelliigence and
investigative activities, and rotate from these to the
"aositive' intelligence side. The benefits of this would be
lost if a purely investigative specialization were to be regulred.

Aiternative II ~-- Navy Comnents.

The retention by Army/Navy of responsgibility to assume the
derogatory cases from OSI would simply compound the planning,
manning, problems for Army/Navy. By their nature, criminal
and derogatory investigations pose a "peakload" requirement
(e.g., a large number of agents are needed for criminal surveil-
lances. The manpower therefor now comes from the overall force.

+ would not be availaeble should Army/Navy lose thelr manpower
base for the personnel security cases -- or would be available
only at much higher costs than now.)

~

0SI does not have representatives in many areas where Navy
background investigation lnterests are iocated, e.g., overseas
bases such as Rota, Subic Bay, Sangley Point, Kodiak, Yokosuka,
Guentanamo Boy. Further, in many COLIUS locations (e.g., Norfolk,
San Diego, Philadelphia), OSI investigators are not as conven-
iently located with respect to Naval subjects, interviewees,
ete., as are ONI investigators now {or as would be the ONI
investigators retained for the derogatory cases under this
Alternative.) In many instances, then, OSI would either have
to station OSI investigators at naval installations adjacent
to the remaining ONI investigators -- or OSI investigators
would have to travel to Waval installations where the ONI in-
vestigators already were. In either event, an OSI background
investigator, on discovering derogatory data on a Naval subject
under such clrcumstances, would turn it over to the ONI in-
vestigator who was already there.

Sl
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. The military manpower base would be enlarged for an
essentially non-military function.

e. HNavy objects to principle (az does the Marine Corps}

of the use of enlisted personnel o conduct investigations of
officers.

Alternative ITT - Navy Comments.

The alternative has so many contingencies (cf. the 3
possible modes) that it cannot be spoken to directly. The
concept, however, of an Executive Agent in this master, which
is o directly related to the day to day security and law en-
forcement activities of every individual command in Army,

Navy and Air Force, seems strained wirether gpplied nationally
or on a regional scale. In addition %o the disadvantages cited

above, the following are also apparent:

a. Presumably the Executive Agent would seek the place
Army, Navy and Air Force investigators in the installations
O The respective depavtments (especially for the conduct of
counterintelligence and criminal investigations). It would
abpear thalt each service could plan and program much easier
and better than a different mlilitary depariment.

5
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b. Army/u avy/hir Force troop (Investigator) rotation would
have to be meshed - an almost impossible job (sh "“t of rein-
stituting an investigntive group in each department) if (a)

above were to be feolilowed.

¢. Each department would have to budget independently

Tor the support it would have to provide to this service bdut
without eny data (except that fed by the Executive Agent) as
to the relative workload it should support.

d. Departmental privacy would be lost in many matters -
and 48 a conscguence mnany co:mwﬁd would avoid requesting
investigative assistance, to the possible detriment of security
and law enforccment.

zegtion includes DrOV‘ lon for

ted to potential buu roles.. Af
3si§;y have a strong

that

-
-
s

O :

e. The curre 0
mobllizagtion pla ng rela
Txecutive Agent were ﬂwvy, it would no
voice in the wanning level of Provost Marshaol units
might be sent to Vlo Wam in an emergency basis.

rZa
re

ive IV -~ Navy Comments,

-

The following addit
Toreseceahle:

tional dlSde ncages

are clearly

& G*e.tlj increased O°ta - even if CSC costs were
reduce Q by 50% (burrent re bUTsaweat charge = $390. Current
cost when done by DOD archcr $150.)

b. CSC has no backgro oa/ewartcnOL in subversive, hostage,
etec., type cases In the civilian employee program, CSC stops
any investigaclop aeveloplng ioval"y~uywe p,o“muﬁwon, turns
cage over to FBIL. TFBI by execcutive fiat takes such cases. In

the industrial field, CQC would have no experience,and FBI

would decline the case, thus reguiring it to be bandled by the
military departments. {chbnulOﬂ is invited to fact that many
uecur;cy cases cannot be terminated - as are civilian

20

cMy*oyVC“ - by simply ceasing to process applications. Once a
qucsu is made for an 1nduutr1al securlty clearance, only
he withdrawal of the request can stop the proceedings. The

reguently remain active -
djudication.

security clearance authorities must 1
or subject to reopening until finsl ad

vy Conclusion: CSC could accomplish civilian personnel
lvVCu ig acions, but cozt to DOD would be bl@¢. CSC could not,
without major restructuring, handle the industrial cases, and
either FBI or the milit ary departments would have to be ready
to handle the complaint type cases. (Attention is invited +o
fact that 4 agencies; by Presidential Memorandum have exclusive
authority in counterintelligence type in veuulgatﬂons )

A f‘
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v C Thb ﬂﬂvo“" comments J”Ou”uOﬂ* the Report
Ve %o the various indices (e.g., absence
ormetion on QluChwrSCr due to emotional instablility) are
red in. Action To correct these deficiencies is indicated.
ecise method the ﬂ“xc“‘ﬁ nowchr, il T necessarily that
ted in the discussi 2R data e “a?nighcd
entra i Witerna methods
che 0 be ¥ Teasible
The ¢ a;mal indicses
Tndex).
er reculires considerably more study, especlally
lowing conside;-o"oas relating to the idea of
the Navy in the Central Records Facility and
les. In effect, a total "systems study" will
conclusions can be drawn as to the optimum
AC, and files managewment.  Papticular arcas
ondpoint) .thet will reguire move study include:

2. NI files can be located only through. the use of the
indices. Locating the indices at a place remote from the files
wouild require the installation of secure and fast communications
between the two points. Regardless of the systenm developed for
index checking at a point remote from the f;le there would be
ad DENSE response time, and thus, added cosis cVer
% HSiiC&iLing a h}llCmbe index Wluh th

ely 5,000,000 index cards would be very
The counterintelligence study and a2nalysis cperation
which serves the remainder of the Navy Department dﬁily)
near the central counterintelligence files for maximum
lciency. If ONT files were removed to Fort Holabird, the
ﬂp“’Jthm& personnel would elther have to follow or suffer a
1b%zCUzcn 1n efficiency and promptness in response to comman

Y.
tne %
and gz : departmental requl ents. Many of the res oa“ch
and n&&VETC@L personnel participate deily in such matters as
LbTB ICIS, etc. Thus, not all such personnel could be

b1 2

P~ SN

fansferred and dual staffing would thon be required in several

b

c. The centralized conbrol over ONI's world-iride investi-
gaetive operations requires co-locaticn of ONI headguarsers
investigative personnel with ONI counterintelligence (investigative)
flles. The comments in b. relative to the needs and funciions of
ONI headquarters counterintelligence bersonnel gre also pertinent
to ONI headquarters investigative personnel. Additionally, the
whole concept of centralizing ONL control of Bl's flnds its

nany factors requiring co-location of f
superviscrs.

files and

< S'U 2

o
(e
<
o
7]
i
}.’-
a1
o
ci
|—1u I.!
M

d. OCther elements of ONI and the
intelligc wee files daily.
would detract from current

Navy utilize the ONI counter-
Remote location of these files, then,
flexdbility, immediateness, ete.
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NAC 036?35101 may or may
tlaq froy, Navy and Air Force
are imawu conducted inci d t to BI's
er would reguire a split-out of handiing in
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such c¢ases s

£ huzge hat would result from the
neralization re automation. . Yet
3utc”r"won would lion dolliar effort, one
tas would have t carefully - one the gize
which has so ne abllity of any agency
(vtc;vdwnu CIA) inusg 0o move should be undertaken
pending at least pr ;ml? ary eutomation design.
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and contrarv to the statement that centrali-

s o

zation would resulst in ‘manp ove" savings, etc., an in-depth
systems study might well in dicate a considerable increase in
cipense and a reduction in flexibility and efficienc Y.

The Favy position is that this matter re
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Nevy Comments on Cost Data,

vage XIIX.6, include:
cents' computation,

]
0

ost estimates for BI's and NiC's down to a

e

The validity of these cost statements in such precise -- ‘and com-
ﬁ“rat4ve -- terms ig questionablé, inasmuch as the various factors which

zht have been considered by the different Services in reaching their
flgurcs are not known,

48 to the cost of a Background Investigation, it is noted that the
Navy cost is indicated as $150.00, versus - 3148,00 for Army and 3106.51
g

for the Air Force. This exactitude also. rg‘“ es questions. ‘hile none
cf the figures are challenged for the dates indicated, questions are

caised as to what the figures cmb*acc ana wnetmer tdcj refer to the
saime "product,*

43 to the "product," it is noted that the Air Force conducts 12,000
5 annually on Ybasic airmen." (Fage HVI.G,) Most.such sersons will
ave l1veo in cnly one or two geographic areas, and attended only one

or two ooncola. . Background Investigation on such Jn:lVllhﬁlb will)

involve only & fraction of the effort renuxrcﬁ on a 25230 vear old who
s been in Lle Navy for several years, had luty abroad, ete, The Navy

'no comparable program iavelving larse nunb;rb of young Naval per-

I* is noted, further, that Air Force has econducter an average
Zackground Invéest igations on dir Force personnel oer year for

e bast Lour years, whereas the Navy las nvestigated an average of
»030 on its Military personnel in these
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years, It would appear logical
cocnclude that most older and senjor air worce perscanel will already

ave been investigated and that the age profile of the subjiects of current

¢ being conducted by air Force will be less than Lbﬂb of the avergge

¥ Subject. Until, then, the investigative content has been determined

implicaticn that ome service or the other has a lover average cost

hardly valid,
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Cther long range cost factors that would have to be considered would be:

2. The recruitment, medical, uniform, basic training, etc,, cost of
uniformed personnel (heavily util

ized by Air Force and Army) versus the
‘ absence of such costs for the predominantly civilian investigative force

of the Navy;

b. The tax rate on the total salaries of Nevy civilian investigators
NATIONAL versus the higher exemption rates on military allowances;
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c. The 10 week training course for aAir Force *nvestucators and the

;ég‘@PY 16 weeks for Army, versus the 4 weeks course for the Navy investigators

5 (with their higher educational level),
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1 4, The attrition rate gmong Army and &ir Force military in
personnel (39% Army, 16% air Force in FY '64), versus the civil
ate in Navy (6% in FY '64), with all this entails in pipeline,
base, size and cost of student training, training facilities, in
et
e, The higher kC3 frequency among military personnel, etc.
Any cost comparison that does not include the zbove factors
he footnoted to reflect the absence of such considerztions,

attrition
mansower
structors




