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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

How can the military identify and retain a greater percentage
of its most talented young officers?

The United States is currently approaching its tenth year of continuous warfare in Iraq and
Afghanistan, conflicts that have been labeled by Secretary of Defense Gates as “the
captains’ wars.” By all accounts, the military has performed superbly, with much of that
success attributable to its junior leadership. Yet even as the military finds itself with the
most capable corps of junior officers in its history, it has also found that some of these
young leaders are taking their hard-won experience elsewhere. To ensure that it is capable
of meeting future threats, the U.S. military must retain its most talented leaders in the
service — this is not simply a matter of quantity, but also a question of quality.

Junior Officers in Their Own Words. Amid all the concern for the health of the junior officer
corps in recent years, very few have paused to ask the individuals concerned — the former
officers themselves. In this report, we survey nearly 250 former junior military officers who
left the service between 2001-2010 about their experiences and the reasons driving their
decisions to leave. 75% of the officers we spoke to said that this was their first opportunity
to provide feedback to the military after leaving the service. By and large, these individuals
remain dedicated to public service and proud of their military experiences. Their responses
and recommendations were poignant, thoughtful, and constructive; here, we attempt to
give them voice.

Fully 80% of our respondents reported that the best officers they knew had left the military
before serving a full career. Yet some factors widely portrayed as driving young officers
from service were less important to our junior officer cohort than we anticipated. For
instance, only 9% of respondents indicated that deployment cycles and operational tempo
were their most important reason for leaving. In the same vein, nearly 75% ranked
compensation and financial reasons as their least important consideration.

What does matter? Two factors emerged as areas of surprising consensus among former
officers: organizational inflexibility, primarily manifested in the personnel system, and a
lack of commitment to innovation within the military services.

» Organizational Flexibility. The number one reported reason for separation among our

respondents was limited ability to control their own careers. Frustration with a one-
size-fits-all system was by far the most common complaint, with emphasis on

”n u

bureaucratic personnel processes that respondents called “broken,” “archaic,” and

“dysfunctional.”



Rate the following factors in terms of their importance in your decision to leave the military.
(Note: question employed forced ranking of the importance of each factor.)

Career Control

Quiality of Life
B Most Important

Military Bureaucracy m Very Important

Weak Superiors Important

Less Important

Op Tempo
M Least Important

Compensation

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Many of the best officers would stay if ...

M Strongly Agree M Agree Disagree M Strongly Disagree

The military offered better assignments to the
best officers.
The military promoted the best officers more
quickly.
There were more options to attend schools for
professional development.
Jobs were assigned through a market
mechanism.
Pay was based on performance instead of time-
in-service.

They were not obliged to pursue a higher rank.

They would leave regardless of reforms.
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What factors would be most important to you in returning to active duty?

B Most Important ® Very Important Important Less Important M Least Important

Career opportunities

Family concerns and work-life balance
Opportunity for promotion
Operational and deployment tempo
Educational opportunities

Financial incentives | |

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Lack of opportunity in private sector




» Commitment to Innovation. In second place, 41% of respondents ranked frustration
with military bureaucracy as the most or a very important factor in their decision to

leave. Nearly half felt the military did a poor job at identifying and rewarding traits such
as creativity, as opposed to qualities such as endurance or ability to follow orders.

The Active Duty Perspective. Previous surveys of junior officers who have left the military
have often been criticized for two reasons: (1) that such individuals are biased against the
military (or as one active duty officer put it, “quitters shouldn’t get a vote”); or (2) that all
junior officers have complaints, and those who leave are not particularly more discouraged
than those who choose to stay. To address these concerns, we additionally surveyed 30
active duty respondents with similar rank and demographic characteristics as a reality
check on our results. We refer to this active duty cohort throughout this report to provide a
counterpoint for our survey results. Members of our active duty cohort have had successful
military careers to date and were generally positive about their military experience — two-
thirds intend to stay in the service until eligible for retirement. Nevertheless, they echoed
many of the concerns voiced by our target sample.

Recommendations. The U.S. military is among our most effective and respected national
institutions — it does many things right. But even great organizations have room for
improvement. In this report, we propose some low-cost, high-return reforms with a goal to
introduce greater efficiency and flexibility, which in turn may help to retain more of our
nation’s most qualified young military leaders. Our recommendations are largely
synergistic, and we have grouped them broadly into six categories:

> Know who you have. You can only target your best employees for retention if you can

identify them. High-performing organizations regularly grade personnel using a wide
variety of quantitative and qualitative indicators, with a focus on identifying the top
and bottom performers. We recommend that the military update its officer evaluation
processes to provide a more rigorous and comprehensive evaluation system.

> Reward top performers. Successful organizations integrate evaluation metrics that

reflect institutional goals and explicitly reward the individuals who best reflect those
values. In the military, a comprehensive rewards system should also include incentives
such as new opportunities for assignments outside the military and mentorships with
senior officers.

> Give your people a say in their own careers. High-performing organizations offer

flexible opportunities for employees to pursue their interests while maintaining a work-
life balance. Although there is little to be done about current op tempos, we believe
the military should consider a market-based system that better matches available
assignments with an officer’s aptitude, interests, and career goals.



» Promote innovation. Senior leaders in successful organizations encourage and

formalize systems that promote creativity and innovation. In the military, this should be
reflected in revised officer evaluation reports that identify not only past performance
but future potential in order to create a clearer impression of a military officer’s true
aptitude.

> Be open to feedback. Studies demonstrate that high-performing organizations seek

feedback at all levels, including from those who leave the organization. Junior officers
who leave the service should participate in a formalized lessons-learned system that
includes exit interviews and aggregates suggestions and recommendations for review
by senior officers.

» Continue to recruit. Junior officers value their own experiences but see few

opportunities for challenge or professional development during the middle portion of
their careers. Senior leaders should continue to “recruit” these officers even after
commissioning through improved mentorship and by highlighting opportunities for
interesting or unique careers.

We do not mean to say here that we have cracked the code on officer attrition — nor do we
claim to identify causal relationships between officer concerns and retention. But we do
believe we have highlighted areas for the Department of Defense and the military services
to scrutinize more closely. In fact, much of what we report is intuitive — arduous
deployment timelines, quality of life concerns, ineffective superior officers, and insufficient
financial compensation are all reasons why officers claim to leave the service. Yet our most
important message is perhaps this: many young officers say they leave simply because they
do not believe their skills and talents will continue to be rewarded with increased
responsibility and freedom of action as they progress.
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INTRODUCTION

oday’s junior officers represent the future of the institution — among them may be

the next Eisenhower, Black Jack Pershing, or Billy Mitchell. At the same time, the

Department of Defense is undergoing perhaps its most significant transformation
in the history of the modern force. This change, combined with a decade of near-constant
use, has given rise to anxiety about retention within the junior officer corps, long a
proverbial “canary in a coal mine” for the military’s organizational health. Some theorize
that the strain of repeated deployments is causing junior officers to flee the service; others
insist that the personnel management and compensation systems are broken; while still
others believe that the problem is simply exaggerated. The true impact, if there is one, may
not be known for years. Yet as important as the overall attrition statistics are, this ongoing
debate misses a more subtle point: it is not simply the quantity but also the quality of the
officers retained that matters. Will the Army have its next George Marshall to call uponin a
time of national need? The military, like any other institution, must not only be concerned
with simply maintaining enough personnel, but also with retaining its best and most
talented.

Yet interestingly, amid all the concern for the health of the junior officer corps, very few
have paused to ask the individuals concerned — the former officers themselves. We
interviewed 242 former military officers drawn from all four services about their
experiences in the military and their reasons for leaving. We were surprised to discover
that 75% of those we surveyed had no opportunity to provide feedback to the military after
separation. What came through loud and clear in their responses was that the loss of junior
military talent is not the problem; rather, it is a symptom of larger underlying institutional
challenges. In this report, we attempt to place these junior officers’ thoughtful and often
thought-provoking observations in the context of the literature on military adaptation,
human capital management, and organizational change. We then propose several ways in
which the military might adapt to better retain its most talented junior officers in the
future.

Throughout this report we refer in particular to challenges faced by the Army, and we wish
to make clear that we are not singling out the Army for criticism. Rather, as the largest
force and the service at highest risk of retention issues as a result of the ongoing conflicts in
Irag and Afghanistan, the Army’s attempts to adapt serve as a useful proxy by which to
examine the retention challenges facing all four military services.




The Making of the Junior Officer Corps

Service end-strength requirements are set by Congress and revised annually, to include
multiple increases throughout the last decade for both the Army and the Marine Corps."
End-strength by rank is also regularly scrutinized by Congress and civilian policymakers; the
current numbers for company-grade officers are indicated below:?

Air Force Navy Marine Corps
Total Officers 65,496 52,031 20,709
0-2 7,009 6,504 3,654
0-3 22,486 16,550 6,225
0-4 14,625 10,268 3,910

In 1980, Congress passed the Defense Officer Personnel Management Act, which mandated
percentage promotion goals for Department of Defense uniformed personnel, in an
attempt to centralize and standardize the different methods used by each service to
promote officers. In combination with total officer end-strength requirements, DOPMA
standards provide a two-part rubric for each service to determine its total officer make-up:

TABLE 2.
DOPMA GUIDELINES FOR THE OFFICER PROMOTION SYSTEM

Opportunity for Promotion Timing of Promotion
Officer Pay Grade (Percentage promoted to grade) (Years of service)
0-1and O-2 100 if Fully Qualified 1.5
0-3 95 35to4d
0-4 80 10£1
0-5 70 16 £1
0-8 50 22%1

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office using data from the Defense Officer Personnel Management Act of 1980, 10 U.S5.C. 513, B4 Stat. 2835,
NOTE: DOPMA = Defense Officer Personnel Managemeant Act.

As this chart demonstrates, developing military leaders is a long, arduous, and resource-
intensive process. A captain cannot simply be created -- in the military’s rigid hierarchy, all
officers begin as lieutenants and must proceed through an “up or out” promotion process.
Creating an additional class of majors can take up to 10 years; lieutenant colonels can take
close to 20. The military typically accesses officers through three different programs: the
service academies, Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTC) at civilian institutions, and Officer
Candidate School (OCS). After accession, officers are required to complete active duty
service obligation (ADSO) commensurate with their accession route — typically between 3-5
years of service. Historically, many officers leave at the end of the ADSO period. After this



point, the military must compete with other potential employers in order to retain young
officers.

Junior Officer Attrition: A Real Problem?

Secretary Gates has repeatedly referred to the conflicts in Irag and Afghanistan as the
“captains’ wars.” In February 2011, he elaborated on this premise in a speech to cadets at
West Point:

“Junior leaders are given extraordinary opportunities to be innovative,
take risks, and be responsible and recognized for the
consequences....[They are] men and women in the prime of their
professional lives, who may have been responsible for the lives of scores
or hundreds of troops, or millions of dollars in assistance, or engaging in
reconciling warring tribes...”*

Today’s junior officer corps is under more pressure than ever before. This is most evident in
the ground forces, which have borne much of the brunt of recent conflicts. Army officer
retention spiked strongly in 2003, but fell in 2004. By 2005, as the first class of post-9/11
post-OIF officers completed their ADSO period, junior officer retention plummeted to near-
critical levels.

Active Army Historical Captain/Major Requirements vs.

Historical Strength
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One internal Army memo cited by multiple news sources indicated that the Army was
concerned with a “disproportionate loss of high-potential, high-performance junior
leaders."® Other reports indicated that more than one-third of West Point’s Class of 2000




left the service as soon as their initial obligation was up.’

Although this was largely in line with historical Army °* e
trends, some began to predict a crisis.® By 2007, the Army Having the right
was predicting a total shortfall of over 3,000 officers, number of officers is
particularly in the crucial senior captain and major range - a necessary but not

those who have stayed on past their initial required tour sufficient condition:
but who are not yet close to retirement.’ These statistics the quality of officers

prompted the Government Accountability Office (GAQO) to retained must also be

conclude that the Army “faces many retention challenges a benchmark.

... [and] does not have an integrated strategic plan to

address its retention shortfalls.”*° e o o
Although it now appears as if the Army has righted its ship

when it comes to retaining the right number of officers, it did so largely by filling shortages
via across-the-board promotions to field-grade officer rank. Less than 85% of available
billets at those ranks were filled by officers with the requisite rank and time in service — a
critical shortfall, by the Army’s own definition™ -- and today’s senior lieutenants and junior
captains spend less time than ever before in critical development positions such as
company command.*? Furthermore, the Army does not conduct forced rankings of officers
against their peers until they have reached field-grade level, nearly ten years into their
service commitment.” In short, the Army’s policy ignores a crucial distinction, which is that
having the right number of officers is a necessary but not sufficient condition: the quality of
officers retained must also be a benchmark for evaluating the impact of any military
retention policy. Even as far back as 2007, Secretary Gates identified the critical importance
of retention, saying "These men and women need to be retained, and the best and
brightest advanced to the point that they can use their experience to shape the institution
to which they have given so much.""

More than three years later, it is still not clear that the military services are effectively
executing the Secretary’s bidding. Although such conclusions are often hotly disputed,
surveys of junior officers continue to suggest that those most capable are leaving the
service. For instance, a 2008 survey of 100 active-duty officers indicated that 62% of them
thought the ‘best and brightest’ captains were leaving active-duty service.”® More recently,
Tim Kane reported in The Atlantic that “an astonishing 93 percent” of active and recently-
active junior officers thought that most or all of the best officers were leaving the service
before completing their careers.’ The dispute about who leaves and why rages on largely
because the military’s ability to track and target top young officers is limited — there are
simply no available objective metrics on what the “best” officers look like.



In recent years, researchers have examined a number of factors that influence attrition. We
asked our survey respondents to force rank the issues most important to them —in other
words, only one factor could be most important.

Rate the following factors in terms of their importance in your decision to leave the military.

Career Control

Quiality of Life

B Most Important
Military Bureaucracy = Very Important

Weak Superiors Important

Less Important

Op Tempo
M Least Important

Compensation

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Based on these results, in this report we consider four factors in detail:

» Operational tempo and deployment timelines. In a 2008 survey, almost 40% of officers

ranked operational tempo as the most important reason why they would leave service;
it was first among all other reasons. In the words of one of our survey respondents, the
pace of deployments was simply “exhausting.”

» Frustration with military bureaucracy. In another 2010 survey, 82% of respondents

agreed that frustration with the bureaucracy was one of their reasons for leaving. In
our survey, we found that dissatisfaction with the personnel management system was
particularly important in this regard.

> Institutional innovation and flexibility. The generation currently working its way

through the officer ranks has grown up with vastly expanded notions of information
filtering and accessibility. We found that young officers with significant on-the-ground
experience were frustrated that their proposals for innovation and change were largely
perceived as irrelevant to the institution.

> Financial compensation. Financial compensation is among the Department’s most

responsive tools for fine-tuning retention incentives, and has been the focus of
numerous studies. In recent years, the services have implemented officer retention
bonuses in an effort to induce their best officers to stay. However, our results indicate
that such incentives have little influence on the officers who took our survey.



Among our active duty survey cohort, quality of life was the most important concern
(57.7%), followed by career control (26%) and operational tempo (10%). The active duty
sample largely agreed with our target out-of-service sample that compensation (38.5%) and
weak superior officers (28%) were less of a problem for today’s officer corps. Additionally,
several commented that they chose to stay in the military out of a sense of obligation and
duty to country.

Perhaps most importantly for purposes of this analysis, a majority of the active duty cohort
disagreed with the statement that junior officers would leave regardless of changes to the
personnel system, lending credence to the idea that small improvements can indeed have
an outsize impact on the population in question. Specific breakdowns of the comparison
between active duty and out-of-service samples are contained in Appendix D of this report.

Who We Surveyed

To assess the opinions of former military officers, we conducted a cross-sectional survey of
242 junior military officers ranging in rank from O-2 to O-5 and who served between 2001
and 2010. The break-down in ranks and services of respondents is detailed below.

Rank and Service of Survey Respondents.

USA USMC USN | USAF

We discuss the methodological limitations of our survey approach later in this report, so
here we simply note that our sample is not entirely representative of the overall population
of military officers, or even of former officers. The officers we surveyed were more likely to
be white and less likely to be married than the average officer. Our respondents were more
likely to have graduated from one of the highly competitive military academies and to
report that they graduated in the top quintile of their basic officer training class. They were
more likely to have experienced combat, and also more likely to have obtained or are
currently obtaining a graduate degree.

We readily acknowledge that in some ways, these demographics bias our results. Yet if
these are indicators of talent, then our work is an initial (albeit highly subjective) effort to
identify, track, and gather feedback from high-quality officers who recently left the service.
While we do not claim to have identified the “best officers,” we do believe our sample



effectively captures the opinions of a large number of talented officers who would have
made a positive contribution to the military had they continued to serve.

1See, for example, P.L. 111-383, The Ike Skelton National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2011. December 2010.

2”Department of Defense Active Duty Military Personnel by Rank/Grade.” Defense Manpower Data
Center, Statistical Information Analysis Division. 31 January 2011. Available at:
http://tinyurl.com/4he93tw.

*Marvin M. Smith. “The Military Officer Personnel System and the Services’ Plans for Downsizing.”
The Drawdown of the Military Officer Corps. November 1999. Available at:
http://tinyurl.com/6cjrw66.

*Robert M. Gates. “Remarks by the Secretary of Defense at United States Military Academy (West
Point, NY).” 25 February 2011. Available at: http://tinyurl.com/4qze7eh.

>Jaron Wharton. “Anecdotal Evidence of a Hollowing Force? A Closer Look at Junior Officer
Retention.” Center for a New American Security Working Paper. May 2008. Available at:
http://tinyurl.com/6kqjlgx.

®*Andrew Tilghman. “The Army’s Other Crisis: Why the best and brightest young officers are leaving.”
Washington Monthly. December 2007. Available at: http://tinyurl.com/2njyck.

"Thom Shanker. “Young Officers Leaving Army at a High Rate.” The New York Times. 10 April 2006.
Available at: http://tinyurl.com/4mqg5keh. The number of junior officers who left rose from about
6% in 2001 to over 8% in 2006 (the Army expects to commission between 3,000 and 4,000 new
officers every year).

*The idea that today’s military was at risk reached its peak in 2007, when Colin Powell described the
Army as “about broken” while Lawrence Korb told Congress it was “stretched to [the] breaking
point” and General Barry McCaffrey put it in his typically blunt manner, “the U.S. Army is starting to
unravel.”

°Charles A. Henning. “Army Officer Shortages: Background and Issues for Congress.” Congressional
Research Service, U.S. Library of Congress. 5 July 2006. Available at: http://tinyurl.com/38lcmg.
9.5, Government Accountability Office. “Military Personnel: Strategic Plan Needed to Address
Army’s Emerging Officer Accession and Retention Challenges.” Report to the Committee on Armed
Services, House of Representatives. January 2007. Available at: http://tinyurl.com/4u53al3.

" Henning, “Army Officer Shortages: Background and Issues for Congress.”

12Casey Wardynski, David Lyle, and Michael Colarusso. “Towards a U.S. Army Officer Corps Strategy
for Success: Retaining Talent.” U.S. Army War College, Strategic Studies Institute. May 2010. 6.
B|nterview with Major Carl J. Wojtaszek, Assistant Professor of Economics, Office of Economic and
Manpower Analysis, United States Military Academy. 9 February 2011.

' Robert M. Gates. “Remarks by the Secretary of Defense at Association of the United States Army
(Washington, DC).” 10 October 2007. Available at: http://tinyurl.com/6g33ncd.

15Wharton, “Anecdotal Evidence of a Hollowing Force? A Closer Look at Junior Officer Retention.”
*Tim J. Kane. “Why Our Best Officers Are Leaving.” The Atlantic. January/February 2011. Available
at: http://tinyurl.com/27r755a.






PART I: AREAS FOR CHANGE

Organizational Flexibility and Innovation






ORGANIZATIONAL FLEXIBILITY AND PERSONNEL
MANAGEMENT

"There is no type of human endeavor where it is so important that the leader understands
all phases of his job as that of the profession of arms."
- Major General James Fry

Background

nown as Millenials, the current generation of America’s young workers is self-

directed, networked and highly mobile; rather than building a career within one

company or organization, they are more likely to view their work life as a
progression of discrete and increasingly-challenging jobs. This population seeks rapid career
advancement while simultaneously placing a high emphasis on maintaining a meaningful
life outside of work.”” Studies have demonstrated that Millennials are typically less
motivated by guarantees of job security, and have less faith in the promise of employer-
provided benefits than preceding generations.’® Recognizing this generational shift, many
top corporations are altering employment and retention practices to accommodate the
Millennials’ preferences. As a result, today’s “hottest” companies emphasize opportunities
for collaboration, embrace technology, highlight mentorship programs, and create chances
for employees to engage in personally fulfilling work.™

With an average age of 32.2, the majority of our survey respondents fall clearly within the
Millennial generation. Personnel management issues were clearly the largest reason why
junior officers in our survey claimed they left active-duty service, as almost 57% of
respondents said the limited ability to control their own careers was the first- or second-
most important reason for leaving. 74% agreed that the military should expand early
promotion abilities, and only 23% felt that talented officers were promoted more quickly
than below-average officers. Tellingly, our active duty respondents also criticized the
personnel system, and only 25% said they believe the military does a good job matching
talent to jobs. In fact, when we asked both our out-of-service and active duty cohorts what
word or words came to mind when they thought about the personnel system, the answers
were resoundingly negative, and sometimes unprintable (see chart, next page).

In its function as an employer, the Department of Defense must compete against private
sector corporations in the U.S. labor market for access to the best talent.” Yet the military
is limited by certain constraints unique to the profession of arms. As large bureaucratic
organizations with wide-ranging responsibilities, the services must rely upon rules and

11
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standard operating procedures out of necessity. Furthermore, the deadly nature of the
military requires a substantial investment not only in functional combat skills but also in a

What word comes to mind when you think about the military personnel system?
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“warrior ethos” developed through years of progressive indoctrination and command
responsibility.” As a result, while mid-career military officers often have little problem
transitioning into middle management in corporate America, the converse is far less true.
Options for lateral entry into the military are necessarily limited, and the most critical
positions cannot be filled with just-in-time accessions; military officers must be grown from
the bottom up.

This system is fundamentally sound — experience at lower ranks should be a requirement
for top leadership. Even acknowledging these constraints, however, the military’s programs
for personnel tracking, assignment, and promotion are ossified. We believe there are
significant dividends to be gained among young officers by incorporating some best
practice reforms into the military human capital management system. The Pentagon has
struggled for decades with this challenge, producing numerous iterative personnel
management strategies and investing significant amounts of money in retention. As just
one example, the recent Army Critical Skills Retention Bonus (CSRB) policy offered a bonus
of up to $35,000 for an additional three years of service. Unfortunately, most
compensation-based initiatives are insufficient strategies on their own. The Army’s own
survey data showed that many officers who accepted the bonus planned to extend their
service independent of the monetary incentive. Without an emphasis on quality of officers
retained or on retaining specific skill-sets, the returns on this policy implementation were
quite low.”



The failures of the personnel system can be roughly divided
into two areas of concern. The first is the failure to identify
and reward top performers. Pay for performance is considered
basic practice in corporate America - but with rare exceptions,
a military officer’s rank and paycheck are determined by
number of years in service, rather than talent or military
occupation. Exacerbating this disparity, President Bush in 2004
waived a legislative requirement for forced-distribution ratings
that operated much like an academic curve to identify the best
and worst performing officers.” Perhaps unsurprisingly, the
result has been inflation in officer evaluations. Company-grade
officers receive “virtually no performance ranking at all,” and
the Army today promotes more than 90% of its officers
through the rank of lieutenant colonel.* The problems are not
limited to ground forces, however — the Air Force promotes
more than 90% of its officers to major and more than 75% to
lieutenant colonel; the Navy promotes 84% to major and 79%
to lieutenant colonel. This occurs despite legislation
establishing promotion guidelines as 80% to major, 70% to
lieutenant colonel, and 50% to colonel. Although it is
impossible to determine whether the quality of these officers
is higher or lower than the cadres before them, the perception
that officers are promoted regardless of talent and capability
is rampant. Or, as one respondent put it, “Anyone can become
a Lieutenant Colonel in charge of 800 Soldiers merely by
converting oxygen to carbon dioxide for 20 years and being
automatically promoted 4 times.”

Table 1: Recent Line Officer Promotion Rates

Al Officers: Average Promotion Rates (%)
Pay grade Navy Air Force Army Marine Corps CoastGuard
04 8 0 9 87 82
05 79 76 90 69 73
06 55 [ 57 52 58

NOTE: Navy and Coast Guard averages are based on data from FY07-FY10; Army and Air Force averages are based on data
from FY07-FY09, and Marine Corps averages are based on data from FY08-FY10.

Average promotion rates of officers by service. DOPMA legislation
sets promotion goals as 80% for 0-4, 70% for 0-5, and 50% for 0-6.

If you were the chief of staff
for your Service, what would
you do to ensure the best and
the brightest stay in the
service?

“Encourage more active
mentoring.”

“Flexible assignments and
billets in more desirable
locations.”

“Be willing to fire people for
poor performance (not just
send them to another unit or
higher echelon where they will
do less work, which actually
exacerbates the problem by
giving them a more impressive
resume).”

“Allow talented officers and
soldiers who are happy with
their current jobs to remain in
those positions.”

“Not have such a rigid career
path. We shouldn't force
people to be S-1s or S-4s just
because everyone else has
followed that path.”

“Allow them to leave for a year
or two without being
separated. Think of it as a
sabbatical.”

“I would institute an
accelerated merit promotion

system where true achievers

could stand out and be
rewarded for their intellect and
efforts.”
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High promotion rates and a lack of distinction between officers lead to frustration among
high-achieving young officers who see little opportunity to distinguish themselves through
military service.”” 29% of respondents indicated that troubles with superior officers were
one of the top two reasons for leaving service. More than 92% of officers disagreed with
the statement that the current system does a good job retaining the strongest officers; 89%
similarly disagreed that the current system does a good job of weeding out the weakest.

The current military personnel system does a good job of:

100% +
80% -

60% -

40%

20% -

0%

... weeding out the weakest leaders. ... retaining the best leaders.

M Strongly Agree Agree Disagree M Strongly Disagree

A second but related issue is the failure to allow officers the command time they need to
learn effectively, particularly in the ground services. For instance, the Army’s response to a
shortfall in captains has been to access additional lieutenants. This action increased raw
numbers but also created a series of unintended consequences: increased waiting times for
essential schools and training opportunities, more make-work duties, and less time spent in
critical early command positions.”® As a result, today’s captains have less overall

|”

experience, forcing commanders to assign much of the “captain-level” work instead to
officers at the rank of major. The result is job dissatisfaction at all levels, as officers
complain that the lack of quality developmental experiences leaves them unprepared to
lead in full-spectrum operations.”’ The graph on the following page shows the relationship
between increased lieutenant accessions and decreased platoon command time within the

Army.



Impact of Over-Accession on Developmental Opportunities for Lieutenants in the Army28

Average Rated Months of Number of Excess
Platoon Leader Time Lieutenants Accessed
by Year Group
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Lastly, all four services largely fail to distinguish between officers with unique skill-sets or
who have chosen non-traditional career paths in assighnments and performance
evaluations. Although certain skills are better suited to specific types of billets, the current
officer evaluation system “provide[s] no unique or distinguishing information about its
officers,” meaning the military is selecting officers for specific billets nearly blindly, without
regard for their unique skills or inclinations.”” Nearly 83% of our respondents disagreed
with the statement that the military does a good job of matching talent to jobs; 70%
disagreed with the statement that talented officers received better jobs than average. For
example, the Army relies heavily on the Officer Effectiveness Report (OER) — a standardized
form that emphasizes command ability -- for promotions, despite the fact that only 12% of
senior military billets are command positions.>® As a result, service members with specific
technical skills are often underpaid and underutilized in the military — leading many to seek
opportunities to use their talents elsewhere.*

The military personnel system does a good job of:

100% -
80% -
60% -
40% -
20% -
L eee— —— 00

0% - T

... matching talent to jobs. ... ensuring talented officers receive
better assignments than average.
M Strongly Agree Agree m Disagree M Strongly Disagree
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The paramount importance of reforms to the officer personnel system are identified by the
following statistics: 22% of those surveyed felt dissatisfied with the billets they were
assigned; 64% felt that having assignments more tailored to their personal preferences
would have had a significant impact on their decision to leave active duty. The officers we
surveyed told us that not only is the personnel system an identified weakness, but that
reforms to it would have immediate and significant effects.

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.
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| was satisfied with the billets | was assigned. Assignments tailored to my preferences would have
had a significant impact on my decision to leave.

B Strongly Agree Agree m Disagree B Strongly Disagree

The Active Duty Perspective

Our active duty cohort was generally more forgiving of the military services than the out-of-
service officers, but also agreed that the military personnel system was in need of reform.
In fact, when asked what word or words came to mind when they thought about the
military personnel system, the active duty cohort replied with universally (100%) negative
terms. Only 18% of active duty respondents believed that the current system does a good
job of weeding out the weakest leaders; a similar number believed it does a good job of
retaining the best leaders.

Only 25% of active duty respondents believed their service personnel system does a good
job of matching talent to jobs, although most said they are personally generally satisfied
with the assignments they have received over the course of their careers.

Our active duty cohort diverged most significantly from the out-of-service cohort on the
qguestion of whether to expand early promotions. Both groups are relatively split on the
question, but the active duty cohort tended to believe that military promotions should not
be accelerated, because it takes longer to gain experience to command at a senior level in



the military. Looking forward at their futures, young officers desire faster promotions;
looking back on their careers, more senior officers believe the pace was appropriate. As a
result, the military should carefully tailor any new initiatives concerning early promotion to
ensure that only those capable of such increased responsibility receive it. Specific
breakdowns of the comparison between active duty and out-of-service samples are
contained in Appendix D.

Summary

More so than any other factor, our officers believed that improvements to the personnel
system had the most potential to positively impact retention. As one respondent noted,
“Officers are not afforded the opportunity to do jobs they love.” Today’s captains are the
generals of the next generation; the inability to weed out the worst leaders and promote
the best is a critical vulnerability. Small improvements to the personnel system to better
capture and track the performance of officers will, we believe, produce outsize results. Our
recommendations for how best to do so are described in greater detail later in this report.

High promotion rates and a lack of distinction between officers lead
to frustration among high-achieving young officers who see little
opportunity to distinguish themselves through military service.
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is in contrast to previous decades, when the rank of major was used as a point to separate talented
officers for continued promotion.
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ORGANIZATIONAL INNOVATION AND IMPROVEMENT

“[The future of conflict] is about leaders. We’re going to need people who can think
differently.”

- General Raymond Odierno (USA)
Commander, Joint Forces Command

Background

he academic literature continues to demonstrate that creativity and innovation

are essential elements of organizational success in the twenty-first century. Here

we consider innovation to mean the introduction of new methods or products and
creativity as the ability to conceive of new processes. In other words, the first is the output;
the second is the process. They are similar but distinct; the military produces innovative
new technologies all the time through established rules and procedures of equipment
purchasing. In this sense, then, being innovative does not go far enough — we must include
creativity in order to capture the essential element of ‘newness’ in both the approach and
solution to a problem. Or, as one expert put it, creativity is “novelty that works.”*
Such creativity and innovation are essential to the military’s operations, where
conventional wisdom proclaims that “victory goes to the most flexible command
structure.”* While the American military has historically excelled at creativity and
adaptation on the battlefield, it has struggled recently to replicate these results within its
institutional framework. Changes in the institution have been precluded by changes in the
doctrine —that is, figuring out how to fight has denied leaders the time to figure out how to
update and reorganize once the fight is over. Put simply, despite a decade of combat that
has challenged the military’s operating procedures, the military services “... have changed
almost nothing about the way their promotional systems and their entire bureaucracies

operate.”**

Currently, there are few formal incentives to be innovative. As one of our respondents put
it, “What is most often rewarded is the officer that is not willing to ‘rock the boat.”
Although about half of our respondents thought that their unit commander rewarded their
innovative ideas, only 31% thought the military as a whole was committed to innovation;
this is in marked contrast to our active duty cohort, where 50% believe the military is
committed to innovation. The problem is structural rather than personal — that is, officers
who left personally recognized the value of being innovative but were continually

frustrated with the institution’s lack of flexibility. As one officer said in the survey, “At the
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unit level individuals are identified, assigned, and rewarded effectively to the extent
possible. The problem is that big Army is incapable of doing this.”

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.
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My commanders rewarded my innovative ideas. The military is committed to innovation.

M Strongly Agree Agree M Disagree M Strongly Disagree

Among junior officers the recent experience of the military’s most visible innovators —
individuals like H.R. McMaster, John Nagl, and Paul Yingling — are often parsed for meaning
and to glean career direction. When McMaster was originally passed over for promotion to
general officer, Fred Kaplan wrote, “every officer | spoke with knew about it and had

»35

pondered its implications.””” Or, as Lieutenant General Barno so bluntly put it, “Bad generals

— dumb generals — kill off innovation and risk-taking, poison the well of future talent, and

”3% Our respondents generally appeared

leave a legacy of ‘ducks picking ducks’ in their wake.
to agree, ranking creativity as the military’s lowest-valued skill out of 10 characteristics, just

behind intelligence.
How well does the military do at identifying and rewarding the following professional traits?

Following Orders
Endurance

Military Knowledge
Decision-Making
Tact

Integrity
Practicality
Courage

Intellect

Creativity | |

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
M Poorly H Not Well Neutral = Well H Very Well




A second issue is a continued lack of broadening experiences. The evidence shows that
thinking creatively is helped considerably by exposure to novel concepts and
environments.®” As then-Lieutenant Colonel Paul Yingling wrote in his scathing critique of
the general officer corps, “It is unreasonable to expect that an officer who spends 25 years
conforming to institutional expectations will emerge as an innovator in his late 40s.”* The
current military processes do little to encourage officers to try new experiences. Officers
are not permitted to switch back and forth between military specialties. While 37% of
officers have graduate degrees®, far fewer obtain these degrees through civilian graduate
schools while on active duty, despite a growing recognition that such experiences can be
valuable at the senior level.”’ Officers often express concern about what the impact of
taking a non-traditional assignment, such as serving on a Military Transition or Provincial
Reconstruction Team, will do for their career prospects. As a result, some officers leave the
service to seek greater diversity of experience elsewhere.

Our respondents reported mixed experiences with superior ¢ o o

officers, but agreed that their influence can have an outsize As one of our

respondents put it,
“What is most often
rewarded is the
officer that is not
willing to ‘rock the
boat.”.

influence on a young officer's experience — when this
relationship works, they reported that it was one of the most
rewarding parts of their military experience, but as one
young officer told us, “the problem is one bad commander
can waste an entire duty station assignment for a junior
officer.” Still, the results are not all bad. A majority of
respondents were comfortable expressing their career
ambitions to senior officers and thought that they took an e o o
active interest in their careers; such linkages are important to

preventing what one author called “a brewing conflict

741 |f the military does not maintain the

between the Army’s junior and senior officer corps.
flexibility to bridge the divide between junior and senior leadership, some young officers

may choose to leave the military and find a profession where such mentorship does occur.

Innovation and creativity come from being exposed to new experiences and new ideas.
Currently, professional military schools are an almost mandatory requirement for
promotion, but more than 76% of the officers in our survey believed that the best officers
they knew would have stayed in the service if there were a greater variety of educational
options, including at civilian institutions; 71% of our active duty cohort agreed. 40% of our
respondents believe their current employer does a better job of informing them of
opportunities for professional development and promotion than the military did. Such
evidence lends support to the premise that much can be done to improve the military’s
ability to identify, evaluate, and reward innovation and creativity.
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The Active Duty Perspective

The active duty cohort diverged sharply from the out-of-service sample on the question of
military innovation and the role for entrepreneurial spirit within the services. Half of the
active duty sample said that the military was committed to innovation, and more than two-
thirds said their personal entrepreneurial behavior has been rewarded by senior officers.

That being said, active duty officers also rated creativity low on the scale of behaviors that
the military rewards — zero believed the military identifies and rewards creativity very well,
and only 18% believe it does so well. However, the active duty officers believe the military
does reward intellect — 73% say well or very well — which may be a proxy for insightful
behavior. Still, as with the out-of-service cohort, the behaviors that scored most highly on
the “identify-and-reward” scale included following orders (89%), decision-making (82%),
endurance (73%), and military knowledge (70%). Specific breakdowns of the comparison
between active duty and out-of-service samples are contained in Appendix D.

Summary

Although the veterans we surveyed did not believe that the military as an institution valued
creativity and innovation, they did think that senior officers took an interest in their careers
and that their unit commanders valued their innovative ideas. Still, as one of our
respondents said, “Some of the best officers are not seen as the best officers because often
times these officers go against the grain.” Our survey results provide evidence that the
military could do more to formally encourage innovation and creativity in its junior officer
corps, and this would increase the likelihood that they continue to serve.
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OPERATIONAL TEMPO AND QUALITY OF LIFE

“Trends in retention are what the experts call ‘trailing indicators.’ In other words, the first
time you know soldiers or officers might be leaving is when they have gone.”

- Brigadier General Kevin Ryan (USA, Ret.)
Executive Director, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs

Ithough the extent to which deployments drive attrition is debated, the increased

operational tempo of recent years undoubtedly explains the decision by at least

some military officers to leave the service. The current wars place an enormous
burden on company-grade leaders, with counterinsurgency doctrine devolving incredible
levels of responsibility to the small-unit level. Today’s young officers have endured
repeated back-to-back deployments; many have lost friends and colleagues in combat.
Time spent at home is no less stressful, as units face high training demands conducted on
deployment schedules and at deployment intensity.

Deployment and Attrition

The problem of officer attrition as a result of deployment is not new to the wars in Iraq and
Afghanistan, but has gathered top-level attention in recent years. In 2005, the Army’s own
internal concerns about losing its “best and brightest” were widely reported when a leaked
memo warned of a crisis in junior officer retention.”” Recent research has attempted to
measure the effect of deployment tempo on military personnel, and to quantify its overall
impact on retention. Interestingly, although service members continue to rate pace of
deployment as a primary reason for intending to leave active duty, their observed behavior,
as measured by reenlistment statistics, belies this claim.® Nevertheless, the military has
invested significant time and effort into determining the impact of deployment on
uniformed personnel.

96% of our survey respondents reported deploying during the course of their military
career; 81% reported deployments to Iraq or Afghanistan. We asked respondents to
identify the word or words that came to mind when they considered their deployment
experience. Roughly 57% of those surveyed associated deployment with words with a
negative connotation, while 28% reported words with a positive connotation (the
remainder recorded value-neutral words, such as “individual augmentee” or “life
experience”).
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Yet our survey data indicates that, of those individuals who chose to leave active duty,
deployment was not the primary driver for leaving. In fact, only 9% rated it as the most
important reason; in contrast, 33% said it was less or least important. Our active duty
sample generally agreed, with 10% putting it as the first and 25% the second reason why
they might leave in the future. We hypothesize that the disparity between the active duty
and out-of-service cohorts is related to demographic differences — our active duty cohort
was slightly older and more likely to be married, which may explain why deployment had a
greater effect on their overall quality of life.

Deployment Characteristics

There is evidence to indicate that some amount of deployment experience actually has a
positive effect on reenlistment.** This may be due to the fact that deployment allows
service members to use their skills; similar to police officers or firefighters responding to
emergency calls, deployments are the proving ground that validates their training.
However, the positive effect of deployment diminishes and eventually becomes negative as
months deployed increase.*

The length and type of deployment play a significant role in its subsequent psychological
and emotional impact. A 2000 RAND report distinguished between hostile and non-hostile
deployments — perhaps unsurprisingly, while individuals who experienced non-hostile
deployments were more likely to reenlist, hostile deployments mitigated this overall
positive effect (though did not entirely erase it).* Expectation also plays a role. When
matched by reality, deployment time had little impact on retention; in contrast, those who
spent more time away from home than anticipated were less likely to reenlist.*” In the



RAND model, military personnel maximize the value of their
deployments when they are deployed in hostile situations
approximately 22% of the time.

Utility of Deployment as a Function of Percentage of Total Time Spent
Deployed48

Figure 3.1
Utility and Hostile Deployment Time
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With many Army and Marine Corps units operating on nearly 1:1
dwell-time ratio, expected utility is likely much lower. Although
Army Chief of Staff General George Casey recently promised
Congress to achieve a two-year dwell time by October 2011, the
Army remains far from this goal.”* Furthermore, little is known
about the impact of combat on reenlistment over time.

Nearly 50% of our survey sample reported personally engaging in
combat. Of this group, less than 7% indicated that deployment
strain was their most important reason for leaving. This tends to
reinforce the argument that deployment, even with combat, is not
a primary driver of attrition among junior officers. Nearly three-
fourths of the junior officers we surveyed commissioned during or
after 2001, suggesting that not only did they understand they
would deploy and see combat, but in fact that was precisely why
they joined.

Neither returning to a 1:2 deployment-to-dwell ratio nor shorter
deployment levels would have had induced most officers in our
survey to remain in the service; the same held true among our
active duty cohort as well. Such evidence supports other findings
in this study — namely, that the officers concerned are less

How would you change the
training system?

“Have officers and SNCOs
specialize in certain regions
of the world in order to
become subject matter
experts in the history,
culture, geo-political
dynamics, and languages of
that region so as to enable
them to operate more
effectively over the course
of their careers.”

“There was no mechanism
in place to capture the
everyday tactics and
techniques we developed
during a long deployment ...
A two-week turnover was
insufficient to capture of the
all nuance of 13 months of
combat work. Every time

one of my units deployed it
was like starting over from
scratch.”

“Opportunities to pursue
language and other unique
skills training without
derailing your career.”

“Teach how to think and
plan - give open ended field
problems. The training |
received was great...if that is
what my job required. | did
not encounter a single
mission remotely like my
training.”

“Officers should be
encouraged to think on their
feet and make mistakes. ...
When a real world scenario
occurs, [officers] have little
experience in reacting with
critical thinking.”
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dissatisfied with rapid deployments and time overseas as they are with other aspects of
their service.

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.
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Returning to a 1:2 dwell time ratio would have Shorter deployment length would have had a
significantly increased the likelihood of staying on  significant effect on my decision to leave active duty.
active duty.
M Strongly Agree Agree m Disagree M Strongly Disagree

Training

The combination of repeated deployments and immediate training cycles clearly took a toll
on the officers who responded to our survey, a concern that has been echoed by other
research, including by the services themselves. In fact, a 2003 Army report warned:

“There is an undisciplined operational pace that affects every facet of Army
life. Officers characterize it as too many short-term, back-to-back
deployments and exercises. ... Excessive operational pace is ... detrimental
to readiness, leader development, and officer job satisfaction; leads to
micromanagement; and is a major reason for attrition among all

cohorts.”*°

Still, our survey data indicated that the military has regained its effectiveness in personnel
and unit training despite the rapid pace of deployments. This is no simple feat and should
be regarded as an accomplishment — even officers who choose to leave are not doing so
because they believe the institution is incapable of accomplishing its mission. Survey
respondents indicated satisfaction with military capability at a variety of levels and over
various periods — from a single training cycle to the entire post-September 11" era, and
from the individual up through deploying-unit levels.



Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.
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| was personally prepared for my My unit was prepared for its The officer education system
deployment(s). deployment(s). effectively trained me to lead in
full-spectrum operations.

M Strongly Agree Agree m Disagree M Strongly Disagree

Approximately 61% of the officers we surveyed believed the military has adapted well to
operational changes stemming from the current wars; slightly more than half thought the
military effectively incorporated OIF- or OEF-specific skills into their training. Officers
overwhelmingly indicated they were prepared for their deployments. 79% indicated they
were personally prepared, and 76% were similarly satisfied with their unit preparation --
these numbers were broadly true for our active duty sample as well. Such a finding only
reinforces the reforms needed in areas outside of warfighting capability — the American
military remains fully capable of preparing itself for war; it is concerns in other areas that
drive officers away.

Quality of Life

An increasing number of officers list family separations as the reason driving their decision
to leave active duty in the post-September 11" era. As one of our respondents said, “The
military did not prevent me and my wife from having children, but the specter of another
deployment looming ahead unknown in the distance definitely gave us pause about
starting a family.” Studies conducted over the last decade place the percentage of officers
who leave for family reasons between 23% and 48%." DOD senior leadership clearly
recognizes the unique strain deployment tempo places on service members with spouses
or children. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs Admiral Mike Mullen regularly speaks with junior
officers, while First Lady Michelle Obama has made improving the lives of military families a
highlighted initiative, and the Pentagon has taken many concrete steps to alleviate family
stress in recent years.”> These efforts appear to be bearing fruit. For instance, the Army’s
most recent family survey indicated that concerns by Army spouses have dropped from
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their historical highs — in fact, 57% say they are now “satisfied” or “very satisfied” with the
Army way of life.® (This may be because of the Army’s changes, or simply because
dissatisfied families have since left the service and others have readjusted their
expectations of operational tempo.) Nevertheless, concerns about marital stress remain, as
14% of Army spouses reported marital problems in the last six months, an increase of four
percentage points since 2005, and 56% reported using personal counseling during
deployments, up from 49% in 2005.>*

Although deployments largely did not drive our respondents to leave the military, our
survey results do confirm what many civilian and military leaders already know: officers are
unhappy with the pace of their deployments. Family and quality of life emerged as one of
the three largest issues in our survey — 34% of our respondents said it was their most
important reason for leaving. 79% of officers agreed that the demands of a military career
made it difficult for them to have the family life they wanted. One commented, “I traded
practically everything in my personal life for my military career.” Only 11% of officers
believed their quality of life was better in the military than out. One survey respondent
even described post-military life as “glorious,” writing, “It has exceeded my expectations.”

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.
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A military career made it difficult for me My career did not allow me to maintain My quality of life has increased since |

to have the kind of family life | would the balance | want between work and left the military.
have liked. personal life.
M Strongly Agree Agree Disagree M Strongly Disagree

Improving quality of life is understandably difficult. For example, one survey respondent
told us, “The inability to choose where | lived was most detrimental to my quality of life,”
yet military bases are often located in areas isolated from major population and cultural
centers for a reason. Likewise, the pace of operations is largely out of the hands of those
who serve. Deployment tempo is driven by decisions made by political leaders to enter into
conflict, and the decision to go to war is driven by factors which generally overwhelm



concerns about junior officer retention. Civilian policy-

e o o
makers should understand the effect their decisions have
on military personnel, but those effects must be placed “The specter of
within a larger context of national interests. another deployment

looming ahead
unknown in the
distance definitely
gave us pause about

The Active Duty Perspective

Surprisingly, the out-of-service cohort appeared to be less
affected by operational tempo than our active duty
respondents, perhaps lending support to the theory that starting a family.”
deployment pace is not a primary cause for separation o o o

from service. Alternatively, the difference may be

explained by the fact that the active duty cohort is slightly

older — they have on average four more years in service — and slightly more likely to be
married, both of which may play a role when considering the impact of deployments on
quality of life. Nearly half of our active duty respondents said that shorter deployments or
returning to a 1:2 dwell-time ratio would have a significant impact on their decision to
remain on active duty in the future, a significantly higher number than the 28% of veterans
who agreed. Family appeared to be the driving concern, with one active duty officer
remarking “I feel that in order to assuage any family issues | may face in the future, I'd have
to significantly lower my operational tempo.”

The active duty and out-of-service cohorts were largely in agreement when it came to
praising the training they had received. Among the active duty officers, 75% believed they
were personally prepared for deployment, and 72% believe their unit was also prepared.
Specific breakdowns of the comparison between active duty and out-of-service samples are
contained in Appendix D.

Summary

Overall, the evidence regarding junior officer retention and pace of deployments indicates
that deployment schedules associated with recent conflicts have not had a major impact on
retention. Generally speaking, the evidence supports a theory that military officers value
the opportunity to use their skills in accomplishing a mission, as they originally anticipated
when joining the military. They continue to find excellence throughout the training cycle
and express satisfaction with how the military prepares them for war. However, the pace of
deployments does have a significant impact on many officers, among both those who leave
and those who stay. Returning to a more sustainable deployment pace and continuing to
implement the many quality of life programs underway will undoubtedly ease the burden
on the military’s junior leadership.
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“’See, for example, Andrew Tilghman Washington Monthly piece.

*James Hosek and Francisco Martorell. “How Have Deployments During the War on Terrorism
Affected Reenlistment?” RAND National Defense Research Institute. 2009. 14. The Hosek and
Martorell study provides among the only publicly-available information on the relationship between
deployment and attrition, although it considers only enlisted personnel.

“Ibid.

“Ibid.

“Ibid.

“James Hosek, Jennifer Erin Kavanagh, and Laura L. Miller. “How Deployments Affect Service
Members.” RAND National Defense Research Institute. 2006. Includes an analysis of Status of Forces
survey data for active-duty personnel surveyed in March and July 2003.
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Reenlistment?” 21.
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2011. Available at: http://tinyurl.com/6ey5b25.
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Panel Officer Study: Report to the Army.”
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>*See, for example, Joseph L. Galloway. “Asking Too Much of Too Few.” McClatchy Newspapers. 24
October 2007. Available at: http://tinyurl.com/6jmb5dw.

>*Karen Jowers. “Survey: More spouses satisfied with Army life.” Army Times. 7 March 2011.
Available at: http://tinyurl.com/5wvgame.

*Ibid.



COMPENSATION

he “pay gap” between the military and civilian professions has been an area of

focus for policymakers in the past.®> Some officers still leave for purely financial

reasons. However, any pay disparity has all but disappeared after new incentives,
pay structure updates, and deferred benefits such as the G.I. Bill and retirement plans were
updated in the past decade.’® In recent comprehensive reports on officer pay by the Center
for Naval Analysis and the Government Accountability Office, total compensation for
officers was estimated to be $50,000 in the first year of service and $140,000 at 20 years.>’
On average, CNA found that officers make $11,500 more than their civilian counterparts
when only basic pay is compared; when healthcare, retirement, and tax preferences are
included, the premium rises to $24,870 more per year. When measured on basic pay alone,
military officers on average fall within the 70™ percentile of civilian pay — that is, 70% of
comparable civilians make less than they do, while 30% make more.® Still, we posited that
perhaps the most talented officers look up toward the 9o™ percentile rather than down at
the 50", especially as they advance in rank and capability. As one respondent put it, “If you
are capable, and with the skills given to you by the military, you can expect to garner a lot
more in the private sector.”

. . - i . e o o
However, our junior officers clearly indicated that financial

compensation was the least significant reason for leaving, with One officer said

o L . o
over 73% reporting it was the least important factor and only 3% simply, “This is not a

listing it as the most important reason. Active duty officers gave

job that you do for
similar responses. This finding comes despite the fact that our »
- ] the pay.
respondents were skewed towards military academies, post-
graduate education, and self-reported high basic training e o o

performance — all indicators which would point towards a highly-
talented survey group.

In a follow-up question designed to test what amount of pay increase would make a
difference, most officers reported that it was of so little concern that they would not have
reconsidered for any amount of money; the second-largest group demanded a raise of
$1,000 or more per month, likely implausible in the current budget environment.
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What increase in compensation would have eliminated “financial reasons” as a reason to leave?

What increase in compensation would have
eliminated "financial concerns" as a reason to
leave active duty?

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

® Not originally a reason $500/month m $1000/month Hm More than $1000/month

This was true even when additional benefits such as pensions and health care access were
considered. A little more than half of our respondents reported that they included these
factors in their evaluation, indicating that most officers were considering the benefits of a
military career comprehensively, and not just on basic pay alone.

Of course, the favorable comparison between officer and civilian pay is mitigated
somewhat by the unique demands of the military — long hours, frequent moves, and rapid
deployment tempo. Last but certainly not least, military officers must confront the
likelihood of injury or death in combat, a consideration that is difficult to quantify or
monetize. As one officer surveyed bluntly put it, “What salary would you be happy with if |
told you to sit in a chair and have me fire rounds into the wall next to your head for 200
days straight Many officers said they would have found it beneficial to reward
deployment performance with financial bonuses — a key indication that junior officers

?1159

remain sensitive to their remuneration levels even as they discount compensation as a
reason for staying or leaving.

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.

100% -
80% -
60% -

40%

20% -

0% -

The military's healthcare and retirement End-of-deployment bonuses based on

benefits factored into my concerns about performance are an effective way to
financial compensation. reward officers.
M Strongly Agree Agree m Disagree M Strongly Disagree



The Active Duty Perspective

As might be expected, the active duty cohort placed more emphasis on the comparatively
robust military benefits package than did the out-of-service respondents; 78% of active
duty respondents said that healthcare and retirement benefits played a significant role in
their decision to remain on active duty. Military retirement vests at 20 years, and
uniformed personnel understandably place a correspondingly greater emphasis on staying
to retirement the closer they get to this mark. However, the active duty officers surveyed
continued to insist that compensation was largely a marginal issue. We hypothesize that
compensation acts as a background ameliorator. That is, those who choose to stay may do
not do so because they perceive the benefits as better, but given that they stay, they value
those benefits more. Unfortunately, our survey methods do not allow us to test this
supposition statistically.

44% of active duty respondents said that an additional $1,000 or more per month in base
pay would significantly impact their future calculations, but 41% also said that financial
compensation is not a deciding factor for them. As with non-pay benefits, we believe this is
an issue that may only influence the decision to leave in conjunction with other reasons.
Concerns about compensation placed the lowest for both active duty and out-of-service
respondents when they were forced to rank the issues they cared about most. In short, as
one active duty respondent put it succinctly, “Military officers are not underpaid.” Specific
breakdowns of the comparison between active duty and out-of-service samples are
contained in Appendix D.

Summary

Financial compensation was the least relevant reason for junior officers who participated in
our survey to leave the military. This finding comes despite the fact that our respondents
were skewed towards indicators that point towards a highly-talented survey group that
would expect to be highly rewarded for their performance. As one officer put it simply,
“This is not a job you do for the pay.” Nearly three-fourths of our respondents
commissioned after September 11" and their reasons were clearly not financial. Past
efforts to maintain compensation at a level equivalent to the private sector seem to have
succeeded, as our survey respondents simply did not view increases in compensation as a
relevant consideration.

>For instance, President Carter set up a Presidential Commission on Military Compensation in 1977,
and the Department of Defense continues to track compensation closely. (See:
http://militarypay.defense.gov/)
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*Ibid.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

ny recommendations to improve retention must be considered in the context of

two ongoing wars, a continuing economic recession, and forecasted reductions in

the Department of Defense budget. With this in mind, we evaluated potential
recommendations using the following criteria:

» Broad. The Department of Defense is a vast organization, and its programs varied
and wide-ranging. Rather than propose specific or limited fixes, we seek instead to
articulate general principles for institutional reform.

> Flexible. Each service has its own processes for managing personnel and
procurement, its own way of fighting wars, and a history and set of traditions that

Ill

make it unique. Any “one size fits all” recommendation must allow for an
appropriate amount of flexibility to adapt to these diverse service-specific cultures.

» Measurable. There must be a way to judge the effect of any proposed policy
recommendation. The impact of our proposed improvements can be measured
using easily available and inexpensive metrics.

» Low-Cost. Given the current political, operating and budgetary environment, the
need to maximize cost efficiency is paramount. Although we do not create detailed
financial models here, we do attempt to propose recommendations that may be

implemented at low cost, but which have high returns.

Keeping in mind these criteria, we group our recommendations into the following six
broad-based categories:

» Know who you have.

Reward your top performers.

Give your people a say in their own careers.
Promote innovation.

Be open to feedback.

YV V VYV VY

Talk to your people.
Know who you have.

The military collects a significant amount of personnel data, and each service administers a
relatively robust annual performance evaluation process. However, in recent years the
military has largely shied away from assigning a value or ranking for officers. For instance,
the Army in 2004 requested and received a waiver to eliminate forced distribution ratings
for lieutenants and captains, and neither the Navy nor the Air Force currently requires
forced rankings.®
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The services’ inability to identify their top and bottom performers makes it much more
difficult to tailor personnel policies to retain them. Leading private sector companies invest

heavily in developing and refining performance management systems, and we recommend

the military do the same. The elements of a successful rating system include:

>

Guard against inflation. The current officer evaluation system is a cornucopia of

different rating systems — for instance, the Air Force and Army only have two
categories, while the Marine Corps has eight. To avoid what one expert calls the
“B+ Problem” — demoralizing the average performers that an organization needs in
order to function — rankings for all four services should focus only on identifying the
top and bottom 10%, and group the remaining 80% into a middle bracket. This
would allow better clarity in determining who should be transitioned out or offered
remedial assistance and who should be offered greater opportunities. The ‘word
picture’ is a valuable aspect of the system and should be retained, but focusing on
the top and bottom performers would create better assessment of talent and fit
well within the constraints of the military’s vast size.

Implement 360-degree performance reviews. Promotion boards should also receive

input about officers from their peers and subordinates. We believe a new system
that includes such input would provide a more accurate picture of an officer —
there is very little one can do to hide bad leadership from subordinates. The
process for doing so must be carefully weighed to ensure officers are not punished
for leading units through necessary transitions or difficult assignments; some
proposed evaluation systems incorporate such necessary safeguards.

Allow for growing pains. Consider beginning forced distribution rankings at the O-2

rank to allow time for young officers to acclimate and adjust to military culture.
Additionally, rank not only current performance but also potential to perform in
the future, so that even officers who may not have skill-sets well-matched with
their current positions are not weeded out unnecessarily.

Reward your top performers.

After identifying the set of officers with the greatest potential, the military must proactively

target these individuals. One way of doing so (preferred by the majority of officers we

surveyed) is to offer early or “below-the-zone” promotions. If legislative or operational

demands make this difficult, the services should consider financial or other incentives to

induce talented officers to remain in the service.

> Broaden experiences. Consider offering coveted non-monetary incentives, such as

preference in choosing future assignments or locations to those who demonstrate
exceptional performance and potential. Additional billets outside of DOD —



GENERAL ELECTRIC: A REPUTATION FOR LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT

With nearly 350,000 employees and operations in over 100 countries, General Electric is one of America’s
largest and most respected corporations. Under the leadership of Jack Welch and now Jeff Immelt, GE has
for decades maintained a reputation as an incubator for talent and management innovation, and a training
ground for future CEOs. GE’s leadership development processes are world-renown -- in fact, GE develops
more talent than it can use, and encourages those not selected for the highest leadership positions within
the company to seek out CEO positions with other corporations.1 Studies have demonstrated that firms
who hire senior GE executives, as opposed to CEOs from other organization, are more likely to experience a
sustained increase in their stock market valuation.’

How does GE continually produce such high-performing corporate executives? It does so via candid and
rigorous talent identification mechanisms, and uses this data to reward top performers with increased
attention, opportunities, and personalized development plans:

Talent lIdentification. GE has long promoted intense annual reviews. In an exhaustive process known

internally as “Session C,” GE’s main businesses conduct multi-level reviews that begin with the CEO himself
and cascade through all 350,000 employees over a period of months.® GE’s performance appraisal
documents have a forced ranking component, and every employee has the opportunity to personally
discuss their placement with a supervisor -- Immelt, the CEO, personally reviews the company’s top 625

executives.” By the end, every individual employee exactly where he stands within the corporate structure,

and what to do to improve his ranking.

Talent Development. All rising executives at GE have a performance package that follows them and

identifies their goals, strengths and weaknesses, and developmental needs. This package, updated
annually, is scrutinized closely by senior leadership. The most successful junior executives receive a highly
coveted invitation to attend GE’s three-week professional development and training program in Crotonville,
NY. At Crotonville, up-and-coming executives are exposed to the organization’s senior leadership as well as
top outside executives and business thinkers. In addition to the learning and cross-functional networking
that occurs, the signaling effect is tremendous -- “being tapped to spend weeks in training at the leafy
corporate campus is a sure sign you’re viewed as a potential leader.”” Such rewards are also extended to
the company’s senior leadership, as well -- every January, the organization’s top officers gather in Boca
Raton to plot the upcoming year’s business strategy.6 BusinessWeek described an invitation to the annual
leadership retreat, typically given to the company’s top 500 executives, as “like winning an Olympic medal
in GE's intense locker-room culture.”’

'W. Glenn Rowe, Roderick E. White, Derek Lehmberg, John R. Phillips. “General Electric: An Outlier in CEO Talent Development.” Ivey
Business Review. Jan/Feb 2009. Vol. 73, Issue 1.

2 Ibid.

*Thomas D. Cairns. “Talent Management at Homeland Security: A Corporate Model Suggests a Recipe for Success.” Employment
Relations Today. September 1, 2009.

*“GE’s Talent Tool Kit.” BusinessWeek. April 25, 2010. Issue 4175.

*Ibid.

® Cairns, “Talent Management at Homeland Security: A Corporate Model Suggests a Recipe for Success.”

7“How Jack Welch Runs GE.” BusinessWeek. 8 June 1998.

39



40

including in think-tanks, other executive branch agencies, or at multilateral institutions —

would allow officers to expand their experiences, learn new techniques, and likely reinforce

their satisfaction with their current careers.

>

Establish mentorships. Top junior officers could be selected for professional one-

on-one mentorships with high-ranking officers within their own service. The
purpose of these high-to-low linkages would allow information about non-
operational issues to flow more easily in both directions -- senior officers become
more attuned to issues in the officer corps, and junior officers have an opportunity
to learn and be heard. Lastly, such mentorship could leverage these personal
relationships to encourage continued service as junior officers reach critical
decision-points in their military careers. As with 360 evaluations, safeguards would
be necessary to prevent senior officers from hand-picking their preferred
subordinates.

Give your people a say in their own careers.

A desire for greater input into billeting and assignments is a consistent theme that emerged
throughout our survey. The military should consider implementing a market-based system
that matches the supply of officers looking for new jobs with the demand of organizations
and units that need to fill billets. This need not require significant time and personnel; an IT
system can be a key human resources enabler, with some pilot programs already occurring
throughout the military.”* The key characteristics of such a system should include:

>

Searchable by applicants. Officers should be able to search open positions by a

range of criteria, including but not limited to: geographic location, unit type, billet
description, minimum and maximum time-in-service and time-in-grade
requirements, and length of assignment.

Searchable by commanders. At the same time, a unit commander with an opening

should be able to search for a specific officer profile using a range of criteria,
including but not limited to: MOS or equivalent, rank, availability, current duty
station, previous assignments, special skills, and Fitness Report “highlights.”
Personalized. Officers should have access only to appropriate job openings. For
instance, an O-3 might be able to view billets at the O-3 and O-4 levels but not
above.

Enhanced connections. Upgrade the matching process to the 21% century by

encouraging commanders and subordinate officers to connect electronically or in
person before assignment and arrival. Consider giving unit commanders the
opportunity to highlight or request specific officers for consideration by the duty
assignment boards. For key positions, allow interviews between commanders and
subordinates before final assignments are made.



Promote innovation.

Under the maxim that what you measure is what you get, the current officer personnel
report process fails to adequately incorporate measures of creativity, innovation, and
entrepreneurial talent correlated with the services’ strategic goals. A recent internal Army
study called the Army OER “an increasingly toothless instrument” that fails to “fully
inventory those talents required for success in demanding assignments” and actually “hides

762

talent from the Army.””” Personnel reforms that would encourage greater creativity and

innovation would incorporate the following principles:

> Reduce risk-aversion where appropriate. Identify more clearly areas that must have

a zero-defect mentality — ethical decisions, complicated machinery and weaponry —
and areas where officers should feel free to try novel approaches even if a current
solution already exists. Much like leading-edge technology companies, high-
performing officers who request additional time to work on professionally-related
individual projects while in non-deployable billets should be given the opportunity
to do so.

> Enhance the diversity of experiences. Giving high-performing officers the

opportunity to attend non-military professional education or attempt non-military
foreign policy positions exposes them to best practices and ‘doctrine’” of other
organizations that they could then bring back to their own units. Such opportunities
might include time at civilian graduate schools, think tanks, multi-lateral
organizations, or civilian agencies. This suggestion is related to the much-discussed
concept of a Goldwater-Nichols for the interagency in the sense that it would
encourage jointness and interoperability outside of the Department of Defense.

> No penalty for non-command track. We believe the military should be more flexible

in allowing opportunities for officers to pursue their interests. Only 12% of billets at
the highest levels are command opportunities;® the military should emphasize
non-command career tracks that provide needed skill-sets within the services at an
equivalent level. Allowing an officer with a unique or specific skill-set the
opportunity to succeed in his chosen track without penalty means a greater chance
of retaining that officer for when his skills are needed.

Be open to feedback.

Counterintuitively, a continuous relationship begins at the point of separation. In the
private sector, exiting employees often serve as sources of referral, financing, and
intellectual capital. This is no less true in the military, but 74% of our survey respondents
report having minimal contact with the military post-separation beyond obligatory contact
information for the Individual Ready Reserve (IRR). In failing to seek feedback from the
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE — AN INNOVATIVE ASSIGNMENT MATCHING PROCESS

The nation’s several thousand Foreign Service Officers (FSOs) work closely with their uniformed
counterparts and have much in common with the military services. Like military officers, FSOs must be
“worldwide available” to deploy in over 265 countries, and Departmental needs are often prioritized above
those of the individual officer. Yet FSOs are placed through a unique assignment process that is tasked with
matching vacancies to personnel in a manner that is transparent, equitable, and benefits both the receiving
post and the individual.

A junior FSO'’s first two postings are made via “directed assignment” by the Department — although officers
have an opportunity to state a preference, these assignments are largely out of their hands. After the first
two tours, however, assignments are organized through a preferential “bidding” process, in which FSOs
compete with their peer group for upcoming open assignments via three steps:

» The “Bid List”. An annual “bid list” of all available assignments is published and distributed to all
FSOs eligible for reassignment in an upcoming year. The bid list includes information such as post
location, cone, level, expected start date, and any requisite language or technical skills. Some
positions are advertised early to include time for training — for example, an FSO might require 6-12
months of Lithuanian language training before heading to Vilnius. Officers rank their personal
preferences based on both professional development needs and personal considerations. For
instance, one FSO may be seeking a position with job opportunities for a trailing spouse, whereas
another may prioritize language learning.

» The “Handshake”. After officers submit their “bids” indicating where they would like to serve (or

would be willing to go), the gaining post reviews applications and resumes. At this point, the post
may conduct telephone interviews, contact an officer's current supervisor, or otherwise
investigate a prospective applicant. Likewise, FSOs often informally lobby and network to obtain
their preferred posting at this time. When the gaining post makes its selection, the chosen
applicant is offered an electronic “handshake” -- essentially an unofficial agreement between post
and officer, approved by the regional or functional Bureau in Washington DC.

» The Panel. After an unofficial agreement is recorded, the match is submitted for review by the
Department’s Bureau of Human Resources. An officer is “paneled” or officially assigned to a
posting only after a review of his record against post requirements by a panel in Washington, DC.

The State Department assignment system is highly competitive and rewards high-performing FSOs who
have experience in “hardship” locations or strong recommendations in their current posts. Yet at the same
time, officers have access to resources for assistance and support, including career development
counselors, and can appeal an unjust decision. Of course, there are drawbacks to any system — FSOs
complain about “conal bias” or occasional forced assignment to “hard to fill” postings — but generally, most

agree that the system is an efficient way to move individuals around the world on a regular basis."

'For information about the open assignment process, see U.S. Department of State Foreign Affairs Manual Volume 3 Handbook 1 —
Personnel Operations (3 FAH-1 H-2420).




population of young officers who choose voluntarily to leave the service, the services are
giving up a vast source of institutional knowledge and information unbiased by command
influence. The military services should institute a more comprehensive exit interview
process with the following characteristics:

» Consistency. Exit interviews should be conducted regularly, randomly, and with a
consistent format. They should focus on three aspects of an officer’s career: their
personal experience, their recommendations for how to improve various aspects of
the military, and their reasons for leaving.

» Neutrality. For open and honest feedback, exit interviews should be conducted by a
neutral administrator and never by the departing officer’s immediate superior or
any senior officer in that individual’s chain of command.

» Confidentiality. Although they are separating from the military, officers may be
reluctant to provide negative feedback about superiors. The military should
emphasize that all information obtained in an exit interview will be treated as
confidential.

» Continuous. Data obtained from exit interviews should be aggregated for analysis
at the Personnel- and Service-Chief level on an annual or semi-annual basis and
form a continuous feedback loop. The services should use the information obtained
to identify areas for improvement.

» Supported by chain of command. Unit commanders should encourage their

subordinates to be frank and fair in their interviews. The vast majority of our
respondents indicated in some way that they continue to believe deeply in the
military and its positive role in their lives; framing exit interviews as a “lessons-
learned” moment for the military can encourage constructive criticism.

Talk to your people.

Whether or not the perception is worse than the reality, there was a sense among the
junior officers that we interviewed that innovation is not valued or rewarded by the
Department of Defense. DOD is an enormous and complex bureaucracy — 50% larger than
the largest private company in the world® — and such size requires bureaucratic rules and
standard operating procedures in order to accomplish tasks. However, a continuing and
personalized ‘recruitment’ process for the best officers already in service should be a focus
of the services’ personnel offices. This effort should focus on two key areas:

> Highlight interesting careers. Many of the officers we interviewed reported relying

upon gossip about “how bad life is as a major” when considering their next
assighnment. The services should implement internal recruiting efforts to
demonstrate unique and interesting career paths. Officers should learn not only
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that the generals of the past were able to have interesting and fulfilling careers, but
also that their current flag and general officers have led unusual, unique, and
fascinating service careers. If the Department does not identify and deliver this
positive message, it is all too easy for rumor ungrounded in the facts to take its
place.

» Be realistic about the downsides. Our officers often saw their command or

deployment billets as opportunities to flex their intelligence, will, and creativity in
novel environments. They reported that when they return to institutional
assignments, they must put this aside and become a cog in the machine. Senior
leaders should be realistic about the necessities of working in a large bureaucracy
but also reinforce the notion that intelligence, ethical behavior, and a strong will
are just as highly valued in a non-deployable billet as they are while in command —
and back it up by giving officers the ability to attack old problems in new ways.

Implementation.

Policy analysis literature offers a wide variety of techniques through which the efficacy of a
new program may be judged — everything from randomized controlled trials, analysis of
historical data trends, comparative studies, and exploiting naturally-occurring
experiments.65

We recommend the use of pilot studies as the best method available for testing out new
programs. Given the comprehensive impact of many military systems on the lives of service
members, randomized controlled trials increase the risk of negative outcomes that would
have long-lasting effects on the officer corps. Unlike medicinal trials, where new drugs are
often tested on diseases which currently have an inadequate or no cure, new military
policies would replace ones that are, for the most part, fairly effective.

Instead of running the risk that forced and randomized inclusion into a new system might
have major detrimental effects on the lives of officers, the military should use small pilot
studies that rely on officers who feel comfortable volunteering for participation. This will
require greater understanding of the demographic and other underlying factors
differentiating a pilot study group from the general population, but pilot testing is the best
way the military can test out new programs without unnecessarily hurting officers’ careers.

Although financially modeling the effects of our proposed recommendations is beyond the
scope of this report, we believe that our recommendations are broad and flexible enough
to be implemented at low or neutral cost. Given the size of military programs such as
healthcare, capital purchases, and overseas deployments, implementing reforms to the
personnel system would have relatively low costs and would likely have very high returns.
Many of the recommendations in this section are self-reinforcing — improving



comprehensive rewards will have best effects if those rewards are applied to the right
officers, who will be better identified under a new personnel evaluation system.
Implementation of these recommendations will be a slow process, but we believe it is
absolutely essential that it begin right now, before so much of the experience and wisdom
of today’s young leaders are lost.

®We base this conclusion on an examination of the officer evaluation forms for each service (Air
Force Form 707, Navy NAVPERS 1610/2, NAVMC 10835A, Army DA Form 67-9) and from interviews
with current active-duty officers, some of whom have worked extensively on personnel issues.
*Interview with Cindy Williams, Principal Research Scientist, MIT Security Studies Program. 7 March
2011. One proposed system comes from the Army’s engineer units, which use a platform that shows
in greater detail the skill requirements needed for incoming officers — a discussion of it is found
within the Strategic Studies Institute’s recent discussion of Army personnel issues. The Navy also
runs a limited form of a reverse auction, where the size of the bonus for certain geographical billet
locations is determined by how many officers select it as a preference.

62Wardynski, Lyle, Colarusso, “Towards a U.S. Army Officer Corps Strategy for Success: Evaluating
Talent.” 9.

®Ibid..

*'W. Scott Gould, Deputy Secretary of Veterans Affairs. “Budget Presentation to Harvard Kennedy
School.” 8 March 2011.

®Diana Lien and Aline O. Quester. “Developing Tools to Assess Future Choices.” In Filling the Ranks.
Cindy Williams, Ed. Cambridge: MIT Press. 2004. 239-264.
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METHODOLOGY

Survey Process

e designed our survey questions with input and assistance from many

individuals, including Tim Kane, Julie Boatright Wilson, Josh Goodman, Jerry

Carter, Victor DiTommaso, and Kate Glynn. The survey was conducted
between February 1 — March 1, 2011 using an online survey tool. The survey is available for
review at the following location: https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/PIXGM9K.® A list of
survey questions can be found in this report at Appendix C. In recognition of privacy
considerations and university standards for research involving human subjects, all
respondents were granted anonymity and we avoided any questions and quotations that
would cause a respondent’s identity to be compromised.

Methodological Limitations

Although we believe our data will be highly useful for policymakers, we acknowledge the
limitations of our results, particularly with regard to sample size and collection methods.
Below, we identify some specific concerns that limit the conclusions we are able to draw
from our survey data:

> Random Selection. Our response generation was a non-random process, due in

large part to our inability to access and sample from the entire population of
recently-active junior military officers. Instead, we reached out to survey
respondents through personal networks, graduate school organizations, ethnically-
and geographically-based veterans groups, social networking sites, and ROTC
alumni organizations. A list of the organizations we approached to identify
potential survey respondents can be found in Appendix B. While we made every
attempt to ensure diversity, as a result, the officers we surveyed were on average
more highly educated, from higher socioeconomic backgrounds, and higher
performers (as self-reported) than the average U.S. military officer. Although this
was generally a weakness of the survey, it is also in some ways a strength -- for
example, the skew towards combat arms officers with personal combat experience
may mean our survey captured personnel most likely at highest risk of leaving as a
result of deployment and training stress.

> Self-Reporting Bias. All information was self-reported by respondents after leaving

the service, meaning that it may be biased by individual perceptions and
recollections. Compounding this factor is the lack of objective quality indicators, as
we discuss throughout the report — a key example of this is the fact that 71% of our

47



48

respondents report graduating in the top quintile from basic training. While it is
possible that our sample is indeed more talented than the population of junior
officers as a whole (as evidenced by the number of respondents who have since
gone on to graduate programs or other comparatively prestigious opportunities), it
is equally likely that some of this self-reporting has been inflated. Although we took
self-reported data from the officers we surveyed as truthful, further research
would be useful to more precisely evaluate officer ability.

External Validity. Our sample is not fully representative of the population of

interest. For instance, our data generally underreports the Air Force — Air Force
officers make up approximately 25% of the overall military officer population, but
only 4% of our sample. Recognizing that the ground forces (Army and Marine
Corps) have been more significantly involved in combat operations in Iragq and
Afghanistan than the other services, this may color our survey responses. We
additionally lack representation from certain minority groups and individuals
commissioned via Officer Candidate School. (A comparison between our sample
demographics and the overall military officer population can be found in Appendix
A.) Future analysis of our data (or a similar sample) might control for service
orientation or demographic characteristics in order to mitigate such biases.

Non-Response Bias. We have no effective way of identifying the population of

former officers who received our survey prompt but chose not to respond, nor can
we determine their reasons for abstention. If this population differs significantly
from our respondent sample, our survey may be vulnerable to non-response bias.
Unfortunately, we have no way of profiling the demographics of non-responders.
Research indicates that non-response bias is typically associated with lower levels
of education; however, given that our population of interest consists entirely of
military officers (who by definition have at least a secondary degree) this is unlikely
to be driving our non-responders. In our case, we hypothesize that non-response
bias may be caused by a variety of factors, such as lack of interest in the subject
matter or limited time to respond. This may have impacted our results.

Internal validity. Last but not least, it is important to note that this work is an

observational study. We did not conduct a randomized controlled trial that meets
the standards of statistical rigor required for quantitatively-based social science
research. There could easily have been other reasons why junior officers leave that
we did not include in our survey; there could also have been interactions between
reasons, or between demographic characteristics, that require more complex
statistical analysis to seek out.



Active Duty Survey

The demographic differences between the active duty and out-of-service cohorts are
described in more detail in Appendix A. Our active duty sample was relatively small (N=30);
as a result, we did not attempt to analyze statistically the differences between the two
samples in this survey. Rather, we use the active duty survey as a check on our results, to
indicate areas of significant disagreement between the two populations for future thought
and analysis. Although the active duty cohort generally substantiated the results obtained
in the out-of-service survey, there were some noteworthy areas of disagreement. We did
not conduct regressions to determine the statistical significance of these differences
because of the small size and non-random make-up of our samples, but this is certainly an
area for future research. Having large, randomly-selected samples from each cohort would
enable us to determine if a variable was merely correlated or was a causal factor for
separation from service. If the officers who stay have very different concerns about their
professional life than those who leave, for example, the problem becomes more complex —
should the military be focusing on appeasing officers who stay or focus on preventing those
who would otherwise leave? We believe the services could accomplish similar analysis
themselves, if they undertook a more extensive and rigorous exit interview process.

Other Interviews

We additionally conducted interviews with experts in organizational change, human
resources, military history, and bureaucratic management. The table on the following page
summarizes these interviews. We thank these individuals for their guidance and advice; all
recommendations (and any mistakes contained therein) are our own.
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Name of Expert
Linda Bilmes

Teresa Amabile

Cyndi Williams

COL Scott A. Snook (Ret.)

Stephen Rosen
John P. White
Andrew Hill

Congressional Staffer
MAIJ Carl Wojtaszek
James Hosek

BG Kevin Ryan (Ret.)

LtGen Tad Oelstrom (Ret.)

Malcolm Sparrow

MAJ Jaron Wharton

Master Chief Steve Haydn

Josh Goodman
LtCol Jerry Carter

Albert Pierce
Tim Kane
Julie Boatright Wilson

LTC Timothy Watson
LtCol Mark Ciero

Andrew Tilghman

COL Walter Herd (Ret.)

Organization

Daniel Patrick Moynihan Senior Lecturer in Public Policy, Harvard
Kennedy School

Edsel Bryant Ford Professor of Business Administration, Harvard
Business School

Principal Research Scientist, MIT Security Studies Program

Senior Lecturer of Business Administration, Harvard Business School

Beton Michael Kaneb Professor of National Security and Military
Affairs, Harvard University

Deputy Secretary of Defense (1995-1997)

Candidate, Doctor of Business Administration, Harvard Business
School

(anonymous at request of individual)

U.S. Army, Office of Economic and Manpower Analysis

Senior Economist, RAND

Executive Director for Research, Belfer Center for Science and
International Affairs

Director, National Security Program, Harvard Kennedy School

Professor of the Practice of Public Management, Harvard Kennedy
School

Author of CNAS white paper on military retention

Military Diversity Leadership Commission

Assistant Professor of Public Policy, Harvard Kennedy School

U.S. Marine Corps National Security Fellow, Harvard Kennedy School

Director, Institute for National Security Ethics and Leadership,
National Defense University

Author of Atlantic Monthly article on military retention

Director, Malcolm Wiener Center for Social Policy, Harvard Kennedy
School

U.S. Army National Security Fellow, Harvard Kennedy School

U.S. Air Force National Security Fellow, Harvard Kennedy School

Defense Manpower Data Center

Former Washington Monthly journalist, now staff writer at the
Military Times

Director, Army Career and Alumni Program and Transition, Human
Resources Command, Fort Knox, Kentucky

**We chose this online system after it was recommended by a number of professors with experience
using survey tools. It is additionally used by a range of leading companies and organizations, ranging
from Facebook to Lehigh University.




CONCLUSION

"It must be considered that there is nothing more difficult to carry out, nor more doubtful
of success, nor more dangerous to handle, than to initiate a new order of things."
-- - Niccolo Machiavelli, The Prince

he events of September 11" initiated a decade of war in which the military has

been hard-pressed to evolve tactics and doctrine to adapt to those of the insurgent

groups they have been fighting. Yet the American military has a storied history of
reaction and adaption to changing domestic environments, battlefield advances, and
foreign policy shifts. From President Truman’s desegregation of the military in 1948, to the
post-Vietnam shift to an All-Volunteer Force, to passage of the Goldwater-Nichols Act, to
the Revolution in Military Affairs, the Department of Defense has consistently maintained
superior warfighting capability while at the forefront of massive institutional change.

Those changes were not easy; nor will future changes be.

Individuals often resist changing existing behavior because they ¢ o o

Ixvii

value consistency and economy of effort™ or because they
misunderstand the purpose of change or assess the proposed
change as lacking value.™ Organizations tend to compound that
resistance, as members often have a stake in the status quo ante.

Organizational change can be expensive and disruptive, and tacit or the type of

Ixx

implicit knowledge is often lost in the process.” Change is often
hardest at the very moment when the stakes are highest; never is
that more true than with the military, where life, death, and the retaining.
very survival of the state may be on the line. As a result, defense o o o
organizations in particular tend to fear uncertainty and resist

change —indeed, as Barry Posen suggests, military organizations are likely to innovate only

Ixxi

when they have failed or when civilians intervene to force change.™ Nevertheless, in the
words of Harvey Sapolsky, “America’s sustained ability to meet all types of challenges and
to generate some surprises of its own was obviously important to its ... triumph.”™" Indeed,
few today would dispute that each of the changes we list above improved military

cohesiveness, force readiness, and combat capacity over the long term.

The vital importance of leadership and the difficulty of developing junior military leaders
underscore the consequences of failing to retain the best company-grade officers. Such a
failure is typically most associated with the period following the Vietnam War, but the
current era poses its own challenges, as the United States has been at war for the longest
period of time since its founding. As a result, failure to appropriately manage today’s junior
officer talent may have major implications both for the military’s current operations and its
future capabilities.

The value of this
report comes only if
xx  the military believes

individuals who took
our survey are worth
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It may be too soon to know just how problematic the current retention trends are, but
there is certainly ample anecdotal evidence for concern. As we have stated repeatedly,
however, this concern should not simply be for quantity: the quality of officers retained
must also be a benchmark for evaluating the impact of any military retention policy. We
have undertaken to examine current policy by interviewing young men and women with
experience in the ranks of the post-9/11 military. Many of them are recent graduates or are
currently attending graduate schools. Others are pursuing careers as diverse as firefighters,
construction managers, shipping experts, and office managers. Still others are unemployed.
In all, they represent, we believe, a group of highly-capable officers who have recently left
active-duty service. Still, it is important to state clearly what we have done — the value of
this report comes only if the military believes the type of individuals who took our survey
are worth retaining.

As we have demonstrated here, areas of concern among officers include pace of
deployment, inability to start or raise a family, and lack of control over career choices.
Some of these factors are largely out of the services’ control, subordinate as they are to
civilian policymakers who decide when to go to war and how. However, other factors,
including career control and openness to innovation, are areas where the military can
certainly make headway, either by itself or in conjunction with legislative leaders. The
American military continues to demonstrate its superiority in battle with each passing
week; it may very well be that it has all of the talented officers it needs. Yet the demands of
the current war are high; young men and women continue to sacrifice their lives on foreign
battlefields. These young officers represent both the nation’s newest investment in its own
security and the seeds from which will grow our future institutional leaders. If small
changes in the institution can lead to better retention of these officers, then we believe
such changes should be made — starting now.

™john P. Kotter and Leonard A. Schlesinger. “Choosing Strategies for Change.” Harvard Business

Review. Vol. 86, Issue 7/8. July/August 2008.

Wiisteve Kelman. Unleashing Change: A Story of Organizational Renewal in Government.
Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press. 2005. 22-30.

Y otter and Schlesinger, “Choosing Strategies for Change.”

Robert S. Kaplan and David P. Norton. “How to Implement a New Strategy Without Disrupting Your
Organization.” Harvard Business Review. Vol. 84, Issue 3. March 2006.

IXXiBarry R. Posen. The Sources of Military Doctrine: France, Britain and Germany Between the World
Wars. Ithaca: Cornell Studies in Security Affairs. 1986. Posen argues that the Prussians in 1806,
French in 1940, and Russians in 1941 were defeated because they were attacked during a time of
doctrinal transition.

IXXiiHarvey M. Sapolsky, Eugene Gholz, and Allen Kaufman. “Security Lessons from the Cold War.”
Foreign Affairs. Vol. 78, Issue 4. July/August 1999.
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APPENDIX A: SAMPLE DEMOGRAPHICS

Out-of-Service
Sample

Average Age:

32.2

Active Duty
Sample

33.8

Overall Military

Population73

Average Years Served:

6.4

10.8

Male 86% 80% 84%”°
Female 14% 20% 16%
White 82% 76% 76%"°
Black 2% 12% 9%
Hispanic 3% 0% 5%
Asian 4% 0% 3%
Pacific Islander 1% 0% 0%
American Indian 2% 0% 0%
Other 6% 12% 1%
Married 60% 72% 68%
Unmarried 39% 28% 32%

Army 49% 52% 40%
Navy 29% 13% 23%
Marine Corps 17% 13% 14%
Air Force 5% 21% 23%

0-2 5% 4% 16%
0-3 85% 16% 41%
0-4 8% 44% 26%
0-5 2% 24% 16%
ROTC 39% 28% 37%"7
Service Academy 42% 56% 18%
0Cs 18% 16% 23%
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Out-of-Service Active Duty
Sample Sample Population

Deployment History:

Overall Military

Iraq 76% 64% N/A
Afghanistan 24% 24% N/A
Other 35% 28% N/A
Never deployed 4% 16% N/A
High School Diploma 12% 4% N/A
Some College 7% 12% N/A
Associate Degree 9% 12% N/A
Bachelor Degree 34% 28% N/A
Graduate Degree 39% 44% N/A
Unemployed 15% N/A N/A
Self-Employed 8% N/A N/A
Private Sector 39% N/A N/A
Public Sector Civilian 8% N/A N/A
Full-Time Student 70% N/A N/A
Disability 1% N/A N/A
Other 11% N/A N/A
Have you ever had an opportunity to provide feedback to the military about your experience?
Yes 26% N/A N/A
No 71% N/A N/A

"*These means were calculated to include only the military population of officers ranked 0-2-O-5.
Where this was not possible, we indicate the included population in a footnote.

7% This number is an approximation and includes all ranks (including general and flag officers.)

"®Data on overall military population branch, rank, and gender is taken from the Defense Manpower
Data Center Personnel Reports. Branch and rank data is from January 2011; gender data is from
September 2010.

’® Data on overall military population race/ethnicity, marital status, commissioning source, and age is
taken from the FY2009 “Population Representation in the Military Services” report, cited previously
in this report.

"These statistics represent the mean for all ranks (including general and flag officers.)



APPENDIX B: ORGANIZATIONS CONTACTED

AMVETS

American Legion

Air Force Association

Booth Armed Forces Group

Citadel Alumni Association

City College of New York ROTC Alumni Group
Columbia Law School Military Association
Darden Military Alumni

Fisher Veterans Association

Georgetown University Military Association
Haas Veterans Club

Harvard Business School Armed Forces Alumni Association
Harvard Kennedy School Armed Forces Committee
Iraq and Afghanistan Veterans of America
Johnson School Veterans Group

Kellogg Veterans Association

Kenan-Flagler Veterans Club

Marine Corps Association

Marine Corps League

McCombs Armed Forces Alumni Association
McDonough Military Association

Miami University Naval ROTC Alumni
Military Officers Association of America
Military Order of the Purple Heart

National Association for Black Veterans
Northwestern Law Veterans Association
Norwich University Alumni Association

Penn State Army ROTC Alumni

Ross Armed Forces Association

Sloan Veterans Association

Society of Hispanic Veterans

Stanford GSB and Law Veterans Clubs

Stern Military Veterans Club

Student Veterans Association at Duke University
Tepper Military Veterans Association

Texas A & M Corps of Cadets Alumni Association
Tuck Armed Forces Alumni Association

UCLA Law Veterans Society

USC Veterans Association

Virginia Law Veterans

Virginia Military Institute Alumni Agencies
Virginia Tech Army Alumni

Veterans Campaign

Wharton Veterans Club

West Point Association of Chicago
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APPENDIX C: SURVEY STRUCTURE

The following is a complete text of the survey as given to the veteran officers which were
the focus of our study. The questions given to the active-duty sample were slightly altered
to make grammatical sense.

The purpose of this survey is to solicit opinions from former military officers like you on a variety of
topics.

We are graduate students at the Harvard Kennedy School conducting research on junior officers in
the U.S. military for our master’s thesis. You will be asked general questions about your time in the
military (including training and deployments), your reasons for leaving the military, as well as some
basic demographic questions. Your answers will be kept confidential and will never be used in any
way that would identify you — our data is aggregated and we will not quote you by name without
your permission.

This interview is voluntary. If we come to any question which you do not want to answer, you may
skip it and move on to the next one.

You should only take this survey if you have left active service after 2001.
General Questions

1. Please rate the following factors in terms of their importance in your decision to leave the
military. (Force ranked; an unchecked row means that you did not consider it a factor at all).

e Operational and deployment tempo

e Limited ability to control my own career

e  Family and quality of life concerns

e  Frustration with military bureaucracy

e  Weak superior officers

e  Financial reasons

e  Other reasons (please specify)
2. Many of the best officers who leave the service would stay... (Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree,
Strongly Disagree, N/A)

e if the military offered better assignments to the best officers.

e if the military promoted the best officers more quickly.

e if they were not obliged to pursue a higher rank.

e if the pay was based on performance instead of time-in-service.

e if jobs were assigned through a market mechanism.

o if there were more options for schools to attend for professional development.

e They would leave regardless of reforms to the personnel system.

3. If you were the chief of staff for your Service, what would you do to ensure the best and the
brightest stay in the service? (Free response)

4. What factors would be most important to you in determining whether you would consider
returning to active service? (Force ranked; an unchecked row means that you did not consider it a
factor at all).

e  Operational and deployment tempo
e Career opportunities
e Family concerns and work-life balance
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e  Opportunity for promotion

e  Financial incentives

e  Educational opportunities

e Lack of opportunity in private sector

5. Would you advise your own children to enter the service? Why or why not? (Free response)
Training and Deployment

6. What is the first word or words that come to mind when you think of your deployment(s)? (Free
response)
7. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements. (Strongly Agree, Agree,
Disagree, Strongly Disagree, N/A)
e The military has adapted well to changes in the operational environment stemming
from the current wars.
e The military did a good job of incorporating OIF/OEF-specific skills into my training.
e | was personally prepared for my deployment(s).
e My unit was prepared for its deployment(s).
e The officer education system did an effective job of training me to lead my unit in full-
spectrum operations.
e Returning to a 1:2 deployment-to-dwell-time ratio would have significantly increased
the likelihood of staying on active duty.
e Shorter deployment length would have had a significant effect on my decision to leave
active duty.
8. If you were the chief of staff of your military service, what changes would you make to the training
system? (Free response)

Family and Quality of Life

9. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements. (Strongly Agree, Agree,
Disagree, Strongly Disagree, N/A)
e The demands of a military career made it difficult for me to have the kind of family life |
would have liked.
e A military career did not allow me to maintain the kind of balance | want between my
work and personal life.
e My quality of life has increased since | left the military.

Personnel System

10. What is the first word or words that come to mind when you think about the military's personnel
system? (Free response)
11. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements. (Strongly Agree, Agree,
Disagree, Strongly Disagree, N/A)
e The current military personnel system does a good job of weeding out the weakest
leaders.
e The current military personnel system does a good job retaining the best leaders.
e The rate of military promotions should not be accelerated because it takes longer to
gain experience to command at a senior level in the military.
e The military should expand early promotion opportunities.



Innovation

In general, talented and capable officers advanced more quickly than average or below-
average officers.

In general, talented and capable officers received better assignments than average or
below-average officers.

The best officers | knew left the military before serving a full career.

In general, | was satisfied with the rate at which | was promoted.

In general, | was satisfied with the billets that | was assigned.

| was informed of the opportunities available to me for my next billet assignment.
Billet assignments more tailored to my personal preferences would have had a
significant impact on my decision to leave active duty.

The current military personnel system does a good job matching talent to jobs.

The military should allow former officers to rejoin the service (lateral entry).

12. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements. (Strongly Agree, Agree,
Disagree, Strongly Disagree, N/A)

The military is focused on process more than product.

Military leaders are willing to ignore conventional wisdom when necessary.

The military is committed to innovation.

The military valued my contributions.

Better use of new technology would have made me more effective at my job.

Better use of new technology would have made my unit more effective while deployed.

13. If you used social media applications while you were in the military, how often, on average, did
you use them? How often did your superior officers use them? Your subordinates? (Once a day,
Once a week, Once a month, Less often than once a month, never, N/A)

14. How well does the military do at identifying and rewarding the following personal and
professional traits? (Very Well, Well, Neutral, Not Well, Poorly)

Intellect

Creativity

Tact

Endurance

Following orders

Courage

Integrity

Practicality

Military knowledge and education
Decision-making

Senior Officers

15. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements. (Strongly Agree, Agree,
Disagree, Strongly Disagree, N/A)

| felt that senior officers took an active interest in my career.

| was comfortable expressing my career ambitions with my superior officers.

My commanders rewarded my innovative ideas.

The military made the best use of my personal talents during my time on active duty.
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Compensation

16. The average active-duty Army captain with 4-6 years of service has monthly basic pay of
approximately $5,000. What increase in compensation would have eliminated “financial reasons” as
a reason to leave active duty? (Multiple choice, single answer)

e Not originally a reason (0%)

e  $250 more a month ($3,000 annually)

e 5500 more a month ($6,000 annually)

e 51,000 more a month (512,000 annually)

e More than $1,000 a month
17. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements. (Strongly Agree, Agree,
Disagree, Strongly Disagree, N/A)

e The military's healthcare and non-financial retirement benefits factored into my

concerns about financial compensation.

e End-of-deployment bonuses based on deployment performance is an effective way to
reward officers.

After Service

18. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements. (Strongly Agree, Agree,
Disagree, Strongly Disagree, N/A)
e My current employer has more flexible personnel and promotion policies than the
military.
e My current employer does a better job of evaluating and rewarding talent and
potential than the military.
e My current employer does a better job of informing me of educational opportunities
for professional development and promotion than the military.
19. What factors would be most important to you in determining whether you would consider
returning to active service? (Force ranked; an unchecked row means that you did not consider it a
factor at all).

e  QOperational and deployment tempo

e Career opportunities

e  Family concerns and work-life balance
e  Opportunity for promotion

e Financial incentives

e Educational opportunities

e Lack of opportunity in private sector

20. Would you advise your own children to enter the service? Why or why not? (Free response)
Demographics

21. In what year were you born? (Drop-down menu)
22. What is your gender? (multiple choice, single answer)

e Male
e Female
e  Prefer not to answer/other

23. What is your race/ethnicity? (multiple choice, single answer)

e American Indian or Alaska Native



e Asian

e  Black or African American

e Hispanic or Latino

e Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
e  White

e  Other/Prefer not to answer

24. What is your marital status? (multiple choice, single answer)

e Never married

e Married

e Widowed

e Divorced or Separated

e  Other/Prefer not to answer

25. What was the highest level of education that your mother completed? (multiple choice, single
answer)

e Less than high school

e High school diploma

e Some college

e Associate degree (2 year college)
e Bachelor degree (4 year college)
e  Graduate or advanced degree

26. In what branch of the armed forces did you serve? (multiple choice, single answer)

e  Coast Guard
e Marine Corps
e Navy
e Army
e Air Force
27. In what year were you commissioned? (drop-down menu)
28. How were you commissioned? (multiple choice, single answer)

e  Service Academy

e ROTC
e  Officer Candidate School
e Other

29. Did you have a combat arms MOS/AFSC/warfare specialty naval designation? (Yes, No)
30. In what quintile did you graduate from basic training? (multiple choice, single answer)
o Top20%
e Second 20%
e  Third 20%
e Fourth 20%
e  Fifth 20%

31. If you deployed to any of the following locations, please enter the year(s) of your deployment.

(free response)

e lraq
o Afghanistan
e Other (please specify)
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e Did not deploy
32. Did you personally engage in combat? (Yes, No)
33. Were you wounded in action? (Yes, No)
34. What was the highest rank you held as an active duty officer? (multiple choice, single answer)

e 0-1(Second Lieutenant or Ensign)

e  0-2 (First Lieutenant or Lieutenant Junior Grade)
e (-3 (Captain or Lieutenant)

e  0-4 (Major or Lieutenant Commander)

e  0O-5(Lieutenant Colonel or Commander)

35. In what year did you leave the military? (drop-down menu)

36. Since leaving active duty, please check the employment status or statuses you have held.
(multiple choice, multiple answer)

e Unemployed

o Self-employed

e Employed as a civilian by the U.S. government
e  Employed in the private sector

e  Onssick, disability, or personal leave from a job
e  Full-time student

37. Have you provided feedback to the military regarding your experience since leaving active duty?
(Yes, No)

38. Is there anything else that you would like to share with us? (free response)



APPENDIX D: SAMPLE RESULTS COMPARISON

TOPIC

% Respondents Agree

00s
(N=242

MORE OF THE BEST YOUNG OFFICERS WOULD STAY IF ...

AD
(N=30)

A

The military offered better assignments to the best officers. 85% 71% 14%
The military promoted the best officers more quickly. 83% 52% 31%
They were not obliged to pursue a higher rank. 41% 25% 16%
The pay was based on performance instead of time-in-service. 62% 57% 5%
Jobs were assigned through a market mechanism. 67% 63% 4%
There were more options to attend schools for professional development. 76% 71% 5%
They would leave regardless of reforms to the personnel system. 38% 29% 9%

PERSONNEL
The military personnel system does a good job of weeding out weak leaders. 10% 18% 8%
The military personnel system does a good job of retaining the best leaders. 7% 18% 11%

The military should expand early promotions.

74%

The military personnel system does a good job of matching talent to jobs. 14% 25% 11%
Talented officers receive better assighments than average. 29% 43% 14%
| was satisfied with the billets that | was assigned. 76% 86% 10%

61%

13%

The rate of military promotions should not be accelerated.

42%

54%

12%

OP TEMPO AND QUALITY OF LIFE

Returning to 1:2 dwell-time ratio would have a significant impact on my

INNOVATION
The military is committed to innovation. 50% 31% 19%
My commanders reward(ed) my innovative ideas. 68% 54% 14%

likelihood of staying on active duty. 26% 41% 15%
Shorter deployment length would have had a significant effect on my decision
to leave active duty. 35% 45% 10%

I was personally prepared for my deployment(s). 79% 76% 3%
My unit was prepared for its deployment(s). 76% 72% 4%
The officer education system did an effective job of training me to lead my unit

in full-spectrum operations. 57% 50% 7%

COMPENSATION

The military's healthcare and non-financial retirement benefits factored into

my concerns about financial compensation. 49% 78% 29%
End-of-deployment bonuses based on deployment performance is an effective

way to reward officers. 47% 33% 14%
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APPENDIX E: SERVICE OFFICER FITNESS REPORTS

+ OFACER EVALUATION REPORT FOROFFICIAL USE OMLY (FOU0)
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. SIGHIFICANT DUTIEES AND RESPONSELITES. REFER TO PART Na, DAFORM 67-9-1.

PARTN - PERFORMANCE EVALUATION - PROFESSIONALISM (Rafer)

CHARACTER Disposition ofthe leader combimalion ofvalses, alibuies, and skills alleding leader acions

a ARMY VALUES (Commenis mandsfory for al 'NO" enfries. Use PART Vi) Yes No Ves Mo
1. HONOR: Advcrence Io e Ammy's pablicly dedared code ofvalnes | | 5. RESPECT: Promcies dunily, a imess, 3 EQ

2 INTEGRITY: Possesses high personal mom| shandards; hosesl in word and deed 6. SELFLESS-SFRVICE: Pacs Amy priciies bebre sclf
3. COURAGE- Wanik s physical and moral bravery 7_-DUTY: Fullill= professional, legal, and moral cbliigaions
4 LOYALTY: Bears Lrue faith and allegiance 10 the U, 5. Constiwtion, Lhe Army, the unit, and he soldier

b.LEADER ATTRIBUTES / SKILLS J ACTIONS: Frrst, mark "YES™ or "NO" for each block Second, choose a tolal of six that best describe the raled oficer. Select one
from ATTRIBUTES, two from SKILLS (Competence), and three from ACTIONS (LEADERSHIP). Place an X" n the appropriate numbered box with opienal comments in PART Vb.
Comments are mandatory in Part Vb for all "No™ entries.

bA. ATTRIBUTES (Select 1) 1. MENTAL 3. EMOTIONAL

Fandamenial qualiies and Possestes desie, wil, mdintive, and decpine - Displays =elfconirol; calm wader pressae
chanierlics: L
b2 SKILS (Competence; 1. conceEPTUAL  [ves[no 2 INTERPERSONAL [ves] no 3 TECHNICAL ves[no
(Select 2) Demonsimies sound jadgment, olioloealie Shows siill willk people- coaching, leackisg, Possesses e Rer=may experise I
s e partof sl hinking, moral reasoaing amd s all tasks and Emcioes
el ko avion [4. TAcTCAL Ermcy i wqeired profs Fadgment, and vEs|no

b3. ACTIONS (LEADERSMIP) (Sefect 3) Major adtivities leaders performe influencing, operating, and impraving

INFLUENCING 1. COMMUNICA TING
Melod ofreaching goals while Displys good orl, wities, asd xdening siills br Employs somd jedgment, logical reasoning Inspires, molivales, and guites ollers tounrd
operaling / Improvisg mdiviuaks / groups amd wees rezomnes wiscly mézsion accomplishment

OPERATING 4. PLANNING [ves| nO 5. EXECUTING ves| NO 6. ASSESSING VeS| NG
Shortlerm mizsion D ‘Shows iacical proidescy, mecks mizsion Uzes aller-adion and evalsalion ook I

accomplshment ehadants, and iakes: care ofpeopleie somnes
WPROVING |s. BUILDING
Long ferm improvemest i Hhe Anmy Spends fime and resomes: i
s people and organizalions incivilual suborinaies asleaders gowps and waiks; blers ol
c. APFT: DATE HEIGHT: VIEIGHT:

d. OFFICER DEVELOPMIENT - MANDATORY YES OR NO ENTRY FOR RATERS OF CPTs, [ Ts, CW2s, AND Whls.

WERFE DEVF1 OPWMIENTAL TASKS RECORDED ON DA FORM 67-9-1a AND QUARTERLY FOLLOW-UP COUNSH INGS CONDUCTED?

DA FORM 679, MAR 2006 + PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE. Page 1 of 2
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NAME SSN PERIOD COVERED = —

-+ PART V - PERFORMANCE AND POTENTIAL EVALUATION (Rafer)
a EVALUATE THE RATED OFHCER'S PERFORMANCE DURING THE RATING PERIOD AND HISHER POTENTIAL FOR PROMOTION
D OUTSTANDING PERFORMANCE, D SATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE, D UNSATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE, OTHER
MUST PROMOTE PROMOTE DO NOT PROMOTE (Explain}

b. COMMENT ON SPEQIFIC ASPECTS OF THE PERFORMANCE, REFER TO PART Ill, DAFORM 67-9 AND PART IVa, b, AND PART Vb, DA FORM67-9-1.

< COMMENT ON POTENTIAL FOR PROMOTION.

d IDENTIFY ANY UNIQUE PROFESSIONAL SKILLS OR AREAS OF EXPERTISE OF VALUE TO THE ARMY THAT THIS OFACER POSSESSES. FOR ARMY COMPETITIVE
CATEGORY CPT ALSO INDICATE A POTENTIAL CAREER FIELD FOR FUTURE SERVICE

PART V1 -INTERMEDIATE RATER

PART VIl -SENIOR RATER
a EVALUATE THE RATED OFHCHER'S PROMOTION POTENTIAL TO THE NEXT HGHER GRADE 1 amrenily senior rale ofices(s) in this grade
_ Acon _DAFnlmG]’—!llw‘?slqmivedwlhﬂislemm
0 quanren auery  [CJoonoTProMoTE [] OTHER i ot e I s [0 een o
b. POTENTIAL COMPARED WITH OFFICERS . COMMENT ON PERFORMANCEPOTENTIAL
SEMIOR RATED IN SAME GRADE (OVERPRINTED
BYDA)
ABCOVE CENTER OF MASS
D (Less than 50% in op box; Center of
Mass if 50% or more n top box)
[] cENTER OF Mass
D BELOW CENTER OF MASS
RETAIN
I:I BELOW CENTER OF MASS d. LIST THREE FUTURE ASSIGNMENTS FOR WHICH THIS OFFICER IS BEST SUITED.
DO NOT RETAIN FOR ARMY COMPETITIVE CATEGORY CPT, ALSO INDICATE APOTENTIAL CAREER FIELD FOR FUTURE SERVICE.
+
DA FORM 67-9, MAR 2006 + -+ Page2of2
APD v2



——
| _ QOFFICER PERFORMANCE REFPORT (Lt thru Col]
|\ ReTEE IDENTIFICATION DATA  (F=a0 AFI 392400 caretuily Befve Ting In eny B2m)
T.NAME [LEE Fre LA00E e T 5en T GRADE T OAFEC T REASON FOR AESORT B SRS LOLE
Y. O e L AMC HENT T o FRERUN e T
T=RU
|\ JOE CESCRIPTION [0 2 10 2 e, —
DUTY TITLE
N DCEE HOT WEETE FIT
Ill. PERFORMANCE FACTORE MEET ETANDARDE ETAMDARDE EXEMPTICH
i Mo B = = [y =N ﬂ'l:a"l ora o and
Declslors, Communication Skils, and Pf]';fﬁ] Fimaszs [EEs rEuErss If marked 5 faf fiesr Erangseos]
— e
TV RATER OUERALL & 5SESSMENT LT =0 & nes]
L3s1 performance faadback was accomplihad on (1AW AF] 36-24D5) (If not accomplehed, itz the resson)
[TIETIE. AL, BN O Do, CeTL, COMIAANE & LOGAT o BUTT ITTLE TATE
SEN SIGMATURE
. ADDITHINAL RATER OVERALL ASSESSMENT (LMt feetis £ ings) |:| CONCUR D e
T AL om EG‘E.ﬁmE Ladn P A LA W T ) CUTY 11T LATE
55N SIMATURE
vl. REVIEWER (¥ required, Bmi izt o 4 Anes) D CONCUR D HON-COMCUR
MAME, GRADE, 5 OF ST, ORGN, COMMAND & LOCATION DUTY TITLE ATE
L EIEHATURE
VIl FUNCTIONAL EXAMINERIAIR FORCE ADVISOR EXAMMNER -
(incicaie Neslle e by marking the an, orisne hox D FURCTIONAL MINER D IR FORCE ADVISOR
[ — — —
MAME. SRALE, DR OF W, OGN, COMMAND & LUCATION DT Y TITLE TATE
== EIHATIRE
un:eraéné Ty & ;rEJre *EE Fg E&E‘E agrasmei or
dsspesTert | smoilecos sl s e s 25 MO | SIGNATURE DaTE
B0 guring the reporting perod and upon
i repor. 5 DD
ﬁm&m‘m BFCRMATION: Tha Iinformation In thic form o

AF FORM 707, 20080618 PREVIOUSE EDITIONS ARE OESOLETE (TOTAand TO7E)

FOR OFFICIAL UEE OHLY. Protsct LAW the Priveoy &ot of 1874.
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RATEE NAME:

{IF Section Il |5 marked Does Mot Mest Standards, 11l In applicabie biack(s]) DoES BOT
1¥. PERFORMANCE FACTORS : F [ MEET 3TANDARDE

1. Job Knowledgse. Has knowiedge raguired to pemomm dutiss sfectivaly. Sinves to Imorove knawisigs. Apples knowisdge to nande
nan-rouine sihuatons.

T

. Leaders|
Eubordinates.

P B. =34 o=
HaE raspes and confidence of

E o Calid- - i 1 s BT IR
subordingizs. Far and consistent In evaluation of subardnaiss.
aty, o = ) X O ONCE B, Adne

o=

=. Profazelonal Qualltesz. = [E K3y
personal rgpanelbiity. |E fair and objaciive.

4. Organizatonal Skillla.  FIENE, Cooraing
quitably and STechvaly. AMicipssas and EOVSS Droblame.

siuatons. Recognizes oppanunfies. Adheres to saisty and occupational healih reguirements. Acte to iake aivaniage of apporiunities.

& Communication Skila. Lisiens, spesks, and wiiiss efectivaly

7. Physlcal Fitness. Mairtsins Alr Force physlcal finess standards.

udgment an aclglons, o My and 300UrEls J2CEIDNS. TIMPRasi2as 10gIC In G2Elon manng. s CEMpOEUrE E

K. REMARKS (Use i¥s sechon o spel out Scronyms fom the front)

XI. REFERRAL REPORT [Compéete oniy & neport condains refemad commeants o e sderail Sandands hiock Is marked a5 ooes not meed sianoands)

am TEETI'"'E s OFF 10 vou according 1o AR 35 Zi:-E. para 3.3, It cortaine comment| s\ radng(E) Tal mexe(s) the rapor 3 refemal a8 defnad In ."’.'=| 35-24'1-5 pars, 28
spachicaly,

Acinowledge recspt by signing and dating below, Your signalure mansly acknowledges that a refercal reporl bas been rendesred; § does nol imaly acceplance of or
agraement with e ratings or comments an the report. Once sionad, vou ara enfitied to 3 copy of this mema. You may submil rebuttal comments. Send vour vftisn
commente o

not Isbar than 10 calendar daye (30 for non-EAD membars) from your date blow. 1T you ne=d aodiional ime, you may raqueel an axaansion from the iIndkidual namad
3bowe. You may submit tachments (Imit b 10 I:alg-:'s}. biut they misst dir=ctly r=is1S to e r23san this rapon wae refemed. Peminant stschments not malntained
stzawharz will remaln attachad to the repart far file |1 your parsonnal record. Coples of previous raports, &ic submitied 3& atachments will be removed from your rebutts
package prior 1o Ming since thass documents are already fled In your rconds. Your rebutial comments/aiiachments may not contsin amy reflzction on he characar,
conduct, Intagrity, or matves of the evaluahor uniess you'can fuily' subsiantiste and document tham. Cont3et the MPF carear enhancemsant sachan, or the A Contact
Carizr If you reguine al‘;l'r 3EskELENCS In preparing your raply 10 12 refemal reporl. It s Impontant for you 1o be awars that recaiving & refermal r2port may at=ct your ligiolity
for ather persanned ralaizd actons (2.0, 2sslgnmants, pramoBons, Sio.). Yol May consult your commandsr and'or MPF o Alr Fance Cantect Center If you desine mos
information on this sutfect. If you beleve this report |8 IN3Courste, Un|uet, or unfairy prejudicial bo your Caraar, you may Spply for & reviaw of T2 r2pon under AP 36-2401,
Corragtion of OfMcar and Enlistad Evaluation Raports, onee tha report b2comes 3 mattar of record a& defined In A7 35-2405, Attachment 1.

WAME, GRADE, BR OF EW'C OF REFERRING EVALUATOR CEOTYTITLE CATZ

SIGMATURE

SIGNATURE OF RATEE DATE

INETRUCTIONS
ALL: Recommendatians must be based on performance and the poteriial based on it performance. (Promotion recommendslions are pronibitsd. Do not comment
on campletion of ar enmollment In Developmental Education, advanced educalion, pravious or amicipated promotion recommendatians on AF Form 709, OPR
endarsement levels, family acthities, markal ststus, race, sex, efnic angin, 292, of religlon. Evalusiors emar only the |6t four numbsrs of 35N,
TER: FOCUE your avalatian in Secion B on what the oficer did, how well he of she did i, and how the oMcer comnbutad to misslon sccomplehmeant. Witk In
concise “pullel Sammat. Your comments In S=cion W may Include recommendatons for ssignment. Provide a copy of the report ta the rates prior 1o the repart bacaming
& matter of record and prosdde follow-up feadback to let e rales know how thelr parfiamnance resulfed in this fral producl

ADDITIONAL RATER: Carstuly revisw the raters svalustion 1 2nsure If b8 accurste unbizssd and uninfated. 1 you disagres, you may 3sk the raher to review he or her
e-.'aILaim.t\'tu may not direct 3 changs In tha svalugtion. If you st deagres with the rA1er, mark NON-CONCUR" and explEin. You may Includs racommendasons for
3zzlgrman

REVIEWER: Carstuily revisw 2 rater's and additonsl r3iers raings and comments. If thelr svsluations re sccursts, unolssed and uninfiated, mark “CONCLR and
£ign e form. ¥ you diszgres with pravious evaluatons, you may sk fem o review thelr evaluations. You may not direct them 1o changs thelr appralsais. If you st
dieagres Wih the addiional e, mark "NON-COMCUR™ and explain in Szction V. Do not us2 "NON-CONCUR™ Elmply ta provide cammeants on tha repor.

RATEE: 'Your Elgnature [E merdly an acknowdedgement of recelpt of Sis report. 1t doss not conslitute concumance. I you dIEagree Wil the comant, you may fi2 an
eyaluEtan appaal thraugh e Evaluation Reports Appsals Soard LAW AF] 36-2401 (Comacting Ofoar and Enlisted Evaluation Fiaports), or through the.Alr Force Soard for
Comecion litsry Records WA AR 35-2603 (A Farce Baand far Comection of MIRary Racords) and AFPAM 36-2607 MIHFE'G:LIGEE the Alr Forps Board for
Comeclion of MIary Recards (AFBCMT).

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT
AUTHORTY: Tile 10 Unied Stades Code, Sochon &4 2 and Evecufnee Order 52497, 22 Movember 1543,

FLWPOSE Infammation |5 needed for verMcation of the indhisual’s name and Sockl Sacurly Mumber (SSM) 25 canfured on the fovm af fe Sme of rating
ROLUTNE LISES. ME) specifically be oiscinsed outskoes the DoD 85 5 roudne wse pursuand o 5 ULE.C S5251D)(3).
DISCLOSURE: DNsclasure is mandsiovy; SSN is Used for posilive ifentication

AF FORM 707, 20080815 PRE T K = ETE (707 707 E) FRIVELT AUT MMFORMATION. The Frormelion n s farm 16
REVIOUS EDITIGNS ARE DESCLETE (T07A and T07E) FOR DFFICIAL UEE OMLY. Profect LW the Priveoy Aod of 1874.




FITNESS REPORT & COUNSELING RECORD

(E7 - 06)

-

RCS BUPERS 1610-1

1.

Name (Last, First MI Suffix)

2. Grade/Rate 3. Desig

4. SSN

5.

ACT TAR INACT AT/ADSW/265

L] 01 [

6. UIC

7. Ship/Station

8. Promotion Status

9. Date Reported

Occasion for Report

Period of Report

Detachment I:l Detachment of I:I
10._Periodic 11. of Individual 12. Reporting Senior 13. Special 14. From: 15. To:
16. Not Observed Type of Report 20. Physical Readiness 21. Billet Subcategory (if any)

Report

17. Regular

18. Concurrent EI

19. Ops Cdr l:l

22.

Reporting Senior (Last, FI MI)

23. Grade

24. Desig

25. Title

26. UIC

27. SSN

28. Command employment and command achievements.

29. Primary/Collateral/Watchstanding duties. (Enter primary duty abbreviation in box.)

For Mid-term Counseling Use. (When completing FITREP

enter 30 and 31 from counseling worksheet sign 32.)

30. Date Counseled (31.

Counselor

32. Signature of Individual Counseled

PERFORMANCE TRAITS: 1.0 - Below standards/not progressing or UNSAT in any one standard; 2.0 - Does not yet meet all 3.0 standards; 3.0 - Meets all 3.0

standards; 4.0 - Exceeds most 3.0 standards; 5.0 - Meets overall criteria and most of the specific standards for 5.0. Standards are not all inclusive.
PERFORMANCE 1.0% %.0 3.0 At.O 5.0
TO- ove
TRAITS Below Standards eressing Meets Standards Standards Greatly Exceeds Standards
33. - Lacks basic professional knowledge to perform | - - Has thorough professional knowledge. R - Recognized expert, sought after to solve
PROFESSIONAL effectively. difficult problems.
EXPERTISE: - Cannot apply basic skills. - - Competently performs both routine and - Exceptionally skilled, develops and

Professional
knowledge, proficiency,
and qualifications.

- Fails to develop professionally or
achieve timely qualifications.

new tasks.
Steadily improves skills, achieves timely
qualifications.

executes innovative ideas.
- Achieves early/highly advanced
qualifications.

o [ L1 [ [] []
34. - Actions counter to Navy's retention/reenlistment | - - Positive leadership supports Navy's increased - - Measurably contributes to Navy's increased
COMMAND OR goals. retention goals. Active in decreasing attrition. retention and reduced attrition objectives.
ORGANIZATIONAL - Uninvolved with mentoring or professional - - Actions adequately encourage/support - - Proactive leader/exemplary mentor. Involved in
CLIMATE/EQUAL development of subordinates. subordinates' personal/professional growth. subordinates' personal development leading to
OPPORTUNITY: professi i i

Contributing to growth and
development, human

- Actions counter to good order and discipline
and negatively affect C rganizati
climate.

- Demonstrates exclusionary behavior. Fails to
value differences from cultural diversity.

Demonstrates appreciation for contributions of
Navy personnel. Positive influence on Command
climate.

Values differences as strengths. Fosters atmosphere
of acceptance/inclusion per EO/EEO policy.l_il

- Initiates support programs for military, civilian,
and families to achieve exceptional Command and
Organizational climate.

- The model of achievement. Develops unit cohesion
by valuing differences as strengths.

worth, community.
35.

NOB
MILITARY BEARING/
CHARACTER:
Appearance, conduct,
physical fitness, adherence
to Navy Core Values.

- Consistently unsatisfactory appearance.

- Unsatisfactory demeanor or conduct.

- Unable to meet one or more physical
readiness standards.

- Fails to live up to one or more Navy
Core Values: HONOR, COURAGE,
COMMITMENT.

Excellent personal appearance.

Excellent demeanor or conduct.
Complies with physical readiness
program.

Always lives up to Navy Core Values:
HONOR, COURAGE, COMMITMENT.

[

- Exemplary personal appearance.
- Exemplary representative of Navy.
- A leader in physical readiness.

- Exemplifies Navy Core Values:
HONOR, COURAGE, COMMITMENT.

[]

nos ||
36.

TEAMWORK:
Contributions towards team
building and team results.

- Creates conflict, unwilling to work
with others, puts self above team.

- Fails to understand team goals or
teamwork techniques.

- Does not take direction well.

Reinforces others' efforts, meets personal
commitments to team.

Understands team goals, employs good
teamwork techniques.

Accepts and offers team direction.

- Team builder, inspires cooperation and
progress.

- Talented mentor, focuses goals and
techniques for team.

- The best at accepting and offering team
direction.

> [ Ll [ [ []
37. - Lacks initiative. - - Takes initiative to meet goals. - - Develops innovative ways to accomplish
MISSION mission.
ACCOMPLISHMENT - Unable to plan or prioritize. - - Plans/prioritizes effectively. - Plans/prioritizes with exceptional skill

AND INITIATIVE:
Taking initiative,
planning/prioritizing,
achieving mission.

NOB
[]

- Does not maintain readiness.

- Fails to get the job done.

Maintains high state of readiness.

Always gets the job done.

and foresight.

- Maintains superior readiness, even with
limited resources.

- Gets jobs done earlier and far better than
expected.

NAVPERS 1610/2 (Rev. 3-02)
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FITNESS REPORT & COUNSELING RECORD

(E7 - O6) (cont'd)

RCS BUPERS 1610-1

1. Name (Last, First MI Suffix) 2. Grade/Rate 3. Desig 4. SSN
*
PERFORMANCE 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0
Q Pro- Ab
TRAITS Below Standards o- Meets Standards ove Greatly Exceeds Standards
gressing Standards

38. - Neglects growth/development or welfare of - - Effectively stimulates growth/development in - - Inspiring motivator and trainer,
LEADERSHIP: subordinates. subordinates. subordinates reach highest level of growth

Organizing, motivating and
developing others to
accomplish goals.

Fails to organize, creates problems -
for subordinates.

Does not set or achieve goals relevant
to command mission and vision.
Lacks ability to cope with or tolerate -
stress. -
Inadequate communicator.

Tolerates hazards or unsafe practices.

Organizes successfully,implementing process
improvements and efficiencies.

- Sets/achieves useful, realistic goals that

support command mission.
Performs well in stressful situations.
Clear, timely communicator.

- Ensures safety of personnel and

equipment.

and development.
Superb organizer, great foresight,
develops process improvements and
efficiencies.

Leadership achievements dramatically
further command mission and vision.
Perseveres through the toughest
challenges and inspires others.
Exceptional communicator.

Makes subordinates safety-conscious,
maintains top safety record.
Constantly improves the personal and
professional lives of others.

[]

NOB I:I
39.

TACTICAL
PERFORMANCE:
(Warfare qualified officers
only)

Basic and tactical
employment of weapons

systems.

NOB

Has difficulty attaining qualifications -
expected for rank and experience.
Has difficulty in ship(s), aircraft
or weapons systems employment.
Below others in knowledge and
employment.

‘Warfare skills in specialty are -
below standards compared to
others of same rank and
experience.

[ ]

[

Attains qualifications as required
and expected.

- Capably employs ship(s), aircraft, or

weapons systems. Equal to others in
warfare knowledge and employment.

Warfare skills in specialty equal to
others of same rank and experience.

[]

[]

Fully qualified at appropriate level
for rank and experience.
Innovatively employs ship(s),
aircraft, or weapons systems. Well
above others in warfare knowledge
and employment.

Warfare skills in specialty exceed
others of same rank and
experience.

[]

40. I recommend screening this individual for next career milestone(s) as follows: (maximum of two)
Recommendations may be for competitive schools or duty assignments such as: LCPO, DEPT CPO,
SEA, CMC, CWO, LDO, Dept Head, XO, OIC, CO, Major Command, War College, PG School.

41. COMMENTS ON PERFORMANCE. * All 1.0 marks , three 2.0 marks, and 2.0 marks in Block 34 must be specifically substantiated in comments. Comments must be verifiable.
Font must be 10 or 12 pitch (10 to 12 point) only. Use upper and lower case.

Promotion Significant P . P bl Must Early 44. Reporting Senior Address
Recommendation NOB Problems rogressing romotable Promote Promote
42. INDIVIDUAL
43. SUMMARY
45. Signature of Reporting Senior 46. Signature of individual evaluated. " I have seen this report, been apprised of my
Date: performance, and understand my right to make a statement."

Member Trait Average:

Summary Group Average:

I intend to submit a statement I:l do not intend to submit a statement :l

Date:

47. Typed name, grade, command, UIC, and signature of Regular Reporting Senior on Concurrent Report

Date:

NAVPERS 1610/2 (Rev. 3-02)




FITNESS
NAVMC 108354 (Ray 101 (WN 3.0) DRAFT COPY Do Ng‘cr) STAPLE
PREVIOUS EDITIONS WILL NOT BE USED COMMANDANT.S GUIDAN CE S

The completed fitness report is the most important information component in manpower management. It is the primary means of evaluating a Marine's
performance and is the Commandant's primary tool for the selection of personnel for promotion, augmentation, resident schooling, command, and duty
assignments. Therefore, the completion of this report is one of an officer's most critical responsibilities. Inherent in this duty is the commitment of each
Reporting Senior and Reviewing Officer to ensure the integrity of the system by giving close attention to accurate marking and timely reporting. Every
officer serves a role in the scrupulous maintenance of this evaluation system, ultimately important to both the individual and the Marine Corps.
Inflationary markings only serve to dilute the actual value of each report. Reviewing Officers will not concur with inflated reports.

A. ADMINISTRATIVE INFORMATION

1. Marine Reported On:
a. Last Name b. First Name c. Ml d. SSN e. Grade f. DOR . PMOS _h. BILMOS

2. Organization:

p. MCC b. RUC ¢. Unit Description
3. Occasion and Period Covered: 4. Duty Assignment ( descriptive title ):
a. 0CC _b. From To c. Type
5. Special Case: 6. Marine Subject Of: 7. Recommended For Promotion:
a. Adverse b. Not Observed c. Extended X dat b. . Disciplinal a. Yes b. No c. N/A
0 O] 0 2 RRmmer o PR °T4 © Adtion [ 0 m O
8. Special Infi tion: B 5
pecial Information 9 Dal.j%zaegfeignsiscriptive Title
a. QUAL d. HT(in.) d._Reserve 1st
Component
b. PFT e. WT h. Future Use 2nd
c. Status f. Body Fatl i. Future Use 3rd
10. Reporting Senior:
a. Last Name b. Initc. Service d. SSN e. Grade f. Duty Assignment
11. Reviewing Officer: )
a. Last Name b. Initc. Service d. SSN e. Grade f. Duty Assignment

B. BILLET DESCRIPTION

C. BILLET ACCOMPLISHMENTS

71
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1. Marine Reported On:

Last Name

DRAFT COP

b. First Name c. Ml

Y

d. SSN

2. Occasion and Period Covered:
a. OCC b. From To

O A OMP

1. PERFORMANCE. Results achieved during the reporting period. How well those duties inherent to a Marine's billet, plus all additional duties, formally

and informally assigned, were carried out. Reflects a Marine's ap
_Indicators are time and resource mana

ADV

Meets requirements of billet
and additional duties.
Aptitude, commitment, and
competence meet
expectations. Results
maintain status quo.

ement, task

petence, an:

prioritization, and tenacity to achieve

Consistently produces quality results while

measurably improving unit performance.

Habitually makes effective use of time and

resources; improves billet procedures and

Broducis. Positive impact extends beyond
illet expectations.

Eositlve ends consistently.

t to the unit's success above personal reward.

Results far surpass expectations. Recognizes

ani ploits new 7 tes opportunities.
Emulated; sought after as an expert with influence
beyond unit. Impact significant; innovative
approaches to gﬁoblems produce significant gains
in quality and efficiency.

N/O

A
U

0

c

m

D

O

E

O

F

O

O=

2. PROFICIENCY, D

tec

hnical kr

dge and practical skill in the execution

experience. Translates skills into actions which contribute to accomplishing tasks and m

ADV

Competent. Possesses the
requisite range of skills and

Demonstrates mastery of all required skills.
Expertise, .aducgllnn and experience

ki g ate
with grade and experience.
Understands and articul.

cor

Y

lich t | i hlach

basic functions related to
mission accomplishment.

solver. Effectively i

of the Marine's overall duties. C g
issions. Imparts knowledge to others. Grade dependent.

M ()

d

True expert in field. Knowledge and skills impact
far beyond those of peers. Translates
broad-based education and experience into
Ilorward thinking, innovative actions. Makes

P

and p
skills to subordinates.

srable impact on mission accomplishment.
Peerless teacher, selflessly imparts expertise to
bord peers, and i

N/O

A

O

O

D
Ll

F

|

Oe

O=

JUSTIFICATION:

E. INDIVIDUAL CHARACTER

1. COURAGE. Moral or physical strength to
conscience over {

interests.

overcome danger, fear, difficulty or anxiety.
of quences. Cor [

save others. The will to persevere despite uncertainty.

Pers:
g d

onal acceptance of responsibility and accountability, placing
to risk bodily harm or death to accomplish the mission or

ADV |Demonstrates inner strength Guided by conscience in all actions. Proven Uncommon bravery and capacity to overcome N/O
and acceptance of ability to overcome danger, fear, difficulty or obstacles and inspire others in the face of moral
responsibilif it iety. Exhibits bravery the face of dilemma or life-threatening danger. Demonstrated
with scope of duties and adversity and uncertainty. Not deterred by under the most adverse conditions. Selfless.
experience. Willing to face morally difficult situations or hazardous Always places cor over peting
moral or rhrsical challenges responsibilities. interests regardless of physical or personal
in pursuit of mission consequences.
accomplishment.

A B c D E F G H
2. EFFECTIVENESS UNDER STRESS. Thinking, functionin; d leading effectivel diti of physical and/or mental re. Maintainin
composure g:proprla!n Earr?'ha situation, w%; ﬂ‘l; ﬂlying s a(? pfl?ponsge o'Tacuon"’é'rPa":ﬁn'n‘g"Sne &nﬁnsp#e%sthc:m w%i e com}rawrnrsstgﬂead under a&vgrse
conditions. Physical and emotional strength, resilience and endurance are elements.

ADV | Exhibits discipline and Cor ly d [ y, mental Demonstrates seldom-matched presence of mind N/O
stability under pressure. agility and willpower during periods of under the most demanding circumstances.

Judgment and effective

adversity. Provides order to chaos through

Stabilizes any situation through the resolute and

problem-solving skills are the application of intuition, problem-solving timely application of direction, focus and personal
evident. skills, and leadership. Comp e es p
others.
A B c D E F G H
3. IN|

follow through energetically on one'’s own accord. Being creative, proactive and decisive. Transforming opportunity into action.

ITIATIVE. Action in the absence of specific direction. Seeing what needs to be done and acting without prumiptlng. The instinct to begin a task and

ADV | Demonstrates willingness to Sell-motivated and action-oriented. Highly motivated and proactive. Displays NIO
take action in the absence of Foresight and energy consistently transform exceptional awareness of surroundings and
specific direction. Acts opp ity into action. Develops and envir t. U y ability to antici i
commensurate with grade, pursues creative, innovative solutions. Acts

training and experience.

without prompting. Self-starter.

requirements and quickly formulate orirglnal,
far-reaching soluti Always takes decisive,
effective action.

A

O

O

Oe

D
0]

F

O

Oe

O=
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1. Marine Reported On: DRAFT COPY 2. Occasion and Period Covered:
a. Last Name b. First Name c. Mi d. SSN a. OCC b. From To

F. LEADERSHIP

1. LEADING SUBORDINATES Tho p I b leader and led. The i of p principles to provide direction and
Using ity and p lity to il subordinates to plish gned tasks. g and
morale while maximizing subordinates’ performance.
ADV | Engaged; provides Ach a highly effective bal k y and energy among N/O
instructions and directs direction and delegation. Effectively tasks subordinam by 3"“""9 the ideal balance of
execution. Seeks to subordinates and clearly delineates and d . levels
accomplish mission in ways dards expected. Enh of performance from subord by ging
that sustain motivation and performance through constructive b rdlna!li':;igalt:vyzlty ot trust?l:la"tnagllow
morale. Actions contribute to supervision. Fosters motivation and H ¢
unit effectiveness. enhances morale. Builds and sustains subordlnalss 1o guarseme thelr percelvegl h
teams that successfully meet mission levels of motivation and morale, ensuring mission
requirements. Encourages initiative and accomplishment even in the most difficult

A B c D E F G H
O O O ] O O O o

_—
2. DEVELOPING SUBORDINATES. C to train, ed 01‘ant! hallenge all Marines regardless of race, reli

qlon, ethnic background, or gender.
Mentorship. Cultivating professional and personal devel T ﬂy

it de corps. Abil

Devaloping team players and espi to combine teaching
and coaching. an atmosphere t rnin
ADV | Maintains an environment Develops and institutes innovative programs, Widely gnized and lated as a h N/O
that allows personal and to include PME, that coach and leader. Any Marine would desire to
professional development. and professlonal developmen( of serve with this Marine because they know thay will
Ensures subordinates d| grow lly and pi
par inall g their peroelved poteml:l thareby and unit performance far surpassed expected
dovolo?)ment programs enhancing unit morale and effectiveness. results due to MRO's mentorship and team
2 Creates an environment where all Marines buxldmg talents. Attitude towar: subordinaw
are confident to learn through trial and error. lop is infecti g beyond the
As a mentor, prepares subordinates for unit.
increased responsibilities and duties.
A B Cc D E F G H
S TTING THE, EXAMPLE The most visible facet of loadershlp how well a Marine serves as a role model for all others P | action di ates
e highes! ethical , fitness, and app Bearing, demeanor, and
ADV Malntalns Maﬂm Corps Personal conduct on and off duty reflects Model Marine, freq ', lated. Exemplary N/O
hest Marine Corps standards of behavior, and acti are tting.
weight, and unlform wear. lntogrily bearlng and appearance. An msﬁrration to subordinates, peers, and seniors.
Sustains required level of y seeks Remarkable dedication to improving self and
physical fitness. Adheres to self-lmgrovement in wide-ranging areas. others.
the tenets of the Marine Dedication to duty and professional example
Corps core values. encourage others' self-improvement efforts.

A B C D E F

0] O O 0 0 [ alln

4. ENSURING WELL-BEING OF SUBORDINATES. Genuine interest in the well-being of Marines. Efforts enhance subordinates' ability to

/focus on unit Concern for family readiness is inherent. The importance placed on welfare of subordinates is based
ADV| Deals confidently with issues Instills and/or reinforces a sense of Noticeably enh subordinates well-being, N/O
pertinent to subordinate re‘ponsiblllly among junlor Marines for resulting in a measurable increase in unit
welfare and recognizes lves and their Actively effectiveness. Maximizes unit and base resources
suitable courses of acﬁon fosters !ho devolopment of and uses support to provide subordinates with the best support
that support subord for which imp available. Proactive approach serves to onorglle
well-being. Applies available their ablllty to contribute to umt mission unit members to "take care of their own," thereby
resources, allowing Efforts to correcting potential problems before they can
bordinates to ef 1 subordinate welfare improve the unit's hinder subordi eff
o e on ,,,g“"" Y ability to accomplish rtsp mission. recognized for techniques and policies thgt
produce results and build morale. Builds strong
family atmosphere. Puts motto Mission first,
Marines always, into action.

A B C D E F

0 0 0 0 0 0 00

5. COMMUNICATION SKILLS. The efficient transmission and receipt of thoughts and ideas that enable and enhance Ieadershlp Equal importance given to
listening, speaking, writing, and critical reading skills. Imaracﬂve, allowing one to ?(ercows problems and and express
complex ideas in a form easily understood by everyone. Allows raise issues and concerns and venture opinions.

Contributes to a leader's ability to motivate as well as counsel.

ADV/| Skilled in receiving and Clearly articulates thoughts and ideas, Adghly developed faclll:?( in verhal communication. N/O
conveying information. verbal rand in writing. Communication in all of th
Commun?ca(es effectively in forms is accurate, intelligent, concise, and highest quality. Comblnes presance and verbal
rformance of duties. timely. Communicates with clarity and verve, skills which
pe ensuring understanding of intent or purpose. understanding Trrespectlve of the setung, situation,
Encourages and considers the contributions or size of the group addressed. Displays an
of others. intuitive sense of when and how to listen.
A B C D E F G H
JUSTIFICATION:
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1. Marine Reported On:
a. Last Name

RAFT COPY

b. First Name c. Mi

2. Occasion and Period Covered:

d. SSN a. OCC b. From To

G.

INTELLECT AND WISDOM

jonal qualificati

Malntains curren

al institution

lude resident sch Is; prof

PME outlook extends beyond MOS and

and certification processes; nonresident and other
program that Includes (bul is not limited ho) :alectluns fmm the

1.PROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION (PME). Commllment to Intnllectual growth in ways beneficial to the Marine Corps. Increases the breadth and depth
uf warﬁghtlnu and leadership aptitude. R

; Civilian

Dedlcaled to life-long learning. As a result of

between an omlmal solutmn and a iatlsfactnry, wnrkable snlutmn that ganerateu

1& elements are judgment and decisiveness. Decisions reflect the bal

rnpo Declsions are made wlthln lhe context of the commander's

ADV in
required military s| l:{ilis and required education. Develops and follows a active and continuous efforts, widely recognized N/o
related developments. Has comprahensl\m personal program which as an intellectual leader in rofﬁssuonilly related
completed or is enrolled in includes br pl:s Makes time for a;tut!l1 and takes
appropriate level of PME for and/or academic a:ourse work; ad ge of all r and programs.
grade and level of new concepts and ideas. Introduces new and creative approaches to
experience. Recognizes and services issues. Engages in a broad spect
understands new and of forums and dialogues.
creative approaches to
service issues. Remains
abreast of contemporary
concepts and issues.
0) 0 0 0 0 0 slln
O 0l
2. DECISION MAKING ABILITY. Viable and timely problem solution. Contributin lance

A
L] ] L]

L

E
L ]

Oe

ADV|Makes sound decisions Demonstrates mental agility; effectively Widely recugnlzed and sought after to resolve N/O
|eid|nqplln I‘l|'lllli:1b‘l1‘m:u " pnnntlzes and solves multiple complex the most critical, complex problems. Seldom
accomplishmen vely I abilities enhanced b tched analytical and intuitive abilities;
?&ﬂerfn':t?:::::l\:;;h oxperlence. education a:d mt.ulhon tabi accurately foresees unexpected problems and
;H:J:'gﬂvggl:gdiﬂeve timely long-term solutions. Sat';adﬁst, wllling‘:: * farrt:'.lt;:: atpwell—lllrpe.d ﬂecislons o s rotgoaa';Id
approaches problel)'lrts make difficult decisions. problems. Masterfully strikes a balanca
accopta rasponublmy'ror between the desire for perfect knowledge and
outcomes. greater tempo.
B [+ D F H

3. JUDGMENT. The discretionary aspect
Comprehends the 3 l'!'rf Pt

of decision making.
of action.

Draws on core values, knowledge, and personal experience to make wise choices.

ADV| Majority ol‘ judgments are Decisions are conslstent and uniformly Decisions reflect exceptional insight and wisdom N/O
I nd . Aot ho ot 't‘!"" gfn;hal:i beyond this Marine's experience. Counsel sought
relevant and correct. g:sm'::':ﬁgfﬂ factors in the dacisian 2n by all; often an arbiter. Consistent, superior
making process. Opinions sought judgment inspires the confidence of seniors.
others. Subordinates personal interest in
0 0 [ 0 0 O 0 0
JUSTIFICATION:

. FULFILLMENT OF EVALUATION RESPONSIBILITIES

74

& O 0

.

Om
Om

e

1. IIEVJ}ILUATIONS The extent to which this officer serving as a reporting official conducted, or required others to d d, and timely
evaluations
ADV Occasionally submlm:d Pmpared unintlaled evaluations which were No reports submitted late. No reports returned by N/O
ly submitted on time. Evaluations either RO or HQMC for administrative correction
incorrect evaluauons As accurately described performance and or inflated markings. No subordinates’ reports
RS, submitted one or more chal;:cter 5"3‘“3“'?;5':";‘""'2": rﬁoolnﬂated returned by HQMC for administrative correction or
rnports that contained mar "?D ore rned by or inflated markings. Returned procedurally or
. HQMC for Inﬂated marking. No
inflated markings. As RO, subordinates' re, rned by HQMC for admlnlllratively incorrect reports to subordinates
concurred with one or inflated marking. any reports were for RO nonce d with all
more reports from returned by RO or HQM for adm Inflated report:
subordinates that were errors, Section Cs were void of
returned by HQMC for 1, s. Justifi were specific,
inflated marking. verifiable, substantive, and where possible,
quantifiable and supported the markings
given.
H

JUSTIFICATION:
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1. Marine Reported On: DRAFT COPY 2. Occasion and Period Covered:
a. Last Name b. First Name c. Ml d. SSN a. OCC b. From To

DIR D AND ADD ONA O

J. CERTIFICATION
1. 1 CERTIFY that to the best of my knowledge and

belief all entries made hereon are true and without D D D I:I |:| I:I I:I |:|
prejudice or partiality and that | have provided a signed

copy of this report to the Marine Reported on. (Signature of Reporting Senior) (Date in YYYYMMDD format)

2. | ACKNOWLEDGE the adverse nature of this report and

L] 1 have no statement to make DD D |:| I:”:I I:I I:]

D | have attached a statement (Signature of Marine Reported On) {Date in MMDD format)
K. REVIEWING OFFICER COMMENTS

1. OBSERVATION: [ ] Sufficient [_] Insufficient ] po Not Concur

| 2. EVALUATION: [] concur

3. COMPARATIVE ASSESSMENT: DESCRIPTION COMPARATIVE ASSESSMENT

Provide a comparative assessment
of potential by placing an "X~ in the THE EMINENTLY QUALIFIED MARINE N

appropriate box. In marking the - ‘
comparison, consider all Marines of ONE OF THE FEW ?ﬁ?
this grade whose professional EXCEPTIONALLY QUALIFIED MARINES FF?F;

abilities are known to you personally.

FEFFFFE
FEFTFFEF
FFFFFITEd
FEFFFFFFFFF

e

W

ONE OF THE MANY HIGHLY QUALIFIED

PROFESSIONALS WHO FORM THE
MAJORITY OF THIS GRADE

A QUALIFIED MARINE

O|ojooo|oo|o

UNSATISFACTORY

4. REVIEWING OFFICER COMMENTS: Amplify your comparative assessment mark; evaluate potential for continued professional

development to include: promotion, command, assignment, resident PME, and retention; and put Reporting Senior marks and
comments in perspective.

5. | CERTIFY that to the best of my knowledge and

belief all entries made hereon are true and without D l:l DD D |:| [I D
prejudice or partiality.

(Signature of Reviewing Officer) (Date in YYYYMMDD format)

6. | ACKNOWLEDGE the adverse nature of this report and

] 1 have no statement to ke OO0 00 00

D | have attached a statement (Signature of Marine Reported On) (Date in YYYYMMDD format)
L. ADDENDUM PAGE

ADDENDUM PAGE ATTACHED: ] ves
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