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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, conflictsi K| & KIF @S 06SSy f1F06StSR o6& {SONBGI NE
OFLIitAyaQ éFNadég .& [ttt |002dzyidias GKS YAfAGEN

success attributable to its junior leadershipeteven as the military finds itself with the
most capablecorps of junior officers in its history, it has also found that some of these
young leaders are taking their havadon experience elsewhere. To ensure that it is capable
of meeting future threats, the U.S. military must retain its most talented leadethén
serviceq this is not simply a matter of quantity, but also a question of quality.

Junior Officers in Their Own WordA&mid all the concern for the health of the junior officer
corps in recent years, very few have paused to ask the individuals codoethe former
officers themselves. In this report, we survey nearly 250 former junior military officers who
left the service between 2002010 about their experiences and the reasons driving their
decisions to leave. 75% of the officers we spoke to dwt this was their first opportunity

to provide feedback to the militargfter leaving the serviceBy and large, these individuals
remain dedicated to public service and proud of their military experiences. Their responses
and recommendations were poigngrthoughtful, 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 doesmatter? Two factors emerged as areas of surprising consensus among former
officers: organizational inflexibility, primarily manifested in the personnel system, and a
lack d commitment to innovation within the military services.

U Organizational FlexibilitytThe number one reported reason for separation among our
respondents was limited ability to control their own careers. Frustration with a one
sizefits-all system was by far the most common complaint, with emphasis on
bureaucratic personnel processes thaspondentsOl f f SR G o NR] Sy ¢
GRE&ATFdzy OUA2Y I f d¢
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Rate the following factors in terms of their importance in your decision to leave the military
(Note: question employed forced rankiofgthe importance of each factgr

Career Control

Quality of Life
m Most Important

Military Bureaucracy = Very Important

Weak Superiors Important

Less Important
Op Tempo
M Least Important

Compensation

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

Many of the best off OSNB ¢2dzZA R adl & ATF X

m Strongly Agree m Agree ' Disagree m Strongly Disagree

The military offered better assignments to th
best officers.
The military promoted the best officers mor
quickly.

There were more options to attend schools fi
professional development.

Jobs were assigned through a mark

mechanism.
Pay was based on performance instead of im
in-service.

They were not obliged to pursue a higher rar

They would leave regardless of reform

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

What factors would be most important to you in returning tactive duty?

m Most Important m Very Important © Important Less Important m Least Important

Career opportunities

Family concerns and wotle balance
Opportunity for promotion
Operational and deployment tempc
Educational opportunities

Financial incentives

Lack of opportunity in private secto

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



0 Commitment to InnovationIin 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 oppsed to qualities such as endurance or ability to follow orders.

The Active Duty Perspectivd2revious surveys of junior officers who have left the military
have often been criticized for two reasons: (1) that such individuals are biased against the
militk NB 62NJ & 2yS T OGADS Rdzie 2FFAOSNI Llzi AGZ ¢
junior officers have complaints, and those who leave are not particularly more discouraged
than those who choose to stay. To address these concerns, we addificuaileyed 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 activeydeohort have had successful
military careers to date and were generally positive about their military experieriem-

thirds intend to stay in the service until eligible for retirement. Nevertheless, they echoed
many of the concerns voiced by our targaimple.

RecommendationsThe 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 loast, highreturn reformswith a goal to

introduce greater efficiency and flexibility, which in turn may help to retain more of our

YEGA2Y Q& Y2 ai jdzZt ft AFASR @&2dzy3d YAfAGENE f SIR:
synergistic, and we have grouped them broadly into six categories:

U Knowv who you haveYou can only target your best employees for retention if you can
identify them. Highperforming 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.

0 Reward top performersSuccessful organizations integrate evaluation metrics that
reflect institutioral 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

U Give your people a say in their own careerighperforming 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 markbased system that better matches available
FaaAdyyYSyida gAGK 'y 2FFAOSNIRD& [ LIWGAGIdZRSET AyaS




U Promote innovation. Senior leaders in successful organizations encourage and
formalize systems that pronte creativity and innovation. In the military, this should be
reflected in revised officer evaluation reports that identify not only past performance
0dzi FdzidaNBE LRGSYdGAlLf Ay 2NRSN) 62 ONBIGS + Ot S
aptitude.

U Be opa to feedback.Studies demonstrate that higperforming organizations seek
feedback at all levels, including from those who leave the organizaliamior officers
who leave the service should participate in a formalized lesésarsied system that
includes exit interviews and aggregates suggestions and recommendations for review
by senior officers.

U Continue to recruit Junior officers value their own experiences but see few
opportunities for challenge or professional development during the middle poxiion
GKSANI OF NBSNED® {SyA2NJ f SI RSNA akK2dZ R 02y iAYydz
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 apdefficer 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 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 perhapisis: 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
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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 decadearfconstant

use, has given rise to anxiety about retention within the junior officer corps, long a

LINE GSNBAIFE aOFyFENEB Ay | O2Ff YAYySé F2N GKS YA

that the strain of repeated deployments is causing junior efcto 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 & toverall attrition statistics are, this ongoing

debate misses a more subtle point: it is not simply the quantity but alsatiadity of the

officers retained that matters. Will the Army have its next George Marshall to call upon in a

time of national ned? The military, like any other institution, must not only be concerned

with simply maintainingenough personnel, but also with retaining its best and most

talented.

Yet interestingly, amid all the concern for the health of the junior officer corps, fegry
have paused to ask the individuals concernedhe former officers themselveswWe
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 discove
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 issymptomof larger underlying institutional
OKIFffSyaSad Ly (GKA&a NBLERZ2NIZ ¢S FGaaSyYLih a2 LI
thought-provoking observations in the context of the literature on military adaptation,
human capital management, and organizational chane.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 simgd) out the Army for criticism. Rather, as the largest

force and the service at highest rigkretention issuesis a result of the ongoing conflicts in

LNYIlj FyR ! F3AKIyAalGryT GKS I N¥yeQa FddaSvyLiia G2
examine the retation challenges facing all four military services.




The Making of the Junior Officer Corps

Service engtrength requirements are set by Congress and revised annually, to include
multiple increases throughout the last decade for both the Army and the MaCiomps:
Endstrength by rank is also regularly scrutinized by Congress and civilian policymakers; the
current numbers for compangrade officers are indicated beloiw:

Air Force

Marine Corps

Total Officers 90,795 65,496 52,031 20,709
0-2 11,304 7,009 6,504 3,654
0-3 27,585 22,486 16,550 6,225
0-4 17,010 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 endtrength requirements, DOPMA
standards provide a twart rubric for each service to determine its total officer realp:

TABLE 2.
DOPMA GUIDELINES FOR THE OFFICER PROMOTION SYSTEM

Opportunity for Promotion
(Percentage promoted to grade)

Timing of Promotion

Officer Pay Grade (Years of service)

0-1and O-2 100 if Fully Qualified 1.5

0-3 95 35to4
0-4 80 101
0-5 70 16 &1
0-8 50 221

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 demonstratesieveloping military leaders is a long, arduous, and reseurce

intensive process. A captain cannot simply be creatddy (G KS YAt A G NEQa NARIAR
2FFTAOSNAR o0S3IAY ad tASdzZiSYl R 2 dz2f K NNA W2 LIN2YYSSIRE
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 Traidiogps (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 roiyfgcally between $

years of service. Historidpl 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 thaaftiots in Irag and Afghanistan as the
GOIF LI AyaQ ¢l NEdE LYy CSoNHzZ NBE wHammI KS St o2N
West Point:

G Wdzy A 2 NJ f i¢eh Bx@addinaly Ngportiities to be innovative,

take risks, and be responsible and recagdi for the
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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

NEO2yOAt Ay 3 “6F NNAY3I (NROSEDPDDE
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the ground forces, which have borne much of the brunt of recent conflistey officer

retention spiked strongly in 2003, but fell in 20y 2005, as the firstlass of pos8/11

post-OlF officers completed their ADSO peripahior officer retention pimmeted 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
02 y OS NY S R disgrdpdrtionatd lossr of igh-potential, highperformance junior
leaders.® Other reports indicated that more than oie KA NR 2 F 2 S&ad t2AyidQa |/




left the service as soon as their initial obligation was’ u
Although this was largely in line with historical Arn
trends, sane began to predict a crisiBy 2007 the Army Having the right

was predicting a total shortfall of over 3,000 officer number of officers is

particularly in the crucial senior captain and major raage g necessary but not

those who have stayed on past their initial required tol  gyfficient condition:

but who are not yet close to teement.’ These statistics the quality of officers

prompted the Government Accountability Office (GAO) | atained must also be

O2y Of dzZRS GKI G GKS ! Nxyeée a3 a2 benchmark. s 0SYyGAz2y
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Although it now appears abthe Army has righted its ship

when it comes to retaining the right number of officeitsdid so largely by filling shortages

via acrosghe-board promotions to fielegrade officer rank. Less than 85% of available

billets at those ranks were filled fficers with the requisite rank and time in service

ONRAGAOFE &aK2NITFEf I'-d& Ri K2 RINMEQ & S/A Y NR § RASWAI By 2
captains spend less time than ever before in critical development positions such as

company command Futhermore, the Army does not conduct forced rankings of officers

against their peers until they have reached figichde level, nearly ten years into their

service commitment?’Ly aK2NI X GKS ! N¥eQa LRfAOe A3dy2NBa |
havingthe right number of officers is a necessary but not sufficient conditiongtiadity 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 ath 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 servicesedfectively

SESOdziaAy3a GKS {SONBGFNBQ&a O0ARRAYIOD ! f(iK2dAK & d:
surveys of junior officers continue to suggest that those most capable are leaving the

service. For instance, a 2008 survey of 100 adtistg officers indtated that 62% of them

0K2dAKGE GKS WwWoSad | yR 0 NA-Aukysdvice’ Morereckdiy, A ya ¢ SNB
Tim Kane reported iThe Atlanticd KI 4 &ty Fad2yAakKAay3a odo LISNOSyilé
active junior officers thought that most or all tfe best officers were leaving the service

before completing their careerS.The dispute about who leaves and why rages on largely

becausel KS YAt AGINRQA oAt AGE (G2 GNIcdhkredrs/ R G NHSI
simply no available objective ieN&A 0a 2y ¢KI i GKS ao0Sadé 2FFAOSNER



In recent years, researchers have examined a number of factors that influence atfiteon.
asked our survey respondents to force rank the issues most important to ¢hierather
words,only one factor could & most important

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

Career Control

Quality of Life

m Most Important
Military Bureaucracy m Very Important

Weak Superiors Important

Less Important

Op Tempo
P P H Least Important

Compensation

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

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

U Operational tempo and deployment timelinds. a 2008 survey, alost 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
LI OS 2F RSLX 2&YSyida 6l a aAYLX@& GSEKIdAGAYIdE

U Frustration with military bureaucracyln another 2010 survey, 82% of respondents
agreed that frustration with the bureaucracy was one of their reasons for leakning.
our survey, we found that dissatisfaction with the personnel management system was
particularly importantin this regard.

U 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 significarthe-ground
experience were frustrated that their proposals for innovation and change were largely
perceived as irrelevant to the institution.

U Financial compensationCA y I yOALlf O2YLISyaldAz2y Aa |Yyz2y3
responsive tools for finéuning 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 littiafluence 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 (1DB&).active duty
sample largely agreed with our targetit-of-service sample that compensation (38.5%) and

GSE1 &dzZLISNRA2NJ 2FFAOSNB OHVY:>0 ¢ SNAddiosaya 2F | LINE

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 improvememtsnckeed have

an outsize impact on the population in questiddpecific breakdowns of the comparison
between active duty and otf-servicesamplesare contained irAppendixD of this report.

Who We Surveyed

To assess the opinions of former militaxfficers, we conducted a crosectional survey of
242 junior military officers ranging in rank from23o O5 and who served between 2001
and 2010. The breattown in ranks and services of respondents is detailed below.

Rank and Service of Survey Respents.
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 surdayere 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 theiabic 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 resulit. Yet

theseare indicators of talent, then our work is an initial (albeit highly subjective) effort to

identify, track, and gather feedback from highality officers who recently left the service.

2 KAES 68 R2 y20 OtFAY (2 (KI&S IBVRAYEWEA SR (KS



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.

'See, for example, P.L. B83, The Ike SkeltoNational Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year

2011 December2010Q

5S8SLI NIYSyld 2F Svlitarg Feisénnel i) RankI&Gads dsiST Sy aS al yLI2 g SN 5|
Center, Statistical Information Analysis Division. 31 January 2011. Available at:
http://tinyurl.com/4he93tw.

al NDAY a® {YAGK® G¢KS arAfAdGrNE hTFTAOSNIAI SNERDEY S {
The Drawdown of the Military Officer CorpsNovember 1999. Available at:
http://tinyurl.com/6¢jrw66.
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w S i Sy GentaryobeéNew American Security Working Padey: 2008. Available at:

http://tinyurl.com/6kqgjlgx.
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Washington MonthlyDecember 2007Available at: http://tinyurl.com/2njyck.
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Available at: http://tinyurl.com/4mg5kehThe number of junior officers who left rose from about

6% in 2001 to oveB% in 2006 (the Army expects to commission between 3,000 and 4,000 new

officers every year).
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Research Seioe, U.S. Library of Congress. 5 July 2006. Available at: http://tinyurl.com/38Icmq.
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Services, House of Representatives. January 2007. Available at: http://tinyurl.com/4u53al3.
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Binterview with Major Carl J. Wojtaszek, Assistant Professor of Economics, Office of Economic and

Manpower Analysis, United Stateslitéiry Academy. 9 February 2011.
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PART I: AREAS FOR CHANGE

Organizational Flexibility and Innovation






ORGANIZATIONAL FLEXIBILITY AND PERSONNEL
MANAGEMENT

"There is no type of human endeavarhere 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

Y26y |a aAtfSyAltay GKS OdaNNBydG 3ISySNI GA2
directed, networked and highlynobile; 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 increasinglyallenging jobs. This population seeks rapid career
advancement while simultaneously piag a high emphasis on maintaining a meaningful
life outside of worky 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 gerations™® Recognizing this generational shift, many
top corporations are altering employment and retention practices to accommodate the
aAfftSYyyAlfaQ LINSFSNByOSad !'a | NBadzZ 6§ G2RI &Q3
for collaboration, embracéechnology, highlight mentorship programs, and create chances
for employees to engage in personally fulfilling wotk.

With an average age of 32.2, the majority of our survey respondents fall clearly within the
Millennial generationPersonnel managementsiges were clearly the largest reason why
junior officers in our survey claimed they left actidety service, as almost 57% of
respondents said the limited ability to control their own careers was the-finssecond

most important reason for leaving. 74%greed that the military should expand early
promotion abilities, and only 23% felt that talented officers were promoted more quickly
than belowaverage officers. Tellingly, our active duty respondents also criticized the
personnel system, and only 25%idsghey believe the military does a good job matching
talent to jobs. In fact, when we asked both our aftservice and active duty cohorts what
word or words came to mind when they thought about the personnel system, the answers
were resoundingly negatiy and soméimesunprintable(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 tRlaft the military

is limited by certainconstraints unique to the profession of arms. As large bureaucratic
organizations with wideanging 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 requies 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?

=0, inefficient
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responsibility’* As a result, while midareer 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 jush-time accessionamilitary officers must be grown from

the bottom up.

This system is fundamentally sougdexperience at lower ranks should be a requirement

for top leadership9 @Sy | Oly2¢f SRIAYI GKSaAS rogramsNI Ay (ax

for personnel tracking, assignment, and promotion are ossifiéd believe there are
significant dividends to be gained among young officers by incorporating some best
practice reformsinto the military human capital management systefthe 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 reent Army Critical Skills Retention Bonus (CSRB) policy offered a bonus
of up to $35,000 for an additional three years of servidénfortunately, most
compensatiod SR AYAGAFGABSa NBE AyadzFFAOASY
survey data showe 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 skiiets, the returns on this policy implementation were
quite low.
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The failures of the personnel system can be roughly divided
into two areas of concernThe first is the failure to Ehtify

and reward top performersRay for performance is considered
bast practice in corporate Americabut with rare exceptions,

' YAfTAGIENE 2FFAOSNIR&a NIryl |
number of years in service, rather than talent or military
occupaton. Exacerbating this disparity, President Bush in 2004
waived a legislative requirement for forcelistribution ratings
that operated much like an academic curve to identify the best
and worst performing officers Perhaps unsurprisingly, the
result has len inflation in officer evaluations. Compagsade
2TTAOSNE NBOSAQOS AGQOANIdz t ¢t &
the Army today promotes more than 90% of its officers
through the rank of lieutenant colonét.The problems are not
limited to ground forceshoweverc 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 onaj70% to
lieutenant colonel, and 50% to colonelthough 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
isrampanth NE a4 2yS NBaLRyRSyil
a Lieutenant Colonel in charge of 800 Soldiers merely by
converting oxygen to carbon dioxide for 20 years and being
FdzG2 Yl GAOFEt& LINRY2G§SR

Table 1: Recent Line Officer Promotion Rates

Al Officers: Average Promotion Rates (%)

Pay grade Navy Air Force Army Marine Corps CoastGuard

0-4 8 %0 9 87 8
05 7 76 0 69 73
06 55 45 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 bgervice. DOPMA legislation
sets promotion goals as 80% for4) 70% for €6, and 50% for @.

LJdz

GAYS

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?

G9yO2dzNIF 3S Y
YSYG2NAYy 3D

aCt SEAGES |
billets in more desirable
f20lG4A2yad

aa

. S oAt fpdogletor i
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

NB & dzY Su ¢ ¢
attt2g Gt Syl
soldiers who are happy with
their current jobs to remain in
GK2asS LRaAd
Gb2i KI @S &dzl
path. We shouldn't force
people to be s or $4s just
because everyone else has
F2ft26SR GKI

Gl tt2g GKSY (2
or two without being
separated. Think of it &
al ook GAOLI €

alL

g2dzZ R AY3
accelerated merit promotion
system where true achievers
could stand out and be
rewarded for their intellect and
STT2NILaPpé
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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 distingutstmselves through
military servicé”® 29% of respondents indicated thatoubles with superior officers were
one of the top two reasons for leaving serviddore than 92% of officers disagreed with
the statement that the current system does a good jolareing 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 leader: X NBOGFAYyAYy3I
m Strongly Agree Agree Disagree m Strongly Disagree

A second but related issue is the failure to allow offidkies command time they need to

learn effectively, particularly in the ground servicEsr instance{l KS | N¥&@ Q&4 NBalLRyas
shortfall in captains has been to access additional lieutenants. This action increased raw

numbers but also created a serieswfintended consequences: increased waiting times for

essential schools and training opportunities, more malka@k duties, and less time spent in

critical early command positiorf.! & | NBadzZ 6 G2RIFIeQa OF LI Aya
experience, forcing commantehh (2 Faairdy VYd:8wSe#¥ oRR) aDOYBIGBAR
officers at the rank of majorThe result is job dissatisfaction at all levels, as officers

complain that the lack of quality developmental experiences leaves them unprepared to

lead in fullspectrumoperations®’ The grapton the following pagehows the relationship

between increased lieutenant accessions and decreased platoon command time within the

Army.



Impact of OverAccession on Developmental Opportunities for Lieutenants in the Af'?ny

Number of Excess
Lieutenants Accessed
by Year Group

18 3,000

Average Rated Months of
Platoon Leader Time

17 - - J

Excess Lieutenants 2.500
16 |
15 12,000
14 1.500
13 Platoon Leader Time

1,000

12
n 500
10 0

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 20;13 2004 2005 2006
Year Group

Lastly, all four services largely fail to distinguish between officers with uniqueedkilbr

who have chosen notraditional career paths in assignments and performance

evaluations Although certain skills are better suited to specific types of bijlléts current

2FFTAOSNI SOl fdzh GA2y aeadSY GLNRBOARS®OaB y2 dzyil

2TFAOSNRARZE YSIyAy3d G4KS YAtAGFENRER Aa aStSoOdAay3a 2

regard for their unique skills or inclinatioisNearly 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 avelage.

example, the Army relies heavily on the Offidfectiveness Report (OER) standardized

form that emphasizes command abilityfor promotions, despite the fact that only 12% of

senior military billets are command positioffsAs a result, service members with specific

technical skills are often wierpaid and underutilized in the militayleading many to seek

opportunities to use their talents elsewhefté.

The military personnel system does a good job of:

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

0% -

... matching talent to jobs. X Syadz2NAy3 (I ¢tSy

. better assignments than average.
H Strongly Agree Agree m Disagree B 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 @hgofficers 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.

100% -
80% - - -

60% -
40% -

- J L

0% - T
| was satisfied with the billets | was assigne Assignments tailored to my preferences would hav
had a significant impact on my decision to leave.

m Strongly Agree Agree m Disagree m Strongly Disagree

The Active Duty Perspdge

Ouractive duty cohort was generally more forgiving of the military services than theobut
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 ghowabout 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 betdiet 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 &y have received over the course of their careers.

Our active duty cohort diverged most significantly from the-ofiservice cohort on the
guestion of whether to expand early promotionBoth groups are relatively split on the
guestion, but the active dytcohort 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 baclon 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 receiv8péciic
breakdowns of the comparison between active duty and -oldservice samplesare
contained inAppendixD.

Summary

More so than any other factor, our officers believed that improvements to the personnel

system had the most potential to positively impact retentidxs one respondent noted,

OfiOSNBE I NB y20 FTF2NRSR (KS¢2RILBR NI dZHR & | Xiga RI2N
generals of the next generation; the inability to weed out the worst leaders and promote

the best is a critical vulnerabilitfsmallimprovements to the personnel systeto better

capture and track the performance of officers wille believeproduce outsize resultsOur

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.

0 0 0O
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is in contrast to previous decades, when the rank of major was used asatpaeparate talented

officers for continued promotion.

PawSOSYyld hTTFAOSNS twRIRT A2 YK ywA- Aniidg Diversity ReaderShipR S NIb ¢
Commission Issue Paper #45. June 2010. Available at: http://tinyurl.com/4s9rnc5.

Wardynski, Lyle, CarussQ @ ¢ 2 6 NRa | ! ®{ @ | NJ) for ShcEebst Befading/ 2 NLJa { G NI
¢FtSyhoé
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Ibid.
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M AYyRe 2AfEAlFYAaD a! ROA OSovésnmbnk Bxéctiydb Bepterab?@4d. G KS 5 NI F
Available at: http://tinyurl.com/6dgooey.



ORGANIZATIONAL INNOVATION AND IMPROVEMENT

GOweKS Fdzidz2NBE 2F O2¢® Nﬁ()éaxya Ea2d.8SRSLIBSNE & ¢
RATFSNByY Gt e de

- 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 twirstycentury. Here

we consider innovation to mean the introduction of new methods or products and
creativity as theability to conceive of new processes. In other words, the first is the output;
the second is the proces$hey are similar but distinct; the military produces innovative
new technologies all the time through established rules and procedures of equipment
purchasingln this sense, then, being innovative does not go far enaugie must include
ONBIFGAGAGE Ay 2NRSNJ G2 OF LJWidaNBE GKS SaaSydalft ¢
a2ftdziazy G2 | LINRof SY® h Mdveltythdi 2 ¢ S NIB & @IS NI Lidzi A

{ dzOK ONXBI GAQDAGER YR AYyy2@FG4A2Y | NB SaasSydalr
O2y @Sy iGarzyl f GAAR2Y LINRBOf I AYa 0K G GOAOG2NE
& i NHz3% WwihNeS v 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 thedito figure out how to

update and reorganize once the fight is oveut simply, despite a decade of combat that

KFa OKIFffSyYyaSR (GKS YAfAGFNEBQ& 2LISNI GAYy3I LINROSH
almost nothing about the way their promotional systerand their entire bureaucracies

2 LISNY G S ¢

Currently, there are few formal incentives to be innovati¥e.one of our respondents put

Al a2KIG A& Y2ad 2F4Sy NBgIFINRSR Aa GKS 27FFA
Although about half of our regmdents thought that their unit commander rewarded their

innovative ideas, only 31% thought the military as a whole was committed to innoyation

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 persomalhat is, officers

who left personally recognized the value of being innovative but were continually

TNHZA OGN G6SR 6AGK (GKS Aypa ByBdzeAZFyAasS NO 1ad A R2 B yT (GKE
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unit level individuals are identified, assigned, and rewarded effectively to the extent
possible¢ KS LINRPofSY Aa GKFG oA3 ! Ny¥e Aa AyOrLIofS 2

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.

100% -
80% -
60% -

40% -

20% -

0% -
My commanders rewarded my innovative idez The military is committed to innovation

m Strongly Agree Agree m Disagree m Strongly Disagree

Among junior officers the recentteLISNA Sy OS 2F GKS YAt A& NEQAa Y2a
individuals like H.R. McMaster, John Nagl, and Paul Yirgtirg often parsed for meaning

and to glean career direction. When McMaster was originally passed over for promotion to

general officer, Fredv I LJX |y 6NRGST GaSOSNE 2FFAOSNI L aLkris

L2YRSNBR AGENMY LA AOM NS @&yawéy i DSYSNIft . FNy2 &2
¢ dumb generalg; Kill off innovation and riskaking, poison the well of future talent, and
leaS | f S3F0e 2F WRdzO| a * Qik @gpdngledts gemn@lly dpRearkd/ (G K S A NJ ¢

G2 3INBSI NIylAy3a ONBvailgd @kl o of t0xhaiadesstics, justA G | NB Qa
behind intelligence.

How well does the military do at identifyingnd rewarding the following professional traits?

Following Orders
Endurance
Military Knowledge
DecisioaMaking
Tact
Integrity
Practicality
Courage
Intellect

Creativity |

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Poorly m Not Well Neutral m Well m Very Well




A second issue is a continued lack of broadening experiefitesevidence shows that

thinking creatively is helped considerably by exposure to novel concepts and

environments®’ As thenLieutenant Colonel Paul Yingling wrote in his scathing critique of

GKS 3IASYSNIf 2FFAOSNI O2N1LJA3Z debviho spéndsdzyyedd a2yl 6 f S

O2y F2NXVAY3 (2 AyaldAaddziazylt SELSOGI®Theya oAf €

current military processes do little to encourage officers to try new experienCdficers

are not permitted to switch back and forth betee military specialties. While 37% of

officers have graduate degre8sfar 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 levé!. Officersoften express concern abbwhat the impact of

taking a nortraditional 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 greataliversity of experience elsewhere.

Our respondents reported mixed experiences with super

officers, but agreed that their influence can have an outs

AYyFtdzSyOoS 2y | &2 dzf Iher? thig .

relatlon.shlp works, they.repo.r.ted that it m@sne of the most B7TEAD EO ]

rewarding parts of theiermllltary experience, but as ,or rewarded is the i

€2dzy3 2FFAOSNI U2fR dzaz adut _ , i 2yS 0l
. . . .. Officer that is not

can waste an entire duty station assignment for a juni

(0] O O

As one of our
respondents put it,

w»

ASyoOS

PFTFAOSNIDE {GAftx omdSmandeot: <! ENS OF e 5y
responderts were comfortable expressing their caree Al AOBOGO
ambitions to senior officers and thought that they took & 5 5 &

active interest in their careers; such linkages are important

LINB@SylGAy3a oKL 2 yréwing daifliét2 wo Ur L L o ur
0SG6SSy GKS | NI¥2NIa&2 TerdkyOiEne indiy X ldasdssyhdaintain the
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 agativity 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 hve stayed in the service if there were a greater variety of educational

options, including at civilian institutions; 71% of our active duty cohort agré@¥h of our

respondents believe their current employer does a better job of informing them of

opportunities for professional development and promotion than the military dsadich
SOARSYOS fSyRa &adzZlllR2 NI G2 GKS LINBYAAaS GKIG Yd:
ability to identify, evaluate, and reward innovation and creativity.
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The Active Duty Persmive

The active duty cohort diverged sharply from the -ofiservicesampleon the question of
military innovation and the role for entrepreneurial spirit within the serviddalf of the
active dutysamplesaidthat the military was committed to innovath, and more than twe
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 militar 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 wetl which may be a proxy for insightful

behavior. Still, as with theut-of-service cohort, the behaviors that scored most highly on

0KS aramdgbr N&Ré aoltS AyOf dzZRSR Taking 8208,y 3 2 NRSN&
endurance (73%), and military knowledge (70%). Specific breakdowns of the comparison

between active dut and outof-service samples are containedAppendixD.

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.|,Sé¢ one of our
respondentssaidy { 2YS 2F (G(KS 06SaiG 2FFAOSNAR INBX y20G asSSy
GAYSa (KSasS 2FFAOSNAR 32 F3AFLAyald GKS AN Ay dE hd:
military could do more to formally encourage innovatiomdacreativity in its junior officer

corps, and this would increase the likelihood that they continue to serve.

#Interview with Teresa Amabile, Edsel Bryant Ford Professor of Business Administration, Harvard

Business School. 10 March 2011.

33Barry R. Posermhe Sources of Military Doctrine: FranBétain and Germany Between the World

Wars Ithaca: Cornell Studies in Security Affairs. 1986. 48.
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Best Defense1 January 2011. Available at: http://tinyurl.com/6db5zed.

¥’ Amabileinterview, 10 March 2011.
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Under Secretary of Defense, Personnel and Readindppendix B, Table 26Available at:
http://tinyurl.com/4d89rab5.

UYSSs F2NJ SEF YL §S5 51 GA R TheRunavitad dmrebiulwAugust200R G KS / £ 2 A &
“Kapland / KIF £ f Sy3Iay3d GKS DSYSNI f &ao¢



PART Il: OTHER ISSUES OF CONCERN
Op Tempa& Compensation






OPERATIONAL TEMPO AND QUALITY OF LIFE

G¢NBYR&a Ay NBGOSYyilAzy FINB 6KIFG GKS SELISNIa OF f¢
GAYS @2dz {y26 a2t RASNAE 2N 2FFAOSNAR YAIK:IG 68

- Brigader 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 tleeision by at least

some military officers to leave the service. The current wars place an enormous
burden on compargrade leaders, with counterinsurgency doctrine devolving incredible
levels of responsibility to the smally A G  f S@St & ¢d@sRhadeeaduréd2 dzy 3 2 F°
repeated backo-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 andAttrition

The problem of officer attrition as a result of deployment is not new to the wars in Iraq and

Afghanistan, but has gathered tdpS @St I 4GSy A2y Ay NBOSyid &SI NA:
AYGSNYyLFt O2yOSNYya | o62dzi ftwidalprgpartedvhén ateak&di i | y R 0
memo warned of a crisis in junior officer retentiéhRecent research has attempted to

measure the effect of deployment tempo on military personnel, and to quantify its overall

impact on retention. Interestingly, although sére 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 cfdiMevertheless, the military has

invested significant time and efforinto 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 verds 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 valueeutral 2 NR&a> adzOK & dAGAYRAQGARdZ I
SELISNASYy OS¢ 0o
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What word or words come to mind when you think about your deployment?

Cﬂ

educational
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Yet our survey data indicates that, of those individuals who chose to leave active duty,
deployment was not the primargriver 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 tb future. We hypothesize that the disparity between the active duty
and outof-service cohorts is related to demographic differencesur active duty cohort

was slightly older and more likely to be married, which may explain why deployment had a
greater dfect 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 membergo 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
monthsdeployed increasé’

The length and type of deployment play a significant role in its subsequent psychological
and emotional impact. A 2000 RAND report distinguished between hostile antostite
deployments ¢ perhaps unsurprisingly, while individuals evtexperienced nothostile
deployments were more likely to reenlist, hostile deployments mitigated this overall
positive effect (though did not entirely erase )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 reefilist.the



RAND model, military personnel maximizee tivalue 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
Deployecf18

Figure 3.1
Utility and Hostile Deployment Time

Utility
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Deployment

RAND MG673-3.1

With many Army and Marine Corps units operating on nearly 1:1
dwelktime ratio, expected utility is likelynuch lower. Although
Army Chief of Staff General George Casey recently promised
Congress to achieve a twear dwell time by October 2011, the
Army remains far from this go&l.Furthermore, little is known
about the impact of combat on reenlistment ovemg.

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 combatnat

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 prdgisehy

they joined.

Neither returning to a 1:2 deploymeitb-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 welBuch evidence suppts other findings

in this study ¢ namely, that the officers concerned are less

How would you change the
training system?

oHave officers and SNCOs
specialize in certain regions
of the world in order to
become subject matter
experts in the history,
culture, geepolitical
dynamics, and languages o
that region so as to enable
them to operate more
effectively over the course
2F GKSAN O

GTherewas no mechanim
in place to capture the
everyday tactics and
techniques we devebed
RdzZNAYy3I I+ f2y:
Atwo-week turnover was
insufficient to capture of the
all nuanceof 13 months of
combat work.Every time

one of my units deployed it
was likestarting over from
AO0N) G OKDE

G h LILI2 NI dzy' A G A
language and other unique
skills training without

RSNI AfAy3 &;
G¢SFOK Kz2g
plan- give open ended field
problems.The training |
received was great...if that i<
what my job requied. | did
not encounter a single
mission remotely like my
GNJF AyAy3Ad
GhTFAOSNE 3
encouraged to think on their
FSSG FYR YI |
When a real world scenario
occurs, [officers] have little
experience in reacting with
ONRGAOKE
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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.

100% -
80% -
60% -
40% -|
. B @

20% -

0% -

Returning to a 1:2 dwell time ratio would have Shorter deployment length would have had a
significantly increased the likelihood of staying orsignificant effect on my decision to leave active di
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 surveycancern that has been echoed by other
research, including by the services themselves. In fact, a 2003r&pust warned:

G¢CKSNE Aa |y dzyRAAOALIX AYSR 2LISNI GA2Y I §
life. Officers characterize it as too many shmmm, backto-back

RSLX 28YSyida FyR SESNDA&aS&ad X 9EOS&aargs
to readiness, leader delopment, and officer job satisfaction; leads to
micromanagement; and is a major reason for attrition among all

02 K2R a v¢

Still, our survey data indicated that the military has regained its effectiveness in personnel
and unit training despite the rapidage of deploymentsThis is no simple feat and should

be regarded as an accomplishmeneven officers who choose to leave are not doing so
because they believe the institution is incapable of accomplishing its mission. Survey
respondents indicated satistdon with military capability at a variety of levels and over
various periods; from a single training cycle to the entire pegdeptember 14 era, and

from the individual up through deployingnit levels.

LI 08
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Please indicate your level of agreement with thHellowing statements.
o - -
80% -

60% -

40% -

20% -

0% -

| was personally prepared for my My unit was prepared forits  The officer education system
deployment(s). deployment(s). effectively trained me to lead ir
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 OlFor OEFspecific Kills 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 aati duty sample as welSuch a finding only
reinforces the reforms needed in areas outside of warfighting capalgjlitye American
military remains fully capable of preparing itself for war; it is concerns in other areas that
drive officers away.

Quiality of Life

An increasing number of officers list family separations as the reason driving their decision

to leave active duty in the poSeptember 1T SNJ @® 1 & 2y S 2F 2dzNJ NBaLRYF
military did not prevent me and my wife from having childrent the specter of another

deployment looming ahead unknown in the distance definitely gave us pause about
AGFNIAY3 | FlrYAfeoe {(ddRASA O2yRdAzOGSR 20SNJ (K¢
who leave for family reasons between 23% and 48®OD saior 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 inipgpthe lives of military families a

highlighted initiative, and the Pentagon has taken many concrete steps to alleviate family

stress in recent year§.These efforts appear to be bearing fru@.2 NJ Ayaidl yO0Ss GKS !
most recent family survey indicatetthat concerns by Army spouses have dropped from
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their historical highg Ay ¥+ Ot X pm: &l é& GKS& IINB y2¢ aal dAaTa
Army way of life*6 ¢ KA & Yl & 068 0S80ldAaS 2F GKS ! NyeqQa Or
dissatisfied families have <@ 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 simc 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 alreaghy:kofficers are

unhappy with the pace of their deploymentsamily and quality of life emerged as one of

the three largest issues in our survey34% of our respondents said it was their most

important reason for leaving. 79% of officers agreed that teendnds of a military career

YFERS AlG RAFFAOMzA & F2N GKSY (2 KIS GKS Tl YAte&@ f
LINy QG AOFtte SOSNBOKAY3I Ay Yeé LISNa2YIlIf fAFS F2N
believed their quality of life was better in theilitary than out. One survey respondent
evendescribedpost At AGFNE fAFS &4 Ga3If2NR2dzaZé gNRGAY3IS 6

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.
100% 1 E— —

80% -
60% -
40% -

20% -

0% -

A military career made it difficult for meéMy 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.
H Strongly Agree Agree Disagree B Strongly Disagree

Improving quality of life is understandably difficult. For example, one survey respondent

G2f R dzax a¢KS AyloAfAdGe G2 OK22aS gKSNB L fAQSF
yet military bases are often located in areas isolated from major pojueadand 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 bytéas which generally overwhelm



concerns about junior officer retentionCivilian policy
makers should understand the effect their decisions ha
on military personnel, but those effects must be place O4EA ODPAA
within a larger context of national interests. another deployment
looming ahead
unknown in the
distance definitely

v

O O O

The Actve Duty Perspective

Surprisingly, the oubf-service cohort appeared to be les
affected by operational tempo than ouactive duty ~J@ve US pause about
respondents, perhaps lending support to the theory th OOAOOEI C A
deployment pace is not a primary cause for separati
from service. Alternatively, the difference may be
explained by the fact that the active dutphortis slightly
older ¢ they have onaverage four more years in servigeand slightly more likely to be

married, both of which may play a role when considering the impact of deployments on

guality of life. Nearly half of our active duty respondents said that shorter deployments or

returning to a 1:2 dwelitime 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
ISYFNJAYy3 aL FSSt GKIFIG Ay 2NRSN) G2 Faada 3S ye
G2 aAIYATAOLydte t26SNI Ye 2LISNIOGA2yLE GSYLR o¢

0 0 O

The active duty and oudf-service cohorts were largely in agreement when it came to
praising the training they harkeceived.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 anebbaervice samples are
contained inAppendx 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 thebat 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 thelitairy 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 oife programs underway will undoubtedly ease the burden
2y G0KS YAfAGFNBQA 2dzyA2NJ £ SI RSNAKA LJP
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*See, for example, Andrew Tilghm@rashington Monthlypiece

“James Hosek & CNJ} yOA &d02 al NIi2NBffo® al 26 |1 @S 58S 28YSyi:
' FFSOGSR wSSytAaaGyYSydiKé w! b5 blidAzylt 5S¥SyasS wSasSl
Martorell study provides among the only publigyailable information on the relationship tveeen

deployment and attrition, although it considers only enlisted personnel.

“Ibid.

“Ibid.

“Ibid.

Yjamesl 24851 WSYYyATFSNI ONAY YIGlIylF3IKs +FyR [lFdzNF [® ahf
a S Y 0 SREND Blational Defense Research Instita@06. Inclades an analysis of Status of Forces

survey data for activeluty personnel surveyed in March and July 2003.

“Hosek and Martorella 1 26 | | @S 5SLX 28YSyida b5dmNffedted G KS 2 NJ 2
wSSyft AaiySyiKé

M S2 {KIYS LESONINRBSESEY (ayS o A Sthrs andStringRIMarshi @ 6& hOG 206
2011. Available at: http://tinyurl.com/6ey5b25.

VU p{d I N¥Ee ¢NIAYAYI FYR [SIRSNI 5808t2LISyid tlySto ac¢
Panel Officer 8zR& Y wWSLIR2 NI G2 GKS | N¥eé ¢

w2yl fR 5® CNAOISNW® d¢KS 9FFSO0Ga 2F tSNARGSYLER 2y h¥
National Defense Research Institute. 2082e alstHenningd ! NY& hFFA OSNIoyn&K 2 NI | 3S&aY
YR L&a&ddzSa F2NJ/ 2y3INBaaodé

“See, for&l YLI S5 W2aSLIK [ @ DIt 26 MdClattHy NawspAperaa 2 2 a dzOK 2 F
October 2007. Available at: http://tinyurl.com/6jmb5dw.

B(FNBY W28SNE® G{ dNBSeY a2NB AmnyIFines?d March RAAIX A FTASR 440K
Available at: http://tinyut.com/5wvgame.

*Ibid.



COMPENSATION

hea b @ 3AFLXE o06SG6SSYy GKS YATAGFENE FyR OAGAC
focus for policymakers in the pastSome officers still leave for purely financial
reasons. However, any pay disparity has all but disappeared after new incentives,
pay structureupdates, and deferred benefits such as the G.I. Bill and retirement plans were
updated in the past decad®.n 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 2G'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 prefeseare
included, the premium rises to $24,870 more per y&ihen measured on basic pay alone,
military officers on average fall within the (®ercentile of civilian pay that is, 70% of
comparable civilians make less than they do, while 30% make Thst#l, wepositedthat
perhapsthe most talented officers look up toward the ®@ercentile rather than down at
thes50"s S&aLISOAlLfte & GKSe FROIyOS Ay NIyl |yR Ol
are capable, and with the skills given to ympthe military, you can expect to garner a lot
Y2NB Ay GKS LINAGIGS aSOG2NWwe
However, our junior officers clearly indicated that financi 0 00
compensation was the leasignificant reason for leaving, witl One officer said
over 73% reporting it was the least important factor and only < OEi Pi UR O4FE
listing it as the most important reason. Active duty officers ge
similar responses. This finding comes despite the fact that
respondents were skewedowards military academies, post
graduate education, and saléported high basic training o) o O
performanceq all indicators which would point towards a highly
talented survey group.

job that you do for
OEA DPAUS

In a followup question designed to test what amount of pay increase woulkena
difference, most officers reported that it was of so little concern that they would not have
reconsidered for any amount of money; the secdatfjest group demanded a raise of
$1,000 or more per month, likely implausible in the current budget envimmn
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What increase in compensation would havi
eliminated "financial concerns" as a reason
leave active duty?

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Not originally a reasor $500/month m $1000/month m 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 respondentgported 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 aivilpay is mitigated

somewhat by the unique demands of the militayyong 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 thatdifficult to quantify or

Y2y SGiAT Sd 14 2yS 2FFAOSNI adzNBSe@SR o6fdzydGfe Lizi A
told you to sit in a chair and have me fire rounds into the wall next to your head for 200

RI @& a & Many DRiderk said they wouldake found it beneficial to reward

deployment performance with financial bonusesa key indication that junior officers

remain sensitive to their remuneration levels even as they discount compensation as a

reason for staying or leaving.

Please indicate yor level of agreement with the following statements.

100% -~
80% -
60% -

40% -

20% -

0% -

The military's healthcare and retirement Endof-deployment bonuses based on
benefits factored into my concerns about performance are an effective way to
financial compensation. reward officers.

H Strongly Agree Agree m Disagree H 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 eaftservice respondents; 78% of aetiv
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 emphasisying

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 whaseho 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
suppositionstatistically

44% of active duty respondentsidahat 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 with4pay benefits, we believe this is

an issue that mawnly influence the decision to leave in conjunction with other reasons.

Concerns about compensation placed the lowest for both active duty anefesgrvice

respondents when they were forced to rank the issues they cared about most. In short, as

oneactdS Rdzieé NBALRYRSY(d Lizi Al adzOO0OAyOGfesxr daGaif
breakdowns of the comparison between active duty and -oliservice samples are

contained inAppendixD.

Summary

Financial compensation was the least relevant reasofuftor 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 higtaliented survey group that

would expect to be highly rewarded for tieperformance.As one officer put it simply,
G¢CKAA Aa y20 | 22 oNeadlthizefeupths & i) reSpknfentd J- & d £
commissioned after September %1and their reasons were clearly not financial. Past
efforts to maintain compensation at a levedjuivalent 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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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 budgetVith this in mind, we evaluated potential
recommendationsusing the following criteria:

U Broad.The Department of Defense is a vast organization, and its programs varied
and wideranging. Rather than propose specific or limited fixes, we seek instead to
articulate general principles for institutionalfoem.

U Flexible. Each service has its own processes for managing personnel and
procurement, its own way of fighting wars, and a histand set of traditions that
make AG  dzyAljdzSe 'ye az2yS aixl S FAada Fffé NB
appropriate amount of flexibility to adapt to these diverse sendpecific cultures.

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

U LowCost.Given the current political, operating and budgetary environment, the
need to maximize cost efficiency is paramoukithough 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 followirg
broad-based categories:

Know who you hag'.

Reward your top performers.

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

Be open to feedback.

Talk to your people.

[T e e R e R e

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 offi@arastance,

the Army in 2004 requested and received a waiver to eliminate forced distribusibngs

for lieutenants and captains, and neither the Navy nor the Air Force currently requires
forced ranking$®
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Thea S NIihaDitiyit® identify their top and bottom performers makeis much more
difficult to tailor personnel policies to retain the Leading private sector companies invest
heavily in developing and refining performance management systems, and we recommend
the military do the sameThe elements of a successful rating system include:

U Guardagainst inflation.The current officer evaluation system is a cornueopf
different rating systems; for instance,the Air Force and Army only have two
categories while the Marine Corps has eighto avoid what one expert calls the
G . b t N@derho@l¥iag the averagperformersthat an organization needs in
order to functiong rankings for all four services should focus only on identifying the
top and bottom 10%, and group the remaining 80% into a middle bradkes
would allow better clarity in determining who shloube transitioned oubr offered
remedial assistancand who should be offered greater opportunities.K S Wg 2 NR
LIAOGdzNEQ Aa || @rfdzrofS FalLlSod 2F GKS aeadsSy
the top and bottom performers would create better assessiehtalent and fit
gStf GAGKAY (GKS O2yadaNIAyida 2F GKS YAfAGFNERQ
U  Implement 360degree performance reviewBromotion boardsshould alsaeceive
input about officers from their peers and subordinat®ge believe a new system
that includes suchinput would provide a more accurate picture of an offiagr
there is very little one can do to hide bad leadership from subordinai@s.
process for doing so must be carefully weighed to ensure officers are not punished
for leading units through necessatyansitions or difficult assignmentssome
proposed evaluatiosystemsncorporate suchecessary safeguards.
0 Allow for growing painsConsider beginning forced distribution rankings at th& O
rank to allow time for young officers to acclimate and atjies military culture.
Additionally, rank not only current performance but also potential to perform in
the future, so that even officers who may not have sidils welmatched with
their current positions are not weeded out unnecessarily.

Reward your t@ performers.

After identifying the set of officers with the greatest potential, the military must proactively
target these individualsOne way of doing so (preferred by the majority of officers we
adzNSeSRU Aa (2 tF?2gFRE SILBE ¥JsttNe o opsratianal
demandsmake thisdifficult, the services sbuld consider financial or other incentives to
induce talented officers to remain in the service.

U Broaden experience€onsider offering covetedon-monetaryincentives such as
preference in choosing future assignments or locations to those who demonstrate
exceptional performance and potentig@idditional bllets outside oDODC




GENERAL ELECTRIC: A REPUTATION FOR LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT

With nearly 350,000 employees a@dLJIS NI G A2y a Ay 2@SN) mann O2dzydN

largest and most respected corporations. Under the leadership of Jack Welch and now Jeff Immelt,
for decades maintained a reputation as an incubator for talent and managemeaovation, and a training
IANRdzy R FT2NJ FdzidzNE / 9haad D9Qa f Sie®BNHNKEC GERIEVEIGH
more talent than it can use, and encourages those not selected for the highest leadership positions
the company to seek duCEO positions with other corporatiohsStudies have demonstrated that firm
who hire senior GE executives, as opposed to CEOs from other organization, are more likely to expe
sustained increase in their stock market valuatfon.

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

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

AYGSNylLtte Fa a{Saairzy [ IdeveDdvidus thetlbdgyi with tzd GEO Sitns
and cascade through all 350,000 employees over aopenf months’ D9 Q& LIS NF 2 NJY |
documents have a forced ranking component, and every employee has the opportunity to pers
discuss their placement with a supervise. YY St 62 GKS /9hX LISNE2YL f§f
executives. Bythe end, every individual employee exactly where he stands within the corporate struc

and what to do to improve his ranking.

Talent DevelopmentAll rising executives at GE have a performance package that follows the
identifies their goals, stmgths and weaknesses, and developmental needs. This package, up
annually, is scrutinized closely by senior leadership. The most successful junior executives receive

AY @A Gl G A 2vgek prafessioialidvgldbmenDaidiining Bedgdars in Crotonville
NY. At Crotonville, uagndO2 YAy 3 SESOdzi A @S& I NB SELR &SR (2 i
top outside executives and business thinkers. In addition to the learning andfaragfonal networking
that occus, the signalingffect is tremendous-4 6 SAy 3 G LILISR (2 &LISYR
O2NLIR2 N} GS O YLdza A& | &dzNB & A°3yth révaardiOarBalsolexténdes
GKS O2YLI yeQa aSyiz2nly JaBustRS NBKS\ LENE lay Ad S{ifA 2y Q&
wkidzy (2 Li20 G§KS dz302%BasiicssWedésdtibed andndiationy/tS theian i
f SFRSNRAKALI NBGNBIFGE GeLAOrfte 3IAQGSYy (2 GK nedd
in GE's intense lock&t2 2 ¥ O lzf G dzNB @ ¢

29 DfSYYy w2553 w2RSNAO] 9¢ 2KAGSE 5S8SNB] [ SKYOSNHI W2 HKwy
Business Reviewan/Feb 2009. Vol. 73, Issue 1.
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Ibid.

% K2Yla 50fBYENAAYIEENVSYDd G 1 2YSttyR {SOdzZNARG&Y | Enip@yskde
Relations TodaySeptember 1, 2009.

‘D9 Q& ¢ f Buysihesswaddpril 262010 ¢ssue 4175.

5 .

1bid.

S/ FANYAL ac¢ttSyd alylF3asySyd +aG 12YStFyR { SOdaNRGeY

126 WEOl 2 BushéssWedB/Jane [98d £

39



40

including in thinktanks, other executie branch agencies, or at multilateral institutiogs
would allow officers to expand their experiences, learn new techniques, and likely reinforce
their satisfaction with the current careers.

U Establish mentorshipsTop junior officers could be selectéar professional one
on-one mentorships with highanking offcers within their own service. hg
purpose of these higho-low linkages would allow information about non
operational issues to flownore easily in both directions senior officers become
more attuned to issues in the officer corgnd junior officers have an opportunity
to learn and be heardLastly, such mentorship could leverage these personal
relationships to encourage continued service as junior officers reach critical
decisionpoints intheir military careersAs with 360 evaluations, safeguards would
be necessary to prevent senior officers from hgmdking their preferred
subordinates.

Give your people a say in their own careers.

A desire for greater input into billeting and assignnseis a consistent themtnat emerged
throughout our survey. The military should consider implementing a maraséd system
that matches the supply of officeteokingfor new jobs with the demand of organizations
and units that need to fill billets. Thieed not require significant time and personnel; an IT
system can be a key human resoureesbler, with some pilot programs already occurring
throughout the military®* The key characteristics of such a system should include:

U Searchable bwpplicants 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 tirde-service and timen-grade
requirements, and length of assignment.

U Searchald by commandersAt 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 assigY Sy 14X A LISOAlf a{Aft &> FyR CAlUySaa

U PersonalizedOfficers should have access only to appropriate job openiRgs.
instance, an € might be able to view billets at the-®and &4 levels but not
above.

U Enhanced connectiondJpgrade he matching process to the 21century 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 fasnsideration by the duty
assignment boardg-or key positions, allow interviews between commanders and
subordinates before final assignments are made.




Promote innovation.

Under the maxim thatvhat 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 theervices(strategic goalsA recentinternal Army

study calledi KS ! N¥& h9w daly AYyONBlFraiAy3ate (220Kt Saa
AYy@SyiGa2NeE GK2a$S GFfSyda NBI dzi NS RetulgNiglesa dz00Saa A
GFt Syl T NE*Person8| refoiid¥ thab svould encourage greater creativity and

innovation would incorporate the following principles:

U Reduce ristaversion where appropriatddentify more clearly areas that must have
a zeroedefect mentalityg ethical decisions, complicated machinery and weapanry
and areas where officers should feel frieetry novel approaches even if a current
solution already exists. Much like leadiadge technology companies, high
performing officers who request additional time to work on professionadlgted
individual projects while in nedeployable billets shdd be given the opportunity
to do so.

U0 Enhance the diversity of experience§iving higkperforming officers the
opportunity to attend nonmilitary professional educatioor attempt nonmilitary
foreign policypositions expose them to best practice | YR WR2 OUGNAYSQ 27F
organizations that they could then bring back to their own urfiteeh opportunities
might include time at civilian graduate schools, think tankspulti-lateral
organizations, or civilian agenciddis suggestion is related to éimuch-discussed
concept ofa GoldwaterNicholsfor the interagency in the sense that it would
encourage jointness and interoperabiliytside of the Department of Defense.

U No penalty for norcommand trackWe 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 opportunitf@sthe military should emphasize
non-command career tracks that provide needed sigits within the services at an
equivalent level. Allowing an officer with a unique or specific seli 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 peseparation 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 STAR INNOVATIVE ASSIGNMENT MATCHING PROCES

They A2y Qa &aS@SNI ¢ GK2dzalyR C2NBAIYy {SNBAOS
counterparts and have much in common with the military services. Like military officers, FSOs m
Go2NI R6ARS | @FAftloftSé (2 R&tdenkkneelsyre df@Spxaritizedmbo

those of the individual officer. Yet FSOs are placed through a unique assignment process that is tas
matching vacancies to personnel in a manner that is transparent, equitable, and benefits both tivénge
post and the individual.

I 2dzyA2N) C{hQa TFTANRG Ge¢2 LIadAy3aa I NX alhoudR Sfficed
have an opportunity to state a preference, these assignments are largely out of their hands. After t
two tours,K2 6 SGSNE | aaAdyyYSyida NS 2NBIFIYAT SR (KN
compete with their peer group for upcoming open assignments via three steps:

U ¢KS 4. AN [ ¥¥idad aoAR tAade 2F €t Iidiedto al
FSOs eligible for reassignment in an upcoming year. The bid list includes information such
location, cone, level, expected start date, and any requisite language or technical skills.
positions are advertised early to includeng for trainingg for example, an FSO might requird.B
months of Lithuanian language training before heading to Vilnius. Officers rank their per
preferences based on both professional development needs and personal consideration
instance, oné=SO may be seeking a position with job opportunities for a trailing spouse, wh
another may prioritize language learning.
¢CKS 4l I yREAKENS2DPTFAOSNE adzo YAl (G(KSANI a6ARE
would be willing to go), theajning post reviews applications and resumes. At this point, the
YIed 02y RdzOG (StSLK2yS AyiSNBASgas Ozyidl
investigate a prospective applicant. Likewise, FSOs often informally lobby and network to
their preferred posting at this time. When the gaining post makes its selection, the ch
F LILX AOFyd Aa 27F7TFSNEBR esseftially andudpifitiR agreeent betweeR @
and officer, approved by the regional or functional Bureau irskiifagton DC.

The PanelAfter an unofficial agreement is recorded, the match is submitted for review by
5SLI NIYSydQa . dzNBldz 2F | dzYly wSaz2dz2NOSao
posting only after a review of his record againstfpeguirements by a panel in Washington, DC

The State Department assignment system is highly competitive and rewardpdrigiiming FSOs wh

KI S SELISNASYOS Ay aKINRAKALE f20FdA2ya 2N &f{

time, officers have access to resources for assistance and support, including career devel
counselors, and can appeal an unjust decision. Of course, there are drawbacks to any cy=80Ds
O2YLX FAY | o62dzi aO2ylFf oAl aé NRI RO OT AihdRgéraiy Fhip
agree that the system is an efficient way to move individuals around the world on a regulat basis.

'For information about the open assignment process, & Department of State Foreign Affairs Manual Volutder&ibook i
Personnel Operation8 FAHL H2420).




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

U ConsistencyExit interviews should be conducted regularly, randomly, and with a

Oz2yaraidsSyid F2N¥YIGo ¢KSe& akKz2dAZ R F20dza 2y

personal experience, their recommendations for how to improve various aspects of
the military, and theaireasons for leaving.

U Neutrality.For open and honest feedback, exit interviews should be conducted by a
YSdzi NI £ FTRYAYAAOGNF 02N YR ySOSNI o0& ((KS
Fye aSYyA2NI 2FFAOSNIAY (GKIFG AYRAQGARAZ f Qa

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

U ContinuousData obtained from exit interviews should be aggregated for analysis
at the Personneland ServiceChief levelon an annual or serannual basis and
form a continuous feedback loophe services should use the information obtained
to identify areas for improament.

U Supported by chain of commandJnit commanders should encourage their
subordinates to be frank and fair in their interviewBhe vast majority of our
respondents indicated in some way that they continue to believe deeply in the

0K

military and its posi A @S NRBf S Ay GKSANI f A@S&T- FN} YAy3
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Talk to your people.

Whether or not the perception is worse than the reality, thesas a sense amonthe
junior officers thatwe interviewed that innovationis not valued or rewarded by the
Department of DefenseDODis an enormousind complexoureaucracyg 50% larger than
the largest private company in the wotfd; and sich size requires bureaucratic rulesda
standard operating procedures in order to accomplish taskswever,a continuingand
personalized NB @énidpkodess fotthe bestofficers already in service should be a focus
ofthed SNIIA O0Sa Q LIShikEefoy shéuid foeuF oh O Kagieas:

U Highlight interesting careerdlany of theofficerswe interviewed reportedelying
up2y 3I2&A&ALI Fo62dzi &K2 gwhenl cBnsidering ®eir hext | A
assignment. The services shouldhpiement internal recruiting effog to
demonstrate unige and interesting career path©fficersshould learnnot only
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that the generals of the past were able to have interesting and fulfilling carleets
also that their current flagand generalofficers have led unusual, unique, and
fascinating service caree If the Departmentdoes not identify and deliver this
positive messagei is all too easy for rumor ungrounded in the facts to take its
place.

U Be realistic about the downside®ur dficers often saw their command or
deployment billets as opportunitie® flex their intelligence, will, and creativity in
novel environments.They reported that when theyreturn to institutional
assignmentsthey must put this aside and become a cog in the machsenior
leaders should be realistic about the necessitiesvofking in a large bureaucracy
but also reinforce the notion that intelligence, ethical behavior, and a strong will
are just as highly valued in a ndeployable billet as they are while in command
and back it up by giving officers the ability to attadi 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, compatige studies, and exploiting naturalgccurring
experiments>

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 longlasting effects on the officer corpbnlike 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 snwll pil
studies that rely on officers who feel comfortable volunteering for participatigms will
require greater understanding of the demographic and other underlying factors
differentiating a pilot study group from the general population, but pilot tesigthe best

glre& GKS YATAGINER OFy GSaid 2dzi ySé LINPINI Ya

Although financially modeling the effects of our proposed recommendations is beyond the
scope of this report, we believe that our recommendations amead and flexible enough

to be implemented at low or neutral cosGiven 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 wakély have very high returns.
Many of the recommendations in this section are selhforcing ¢ improving



comprehensive rewards will have best effects if those rewards are applied to the right
officers, who will be better identified under a new personng¥valuation 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
2F G2RIFH2Qa &2dzy3 tSIRSNBR IINB fzado

®\We base this conclusion on an examination of the officer evaluation forms for each service (Air

Force Form 707, Navy NAVPHERS0/2, NAVMC 10835A, Army DA Form9gand from interviews

with current activeduty officers, some of whom have worked extensively on personnel issues.

®interview with Cindy WilliamsRrincipal Research Scientist, MIT Security Studies Prografarch

2011.hyS LINRPLI2aSR a2adsSy 02YSa FTNRY GKS ! NyeQa Sy3airys
in greater detail the skill requirements needed for incoming officers discussion of it is found

GAGKAY GKS {GNF GS3IAO { (dzRABydpersonnal isgudsdahé Koy aNBS OSy & RA
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.

#Anardynski, Lyle, Colarussd ¢ 2 ¢ I NR &rmy Office® Cotps Strategy for Successilugting

CLfQyaos
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Cindy Williams, Ed. Cambridge: MIT Press. 20042239
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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 & March 1, 2011 usingn online surveytool. The surveys available for
review at the following location: https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/PIXGNOK list of
survey questions can be found this report at Appendix C In recognition of privacy
considerations anduniversity standads for research involving human subjects, all
respondents were granted anonymity and we avoided any questmusquotationsthat
g2dzf R Ol dzaS | NBaLRyRSyGiQa ARSyidAaide (G2 oS

Methodological Limitations

Although we believe our data will be highigeful for policymakersye 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:

i Random 8lection. Our response generatiowas a norandom processdue in
large part to our inability to access and sample from the entire population of
recentlyactive junior military officers.Instead, we reached out to survey
respondents through personal netws, graduate school organizations, ethnically
and geographicalipased veterans groups, social networking sites, and ROTC
alumni organizations. A list of the organizations we approached to identify
potential survey respondents can be foundAppendix BWhile we made every
attempt to ensure diversity, @a resultthe officers we surveyed weren average
more highly educated, from higher socioeconomic backgrounds, and higher
performers (as selfeported) than the average U.S. military officédthough this
was generally a weakness of the surveyisialso in some ways a strengthfor
example, the skew towards combat arms officers with personal combat experience
may meanour surveycapturedpersonnel most likely at highest risk of leavingaas
result of deployment and training stress.

U SelfReporting BiasAll information was selfeported by respondentsfter leaving
the service meaning that itmay be biased by individual perceptions and
recollections. Compounding this factortie lack of dojective quality indicatorsas
we discuss throughout the repor a key example of this is the fact that 71% of our

02 YL
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respondents report graduating in the top quintile from basic training. While it is
possible that our sample is indeed more talented thae fopulation 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 sedfporting has been inflated. thlough we took
seltreported 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 instancepur data generally underreports the Air ForgeAir Force
officers make up approximately 25% of the overall military officer population, but
only 4% of our sampleRecognizing that the ground forces (Army and Marine
Corps) have been more significantly aiwed in combat operations in Iraq 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 betwer sample
demographics and the overall military officer population can be foundippendix

A) Future analysis of our data (or a similar sample) might control for service
orientation or demographic characteristics in order to mitigate such biases.
NonResponse BiadVe 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 foabstention If this population differs significantly
from our respondat sample, our survey may be vulnerable to response bias.
Unfortunately, we have no way of profiling the demographics of-responders.
Research indicates that naesponse bias is typically associated with lower levels
of education; however, givethat our population of interestonsists entirely of
military officers (who by definition have at least a secondary degree) this is unlikely
to be driving our norresponders. In our case, we hypothesize that snesponse

bias may be caused by a variety ofttas, such as lack of interest in the subject
matter or limited time to respondThis may have impacted our results.

Internal validity Last but not least,tiis important to note that this wrk is an
observational study. We didot conducta randomized antrolled trial that meets

the standards of statistical rigor required for quantitativélgsed 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 biegractions between
reasons, or between demographic characteristitsat require more complex
statistical analysis to seek out




Active Duty Survey

The demographic differences between the active duty and-aftgervice cohorts are
described in more detail iAppendix AOur active duty sample was relatively small (N=30);
as a result, we did not attempt to analyze statistically the differences betwkertwo
samples in this surveyrather, we use the active duty survey as a cl@clkour resultsto
indicate areas of significant disagreement between the two populationguture thought

and analysisAlthough the active duty cohort generally substatdih the results obtained

in the outof-service survey, there were sormoteworthy areas of disagreementWe did

not conduct regressions to determine the statistical significance of these differences
because of the small siznd norrandom makeup of our amples but this is certainly an
area for future research. Having large, randomsdyected samples from each cohort would
enable us to determine if a variable was merely correlated or was a causal factor for
separation from servicdf the officers who sta have very different concerns about their
professional life than those who leaviey example the problem becomes more complex
should the military be focusing appeasingfficers who stay ofocus on preventinghose

who would otherwiseleave? We beleve the servicescould accomplisksimilar analysis
themselvesif they undertooka more extensivand rigorous exit intervieyprocess

Other Interviews

We additionally conducted interviews with experts in organizational change, human
resources, militanhistory, and bureaucratic managemeiithe tableon 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 Organization
Daniel Patrick Moynihan Senior Lecturer in Public Policy, Harvard
Kennedy School
Edsel Bryant Ford Professor of Business Administration, Harvard
Business School
Cyndi Williams Principal Research Scientist, NB&curity Studies Program

(O{O]IESTole i AWl J(RGIM Senior Lecturer of Business Administration, Harvard Business Sch
Beton Michael Kaneb Professor of National Security and Military
Affairs, Harvard University
John P. White Deputy Secrety of Defense (1993997)
Candidate, Doctor of Business Administration, Harvard Business
School
(Ol [s[CSS T EIRSIEIICIgM (anonymous at request of individual)
MAJ Carl Wojtaszek U.S. Army, Office of Economic and Manpower Analysis

James Hosek Senior Economist, RAND

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

REHMELROLEIS I nN(RE® Director, National Security Program, Harvard Kennedy School
Professor of the Praice of Public Management, Harvard Kennedy
School

MAJ Jaron Wharton Author of CNAS white paper on military retention
VESCINOOISRSIEYNEEWly Military Diversity Leadership Commission
Josh Goodman Assistant Professor of Public Policy, Harvard KenSetigol
LtCol Jerry Carter U.S. Marine Corps National Security Fellow, Harvard Kennedy Sc

Director, Institute for National Security Ethics and Leadership,
National Defense University
Tim Kane Author of Atlantic Monthlyarticle on military retention
Director, Malcolm Wiener Center for Social Policy, Harvard Kenne
School
LTC Timothy Watson U.S. Army National Security Fellow, Harvard Kennedy School

LtCol Mark Ciero U.S. Air Force Nation8kcurity Fellow, Harvard Kennedy School
Defense Manpower Data Center
FormerWashington Monthlyjournalist, now staff writer at the
Military Times
Director, Army Career and Alumni Program and Transition, Huma
Resairces Command, Fort Knox, Kentucky

Linda Bilmes

Teresa Amabile

Stephen Rosen

Andrew Hill

BG Kevin Ryan (Ret.)

Malcolm Sparrow

Albert Pierce

Julie Boatright Wilson

Andrew Tilghman

COL Walter Herd (Ret.)

*\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 leatbngpanies and organizations, ranging
from Facebook to Lehigh University.



CONCLUSION

"It must beconsidered that there is nothing more difficult to carry out, nor more doubtful
of success, nor morgangerous to handle, than to initiate a new order of things."
-- - Niccolo MachiavelliThe Prince

he events of September flinitiated a decade of war in which the military has
been hardpressed to evolve tactics and doctriteadapt tothose of the insurgent
groups they have been fightinet he American military has a storied history of
reaction and adaption to changing domesgrnvironments, battlefield advancegnd
foreign policy shiftsCNB Y t NBaA RSy G ¢ NHzY lmyitergin B&8HHIENB I GA2Y
post-Vietnam shift to an Al/olunteer Forceto passage of the Goldwatdtichols Actjo
the Revolution in Military Affairsthe Department of Defenséas consistently maintained
superior warfighting capabilitwhile at the forefont of massive institutional change.

Those changeswvere not easy; nor will future changes be.

Individuals oftenresist changing existing behavior because th o 00
value consistency and economy of effdftor because they
misunderstand the purpose of change or assess the propo
change as lacking vallfé! Organizationgend to compound that
resistance as members often ha a stake in the status quo ants.
Organizational change can be expensive and disruptive, and tac
implicit knowledge is often lost in the procé§sChange is often
hardest at the very moment when the stakes are highest; neve OUr survey are w orth
that more true than with the military, where life, death, and th retaining.

very survival of the state may be on the lifks a result, defense
organizations in particular tend to feauncertainty and resist
changec indeed,as Barry Posen suggests, military organizations are likely to innonate

when they have failed or when civilians intervene to force chafigeevertheless, in the

g2NRa 2F | I NBSe { I LRt aytémeetal typ&shaichallefges aticdza (0 | A Yy SF
G2 3ISYySNIGS &a2YS adzNILINRAaSa 2F AlGa™mdeyd 61 & 20 DA
few today would dispute that each of the changes® list aboveimproved military

cohesiveness, force readiness, and combabcéyp over the long term.

The value of this
report comes only if
the military believes

the type of
individuals who took

0 0 0O

The vital importance of leadership and the difficulty of developing junior military leaders

underscore the consequences of failing to retain the best comygmagle officersSuch a

failure is typically most associated with the jmetr followingthe Vietnam War, but the

current era poses its own challenges, as thetétl Sates has been at war for the longest

period of time since its founding\s a result, failure to appropriately manage2 R ljuBid® &

officer talentmay havemajor Y LJt A OF A2y a o0620K F2NJ 0KS YAt AGE NE.
future capabilities.
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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 conceéka.we have stated repeatedly,
however, this concern should not simply be for quantitye quality of officers retained
must also be a benchmark for evaluating the impact of any military retention paliey.
have undertaken teexamine current policypy interviewing young men and womenith
experience in the ranks of the pe8tll military. Many of them are recent graduates or are
currently attendinggraduate schoolOthers are punging careers as diverse as fighters,
construction managers, shipping experts, and office manatsothers are unemployed.
In all, they represent, we believe, a group of higtdyable officers who have recently left
activeduty service Still, t is important to state clearly what we have dogdahe value of
this report comes only if the military beves thetype of individualsvho took our survey
are worth retaining.

As we havedemonstrated 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 thesdactors are largely out of th& S NJJdo@r8l ds@bordinate ashey areto
civilian policymakers who decide when to go to wadahow. However, other factors,
including career control and openness to innovation, are areas where the military can
certainly make headway, either by itself or in conjiionn with legislative leadersThe
American military continues to demonstrate its superiority in battle with each passing
week; it maywery wellbe that it has all of théalented officers it needs. Yeih¢ demands of

the current war are high; young men and women continue to sacrifice lives on foreign
battlefields. These young officelB LINS &Sy i 020G K (GKS ylFGA2yQa vy
security and the seeds from which will grow ofuture insttutional leaders.If small
changes in the institutionan lead to betterretention of these officersthen we believe
such changes should be maglstarting now
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ReviewVol. 86, Issue 7/8. July/August 2008.

MilSteve Kelman.Unleashing Change: A Stomyf Organizational Renewal in Government.

Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press. 2008®2
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IX"'Barry R. Poserthe Sources of Military Doctrine: France, Britain and Germany Between the World

Wars lIthaca: Cornell Studies in Security Affairs. 1986. Posen argues that the PrussisBos,i

French in 1940, and Russians in 1941 were defeated because they were attacked during a time of

doctrinal transition.
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APPENDIX A: SAMPLE DEMOGRAPHICS

Out-of-Service Active Duty Overall Military
SEE Sample Population”
Average Age: 32.2 33.8 34.3*
Average Years Served 6.4 10.8
Gender:
Male 86% 80% 849%°
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%
Branch:
Army 49% 52% 40%
Navy 29% 13% 23%
Marine Corps 17% 13% 14%
Air Force 5% 21% 23%
Rank:

02 5% 4% 16%
O3 85% 16% 41%
o4 8% 44% 26%
05 2% 24% 16%
ROTC 39% 28% 37%’
Service Academy 42% 56% 18%
OCs 18% 16% 23%
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Out-of-Service Active Duty
Sample Sample

Overall Military
Population

Deployment History:
Irag 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
SelfEmployed 8% N/A N/A
Private Sector 39% N/A N/A
Public Sector Civilian 8% N/A N/A
FullTime Student 70% N/A N/A
Disability 1% N/A N/A
Other 11% N/A N/A
Haveyou 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 ranke@-&

Where this was not possible, we indicate the included population in a footnote.

" This number is an approximation and includes all ranks (imgugeneral 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 overdlimilitary population race/ethnicity, marital status, commissioning source, and age is

GF1Sy FTNRY (GKS C,Hnnd at 2Lz A2y wSLINSASY (il A2y Ay

in this report.
"These statistics represent the mean for all ranksl(iding general and flag officers.)



APPENDIX B: ORGANIZATIONS CONTACTED

AMVETS

American Legion

Air ForceAssociation

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 Veteran€lub

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

KenanFlagler Veterans Club

Marine Corps Assodian

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 GSBnd Laweterans Club

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 Miltary Institute Alumni Agencies
Virginia Tech Army Alumni

Veterans Campaign

Wharton Veterans Club

West Point Association of Chicago
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APPENDIX C: SURVEHRUCTURE

The following is a complete text of the survey as given to the vetdfiaars which were
the focus of our study. The questions given to the aching sample were slightly altered
to make grammatical sense.

The purpose of this survey is to solicit opinions from former military officexs/bki on a variety of
topics.

Weare graduate students at the Harvard Kennedy School conducting research on junior officers in
the U.S. military for our mast@rthesis. You will be asked general questions about your time in the
military (including training and deployments), your reastordeaving 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 yout our data is aggregated and we will not quote youniayne 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 nexine.

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

1. Please rate the followinfactors 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).

Operational and deployment tempo
Limited ability to control my own career
Family and quality fdife concerns
Frustration with military bureaucracy
Weak superior officers
Financial reasons
1 Other reasons (please specify)
2. Many of the best officers who leave the service would st&$trongly Agree, Agree, Disagree,
Strongly DisagredN/A)
if the military offered better assignments to the best officers.
if the military promoted the best officers more quickly.
if they were not obliged to pursue a higher rank.
if the pay was based on performance instead of timaervice.
if jobs were assigned thrah a market mechanism.
if there were more options for schools to attend for professional development.
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 servicdFree response)

=A =4 =4 -4 -4 -4

=A =4 =8 -4 -4 -8 -4

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

1 Operational and deployment tempo
1 Career opportunities
1 Family concerns and wotke balance
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Opportunity for promotion
Financial incentives

Educational opportunities

Lak of opportunity in private sector

5. Would you advise your own children to enter the servidéf?y or why not{Free response)

=A =4 -4 =4

Training and Deployment

6. What is the first word or words that come to mind when you think of your deploymenttsie
response)
7. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statemé8tsongly Agree, Agree,
Disagree, Strongly Disagree, N/A)
1 The military has adapted well to changes in the operational environment stemming
from the current wars.
The militay did a good job of incorporating OIF/QGgecific skills into my training.
| was personally prepared for my deployment(s).
My unit was prepared for its deployment(s).
The officer education system did an effective job of training me to lead my ufuliin
spectrum operations.
1 Returning to a 1:2 deployme#to-dwelktime ratio would have significantly increased
the likelihood of staying on active duty.
1 Shorter deployment length would have had a significant effect on my decision to leave
active duty.

=A =4 =4 =4

8. If you were the chief of staff of your military service, what changes would you make to the training
system?AFree response)

Family and Quality of Life

9. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statemd®tisongly Agree, Agree,
Disagee, Strongly Disagree, N/A)
1 The demands of a military career made it difficult for me to have the kind of family life |
would have liked.
1 A military career did not allow me to maintain the kind of balance | want between my
work and personal life.
1 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 followitegesnents.(Strongly Agree, Agree,
Disagree, Strongly Disagree, N/A)

1  The current military personnel system does a good job of weeding out the weakest
leaders.
The current military personnel system does a good job retaining the best leaders.
The rate of mitary promotions should not be accelerated because it takes longer to
gain experience to command at a senior level in the military.
1 The military should expand early promotion opportunities.

f
f



Innovation

In general, talented and capable officers advanced more quickly #verage 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 withe 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 hadeha
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 youevel of agreement with the following statemen{&trongly Agree, Agree,
Disagree, Strongly Disagree, N/A)

=2 =4 -4 4 =4

il

The military is focused on process more than product.

Military leaders are willing to ignore conventional wisdom when necessary.

The military is caonmitted 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.

13.1f you used social media appligats while you were in the military, how often, on average, did
you use them? How often did your superior officers use them? Your subordin@es® a day,
Once a week, Once a month, Less often than once a month, never, N/A)

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

=4 =4 -4 4 -4 -8 -8 -4 -89

Intellect

Creativity

Tact

Endurance

Following orders

Courage

Integrity

Practicality

Military knowledge and education
Decisioamaking

Senior Officers

15. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statemg®tsongly Agree, Agree,
Disagree, Strongly Disagree, N/A)

f
f
f
f

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

| was comfortablexpressing 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 activduty Army captain with 4 yearsof service has monthly basic pay of
F LILWNREAYI GSte pPpZnnnd 2KFEG AYONBLFaAS Ay O02YLISyaldAazy
a reason to leave active dutyMultiple choice, single answer)

1 Not originally a reason (0%)

1 $250 more a month ($3,000 anally)

1 $500 more a month ($6,000 annually)

1 $1,000 more a month ($12,000 annually)

1 More than $1,000 a month

17.Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statemg®tsongly Agree, Agree,
Disagree, Strongly Disagree, N/A)
1 The military'shealthcare and noffinancial retirement benefits factored into my
concerns about financial compensation.

1 Endof-deployment bonuses based on deployment performance is an effective way to
reward officers.

After Service

18.Please indicate your level of agment with the following statementgStrongly Agree, Agree,
Disagree, Strongly Disagree, N/A)
1 My current employer has more flexible personnel and promotion policies than the
military.
1 My current employer does a better job of evaluating and rewarding tedeat
potential than the military.
1 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 yould consider
returning to active service(force ranked; an unchecked row means that you did not consider it a
factor at all).

Operational and deployment tempo
Career opportunities

Family concerns and wotke balance
Opportunity for promotion
Financiaincentives

Educational opportunities

Lack of opportunity in private sector

20.Would you advise your own children to enter the servigéfty or why not{Free response)

= =4 -8 —a & _a 9

Demographics

21.In what year were you born(®ropdown menu)
22.What is your gender@nultiple choice, single answer)

1 Male
1 Female
1 Prefer not to answer/other

23.What is your race/ethnicity@multiple choice, single answer)
1 American Indian or Alaska Native



Asian

Black or African American

Hispanic or Latino

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacifslander
White

Other/Prefer not to answer

hat is your marital status@nultiple choice, single answer)

Never married

Married

Widowed

Divorced or Separated
Other/Prefer not to answer

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

24,

a-—m-m-m-a S —a_m_m_a_a_n

Less than high school

High school diploma

Some college

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

26.1n what branch of the armed forces did you sergefiltiple choice, single answer)

M Coast Guard
1 Marine Corps

=A =4 =4 -8 -4 -4

1 Navy
T Army
1 Air Force

27.In what year were you commissionetfop-down menu)
28.How were you commissionedfultiple choice, single answer)
I Service Academy

T ROTC
M Officer Candidate School
M Other

29.Did you have a combat arms MOS/AFSC/warfare specialty naval desigria@sn™No)
30.1n what quintile did you graduate from basic trainin@®ultiple choice, single answer)
1 Top20%
1 Second 20%
1 Third 20%
1 Fourth 20%
1 Fifth 20%
31.1f you deployed to any dhe following locations, please enter the year(s) of your deployment.
(free response)

1 Iraq
1 Afghanistan
1 Other (please specify)
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91 Did not deploy
32.Did you personally engage in combétas, No)
33.Were you wounded in action¥es, No)
34.What was thehighest rank you held as an active duty officarltiple choice, single answer)

1 O-1 (Second Lieutenant or Ensign)

1 O-2 (First Lieutenant or Lieutenadtinior Gradg
1 O3 (Captain or Lieutenant)

1 O4 (Major or Lieutenant Commander)

1 O-5 (Lieutenant Colonel d@ommander)

35.1n what year did you leave the military@op-down menu)

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

Unemployed

Selfemployed

Employed as a civilian by tlhkS. government
Employed in the private sector

On sick, disability, or personal leave from a job
Fulktime student

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

38.1s there anything else thgou would like to share with ugfee response)

=A =4 =4 =4 -4 -4



APPENDIB: SAMPLIRESULTS COMPARISON

% Respondents Agree

00s

AD

TOPIC (N=242 ()] k
MOREOFTHEBES®m | bD hCCL/9w{ 2h}|[5 {c¢!
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 grerformance instead of timén-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 persosygstem. 38% 29% 9%

PERSONNEL

10%

18%

8%

The military personnel system does a good job of weeding out weak leade

The military personnel system does a good job of retaining the best leade

7%

18%

11%

The military should expand early promotions.

74%

61%

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

13%

The rate ofmilitary promotions should not be accelerated.

42%

54%

12%

OP TEMPO AND QUALITY OF LIFE
Returning to 1:2 dwellime ratio wouldhave 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 decig
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

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

COMPENSATION

The military's healthcare and ndinancial retirement benefit¢éactored into

my concerns about financial compensation. 49% 78% | 29%
Endof-deployment bonuses based on deployment performance is an effeg

way to reward officers. 47% 33% | 14%
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APPENDIX BERVICEBFFICER FITNESS REPORTS

+ OFACER EVALUATION REPORT FOROFFICIAL USE OMLY (FOU0)
For use of this form, see AR 623-3; he isDCS, G-1. SEE PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT M AR 623-3
PARTI - ADMINISTRATVE DATA
a MAME (Las, Frs, MitfSe nita) b SSH CRANK | d DATE OF RAHK e BRANCH ‘, CESTNATER [ FMOS (WD)
4 1. UNIT, ORG_, STATION, 7I° CODE OR APD, MAJOR COMMAND 9.2 STATUS CODE b_REASON FOR SUBMISSION
i PERIOD COVERED I RATED & HONRATED L HO.OF | m RATED OFFICER'S AKO EMAR ADDRESS e o. CMD p. PSB
FROM (YYYYMRMOL) THRU (YYYYMADD) HONTHS CODES EMCL {gov arod) CODE CODE

PARTHE - AUTHENTICATION (Rated officer's signature verifles officer has seen compfered OER Paris VI and the admin data is correct)

a. NAWE OF RATER fLast. First. MY SSH RANK POSITION SIGHATURE DATE {YYYYMMO)
b MAME OF INTERMEDIATE RATER iLast, Frse, Ml SSH RAHK POSITION SIGHATURE DATE {YYYYMAY)
c. NARE OF SEMIOR RATER Last, Firgt, MI) SSH RANK POSITION SIGHATURE DATE {YYYYMMOD)
SEHIOR RATER'S ORGANIZATION BRANCH  SEMOR E-MAR gov or mi
. This & referend repord, do youwish b moke cmments? €. SIGHATURE OF RATED OFFICER DATE {YYYYMMIHY
I:I Y=, commends are afleche] I:I M

PARTH - DUTY DESCRIPTION
a2 PRMCIPAL DUTY TITLE ||L POSITION ADCBR

. 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

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

2 INTEGRITY: Possesses high personal mom| shandards; hosesl in word and deed ‘ ‘ 6. SELFLESS-SFRVICE: Pacs Amy priciies bebre sclf

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
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| _ QOFFICER PERFORMANCE REFPORT (Lt thru Col]
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[TIETIE. AL, BN O Do, CeTL, COMIAANE & LOGAT o BUTT ITTLE TATE
SEN SIGMATURE
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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
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AF FORM 707, 20080618 PREVIOUSE EDITIONS ARE OESOLETE (TOTAand TO7E)
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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
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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.
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