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Preface

“LHIS STUDY OF U.S. MILITARY CULTURE is timely for many reasons. First,
strong organizations require strong cultures. That point is even more salient
.. for organizations such as the armed forces that must take their men and
women into haro'’s way.

Second, there have been many questions about how we can preserve the essen-
tial elements of U.S. military culture in the face of changes in U.S. society and in the
strategic environment. Not only are the armed forces with their unique culture
challenged by sea changes in U.S. society, but the tasks assigned to the military
today may also divert our forces from their core competency of conducting combat
operations.

Finally, our all-volunteer, predominantly married armed forces are operating
under a high level of pressure. How that pressure may affect the underlying culture
is an important issue for all Americans.

In the pages that follow, the CSIS study team—composed of Center staff and
outside experts—reports on its two-year research effort. The team analyzed the
existing literature, reviewed survey data from each of the services, sponsored two
major conferences, held 125 focus-group discussions, and surveyed 12,500 men
and women in operational military units and selected headquarters, including two
unified commands and two service component headquarters.

The most important finding of this study is a welcome one. The CSIS team
tound great strengths in ULS. military culture. Common basic values, ethics, perfor-
mance expectations, and standards are high across all ranks, in all of the services, in
both the active and reserve components despite necessarily different service cul-
tures. Every member of the CSIS team who visited our men and women in uniform
was impressed by their skill, dedication, and patriotism.

When CSIS asked military personnel about life in their services and their units,
however, they often found disappointment and frustration. In spite of a high level
of pride and commitment, our dedicated people in uniform did not typically have
high morale and revealed far less satisfaction from their service than one would
expect. Overall, the armed forces are overcommitted, underpaid, and under-
resourced in the units that form their cutting edge. Expectations for a satisfying
military career are not being met. Recruiting, retention, morale, and readiness have
all become problematic; in the long run, culture is likely to suffer.

In addition to these issues, the CSIS team found an uneven quality of leadership
in many units, symptomatic of a leader development system that is not always able
to cull the most effective leaders from a set of generally excellent officers. Also trou-
bling was a seemingly inordinate perceptions gap between leaders in the field and
fleet and senior uniformed leaders over issues ranging from readiness levels to
recruit quality.

Vi
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Perhaps the most important of the many recommendations here is that the
Department of Defense and the Department of Transportation (to which the Coast
Guard answers) form a military culture task force that will monitor issues that
affect the organizational climate and culture of the armed forces. This action will
guarantee the long-term visibility and attention to cultural issues that are needed to
create institutional solutions for the complex problems described in this study.

It is the profound hope of everyone connected with this study that our efforts
will help sustain a vibrant military culture, the cornerstone of military effectiveness
today and in the future. If we have done that, our efforts will have been well directed
and our time well spent. In the end, we also will have helped our men and women
in uniform, who, in the final analysis, must remain the masters of their own culture.

Edwin Dorn
Cochatr

Howard D. Graves
Cochair
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Executive Summary

HIS STUDY IS ABOUT MILITARY CULTURE, the bedrock of military effective-
ness. To put military culture—the values, philosophies, and traditions that
animate the force-—into context, however, we must look beyond it.

Although civil and military cultures share many values in a democracy, there
must be significant differences between the cultures. For example, while our civil
culture appropriately emphasizes liberty and individuality, military culture down-
plays them and emphasizes values such as discipline and self-sacrifice that stem
from the imperative of military effectiveness and success on the battlefield.

At the same time, civil and military cultures are interactive. Harvard’s Samuel
Huntington reminded us in 1957 in The Soldier and the State that a nation’s military
reflects both its own functional imperative and “the social forces, ideologies, and
institutions dominant” within its parent society. Thus today’s armed forces,
anchored by the bonds of tradition and the requirements of military effectiveness,
will also be pushed by the winds of society’s pressures and pulled by the currents
created by government policies and technological change. Society’s pressures and
the ramifications of government policies—although independent of military
affairs—have a major impact on the current climate within military units and an
obvious potential for affecting the underlying culture.

Civil culture in the United States today has remarkable strengths. Not only has
it supported the most creative and prosperous society in history, but it has also gen-
erated the power and stamina to win three global conflicts in this century. The last
of these conflicts, the Cold War, although punctuated by limited wars that cost the
lives of nearly 100,000 Americans, was decided {without a third world war) on the
strength of our core national values and the quality of Western civilization.

Much in our contemporary civil culture is not exemplary, however, and some of
its negative features complicate the challenge of sustaining a vibrant military cul-
ture. The family structure in the United States has been weakened, and we have
produced a generation of bright voung people who all 100 often lack role models or
moral anchors. In addition, a booming economy, the lack of a major military adver-
sary, and decreasing numbers of community leaders with military experience have
made military service an increasingly remote issue for many Americans. It is no
surprise that the military services face difficulty in attracting, motivating, and
retaining the required numbers of productive people.

The ramifications of defense and foreign policy decisions are another set of
external influences on military culture. More than a generation ago the United

tates decided to build an all-volunteer military force, and by any measure it has
been a clear success. In an era when “peacetime” America has never been safer from
military aggression, however, this volunteer force has never been busier. Today the
smallest force in four decades—with 56 percent married—is overworked, under-
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paid, and underresourced at the cutting edge. Readiness and morale have slipped;
recruiting and retention are problematic; and careers in the military have become
less satisfving.

Although external societal pressures and the policy environment can affect mil-
itary culture over time, the most powerful and direct influence on organizational
climate and, eventually, on culture comes from within the officer corps of the
armed forces. Officers turn values into action, bring coherence out of confusion, set
the example, and articulate the viewpoint of the military institution. Today, exter-
nal environmental pressures have complicated the tasks of the commissioned and
noncommissioned officers who train, discipline, and inspire the force. Ever present
organizational imperfections—Ieadership problems or the tendency to microman-
age—thrive under these pressures. For all hands and their families, it is a
challenging and often frustrating time to be in uniform.

There is little doubt in the minds of the study participants that conditions
within the armed forces are far less favorable than they were a decade ago. Although
better off today than in the dark days of the Vietnam War or in the trough of the
“hollow” force of the late 1970s, the U.S. military is facing potentially serious rifts in
its culture, with attending damage to future operational effectiveness. But after our
contact with thousands of individuals in uniform, we also have no doubt that even
with all the current stresses and strains, the motivation and values of our people in
uniform are strong.

The aim of this study is to develop recommendations on matters concerning
climate and culture that will ensure military effectiveness in the years ahead. We
now summarize our analysis, findings, and recommendations.

Purpose and Context

Even a cursory review of the available evidence suggests that U.S. military culture
today is undergoing significant strain owing to a variety of factors. At no compara-
ble period in our peacetime history has the United States leaned more heavily or
frequently on its armed forces. A breathless pace of operations as well as con-
strained resources, changing missions, shifts in the marital status and demo-
graphics of the uniformed population, rapid advances in technology, and multiple
opportunities in a robust civilian society—are dramatically affecting the organiza-
tional climate in the U.S, military and may well have an unpredictable impact on
the underlying culture.

Questions are often asked about the status of the military today compared with
that of the armed forces during other stressful times in the past. Analogies are use-
ful, but it is not possible to make a detailed, scientific comparison with past military
forces because geopolitical, social, and economic circumstances have changed
greatly. When experts drew attention to the hollow forces of the late 1970s, for
example, the environment was radically different from today’s. The all-volunteer
force was less than 10 years old, the Soviet Union presented a clear military threat,
the demographics of the armed forces were considerably different, and the propen-
sity of youth to enlist in the military was stronger. However, even the best attempts
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to compare today’s force with the past will miss an important point. The challeng-
ing environment of the twenty-first century—the focal point for this study-—may
well require operational units that are more powerful, more agile, and better led
than today’s forces. The most salient issue for our armed forces is not where they
have been; it is where they have to go.

This study describes how contemporary challenges and conditions are affecting
U.S. military culture and, thereby, the sustained effectiveness that is the ultimate
goal of the mstitution. The study then recommends changes necessary for preserv-
ing and enhancing the cultures that constitute the foundation of the American
profession of arms. In this report, military effectiveness means the ability to accom-
plish assigned missions within an appropriate amount of time with minimal
casualties and an appropriate expenditure of resources.

This study took advantage of a variety of sources of information. CSIS also
invited participation from a wide range of experts—military and civilian—during
the two years the study was in process. Members of the study working group that
guided the preparation of this report included scholars, business executives, and
retired military officers; the working group had more than 400 vears of military ser-
vice among its members.

To gain a tailored view of organizational climates and provide fresh insights that
could lead to a better understanding of cultural matters, CSIS was able to conduct
its own Military Climate/Culture Survey (MCCS) of the perceptions and attitudes
in a number of operational units. In all, CSIS was able to survey U.S. Army (active
and reserve components), Marine Corps, and Coast Guard units, as well as senior
service component and joint headquarters staffs. The working group also benefited
from a review of outside surveys conducted by all of the services.

During 1998-1999, CSIS teams surveyed more than 12,500 uniformed respon-
dents at 32 locations in the United States, Korea, Hawaii, and Europe. Following the
administration of the survey questionnaire, 125 focus groups—each composed of
5-7 officers or noncommissioned officers—were conducted to supplement the
quantitative data and gain deeper cultural insights. In a concurrent companion
study, two dozen scholars working under the banner of the Triangle Institute for
Security Studies (TISS) in Durham, N.C,, conducted a detailed study of modern
civil-military relations and the shape of the gap between military and civil societies.
Although investigators shared data, each study reached its own conclusions. No
attempt was made to coordinate either the findings or recommendations of these
two studies.

The CSIS study confined its focus to major issues affecting the culture and
operational effectiveness of the armed forces. We did not explore issues of defense
funding levels, service roles and missions, force structure, strategic planning or mil-
itary doctrine except as they directly affected the health or enhancement of service
cultures. The study also did not address the subject of the civilian workforce or the
appointed civilian leaders within the Department of Defense, Study authors took
no stand on the recent debate over returning to conscription or a system of national
service; we worked from an assumption that the United States can sustain an effec-
tive all-volunteer force.
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Finally, while combat operations will remain their essential focus, U.S. forces
will undoubtedly have to adapt to the full spectrum of operations in the twenty-
first century. Most projections of the future indicate that both war fighting and
peacekeeping will take place in a demanding environment that will put military
people to the test in every respect. Hazardous, challenging missions will require the
United States to maintain high-quality active and reserve forces that maintain the
timeless values at the heart of U.S. military culture.

The Meaning of Military Culture

What is military culture, exactly? Its essence is how things are done in a military
organization. Military culture is an amalgam of values, customs, traditions, and
their philosophical underpinnings that, over time, has created a shared institutional
ethos. From military culture springs a common framework for those in uniform
and common expectations regarding standards of behavior, discipline, teamwork,
loyalty, selfless duty, and the customs that support those elements.

Closely linked to military culture, and much easier to assess directly, is organi-
zational climate. Climate is essentially how members of an organization feel about
the organization. Many factors influence organizational climate; among the impor-
tant factors are perceptions about the system of rewards and punishments, the flow
of communications up and down the command chain, expectations for job perfor-
mance, and the fairness of administrative systems; the characteristics of the
workload; and the example set by leaders. Organizational climates ultimately deter-
mine how individuals feel about the quality of the institution as a whole. Although
it is more malleable and responsive to immediate pressures and policy guidance
than 1s culture, organizational climate can have a major impact on the underlying
culture over the long term.

The services that make up the armed forces have much in common. All the ser-
vices, for example, use boot camp or basic training as a rite of passage for new
initiates—a critical cog in the turning of civilians into service members—and have
adopted hierarchical, youth-oriented, up-or-out systems that allow for few lateral
entry opportunities. All the services in the main are dominated by leaders from
their combat elements, train their own specialists, and develop their own leaders.
Each of the services also aspires to be a meritocracy, where advancement is pru-
dently governed by a system of relatively centralized promotion boards.

Within that broad cultural framework, each service has fashioned a distinct cul-
ture that helps shape its worldview and approach to combat. The common U.S.
military culture aside, men and women in U.S. uniforms do not consider them-
selves as part of a generic armed forces but instead take pride in identifying
themselves as soldiers, sailors, airmen, marines, or coast guardsmen. These unigue
service cultures typically perpetuate and enhance the cohesion and esprit de corps
that remain vital to a unit under the stress of battle. The separate service cultures
also permit concentration on skills and doctrine necessary for their respective roles
and missions on land, at sea, and in the air. The key task for the future is to improve
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interservice cooperation without damaging the service cultures that are so essential
to cohesion and combat within their own domains.

Contemporary Cultural Strains

All available evidence gathered in this study strongly suggests that the U.S. military
is nearing a critical juncture as it enters the twenty-first century. The post-Cold
War era has been one of clear and remarkable change for the U.S. military.
Although the military has undergone demobilization after major wars in the past,
the period of downsizing and restructuring during the 1990s has been unique in
several respects.

Qualitatively perhaps the best force the United States has ever fielded, the all-
volunteer military today is also older and more married than traditional conscrip-
tion forces, and possesses high expectations on issues affecting quality of life and
job satisfaction. Today’s force also has historically unprecedented percentages
of women, many of them entering nontraditional jobs and formerly gender-
segregated units. At the same time, the armed forces find themselves competing for
personnel with a civilian society in the midst of one of the most sustained expan-
sions of economic opportunity in modern times. For many of today’s youth,
enlisting in the military is an alien thought. With the number of veterans dwin-
dling, local advocates and role models are fading in number. These dynamics have
created tremendous pressures on all of the services as they struggle to recruit and
retain the quality individuals needed for the high-tech force of the twenty-first
century.

Perhaps the most remarkable aspect of this period of downsizing is that, despite
having cut the force by more than one-third, the U.S. military finds its pace of oper-
ations more hectic than ever before in peacetime. The rate of overseas deployments
has increased more than 300 percent since the fall of the Berlin Wall. The very com-
petence the U.S. military has displayed in successfully responding to a wide variety
of contingencies seems to have encouraged its further use by national command
authorities.

Given a growing array of new misstons, from peacekeeping to homeland
defense to drug interdiction, the primary responsibility of the U.S. military still is to
deter, and, if necessary, fight and win the nation’s wars. U.S. strategic nuclear forces
thus remain ready; and powerful U.S. forces remain forward deployed in Europe,
the Middle East, and East Asia. During the past decade, the U.S, military has also
frequently engaged in limited but stressful conflicts in places such asYugoslavia,
Bosnia, Irag, and Somalia.

While it is coping with these many contemporary challenges, the U.S. military is
confronting potentially revolutionary advances in its military capabilities. In Desert
Storm, Bosnia, and Kosovo, the U.S. military has clearly demonstrated its martial
prowess. This revolution in military affairs (RMA}—dominated by the rapid
exploitation of information for new and more effective ways of applying military
torce—will both enable and place stress on traditional hierarchical military organi-
zations. Rapid vertical and horizontal dissemination of information will change
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patterns of command and staff relationships while it provides rich tactical and
managerial data to higher headquarters. The armed forces will require more sophis-
ticated models of leadership to exploit properly the enhanced capabilities of their
units.

A final, indelible characteristic of this unique period is that of constrained
resources at the operating level. The leadership of the armed forces today faces a
series of difficult choices on how best to spend available resources for buying new
equipment, maintaining current bases and facilities, training personnel, repairing
aging equipment, increasing pay, and funding unforeseen contingencies.

In taking the pulse of today’s military, this study found a profound stress on the
armed forces created by these unique dynamics: a smaller but busier force, under-
resourced at the cutting edge; the demands of nontraditional missions and frequent
conflicts; older personnel who are often married who are in high demand in a
robust civilian economy; and revolutionary changes in technology and threats. Sus-
taining the effectiveness of this military force whose competence and versatility is a
bulwark of U.S. superpower status is the central thrust of our recommendations.

Findings

® [Fundamental professional values are remarkably strong but are under stress
from several different sources.

Despite obvious pressures on today’s U.S. military, men and women in uniform
have embraced traditional military values. In a society that celebrates the pur-
suit of happiness and the rights of the individual, military personnel today
overwhelmingly subscribe to traditional military values such as self-sacrifice,
discipline, and obedience to lawful authority. In 125 focus-group discussions,
there were no complaints from service personnel that standards were too high
or expectations for good order and discipline too stringent. It is clear that the
U.S. military has maintained high expectations for itself.

This commitment to a traditional military code and standards of excellence,
however, does not translate automatically into high morale or satisfaction with
military life. Instead, many service members are frustrated that circumstances
in their units seem to preclude their achieving high standards of mission readi-
ness. Morale and satisfaction with service have both suffered, and this has had a
negative impact on military effectiveness.

While U.S. military culture necessarily fosters certain values and traditions that
differ from the civilian society that the military serves, the MCCS and associ-
ated focus-group discussions found no evidence of military alienation from
civilian society that has been reported elsewhere. In large measure, respondents
gave respect to and believed that they had the respect of civil society.

® Morale and readiness are suffering from force reductions, high operating
tempo, and resource constraints; culture may suffer in the longer term.
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Many service members have deep concerns about the state of training and
readiness in their units; this strikes at the heart of a number of military values.
Because the armed forces put such a premium on combat readiness and opera-
tional excellence, leaders at ali levels are frustrated by signs of declining
readiness in recent years. For example, at the Army’s premier combat training
facility, the National Training Center, observers report a marked decrease in the
proficiency of participating units.

Simply put: The leadership of the armed forces has not yet adjusted to the real-
ity that there are insufficient operating resources and personnel to match
missions. This raises the question of whether the allocation of resources, the
number of missions, the methods of leadership and management, the military’s
traditional expectation for universal excellence, or some combination of these
factors must change. A sustained inability to attain expected levels of mission
readiness may lead to a cynical view on the part of service members about the
mstitution’s standards and goals and may erode confidence in institutional
leadership.

One clear sign of how profoundly the pressures of resources and operating
tempo are affecting morale and readiness is the degree to which these pressures
re producing remarkably similar symptoms across the services. In CS1S focus

groups, officers and NCOs from widely different operational environments
described surprisingly similar concerns about morale, levels of stress on per-
sonnel and families, problems with recruiting and retention, and, for some
personnel, declining trust and confidence in the institution and its leaders. This
common response to institutional stress is not only evidence of a common
thread of basic culture that runs through the armed forces but also of systematic
problems that transcend the separate service cultures. Left unchecked, these
problems could have profound, long-term negative consequences for the
underlying culture. Systemic solutions, not short-term fixes, must be found.

Strong local leadership, which is not uniformly in place today, is essential for
maintaining the vibrant organizational climates essential for operational
effectiveness in the twenty-first century. Present leader development and pro-
motion systems, however, are not up to the task of consistently identifying and
advancing highly competent leaders.

The contention that good leadership makes a significant difference is not new.
Particularly in difficult times, the single most influential factor in determining
morale, cohesion and organizational climate is the quality of local leadership.
Absent enlightened leadership, military organizations under stress often tend to
develop a dysfunctional zero-defects rigidity that stifles effectiveness.

The MCCS survey and anecdotal evidence, however, revealed striking differ-
ences in the quality of organizational climates in today’s military. Although one
unit or ship had a strong sense of mission, teamwork, mutual trust, and open
communication, another at the same location, with virtually identical missions
and resources, had a far different climate. The quality of local leadership almost
certainly explains those measurable differences.
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Despite the centrality of leadership, the services have yet to master an optimal
system for consistently identifying, promoting, and developing their best lead-
ers. The primary challenge—today and into the future—is to better select and
prepare leaders who can create effective organizational climates even in difficult
times.

Leader selection and development systems are at the heart of the matter, and
both are intimately tied to the underlying military culture. Although there have
been recent reviews in the armed forces of the methods of personnel selection,
development, assignment, and promotion, they do not seem to be backed by
the type of institutional momentum necessary to force significant change in this
sensitive area. Better systems are also needed to take the pulse of organizational
climates routinely throughout the military so that the best can be emulated and
the worst remedied.

B Circumstances often require military leaders to make decisions when the value
of loyal responsiveness to authority, on one hand, appears to conflict with the
values of loyal dissent and candor, on the other. Conflicts among professional
values, not unique to the military, if not properly and openly resolved in each
case, can erode trust within the armed forces.

The military has traditionally placed mission accomplishment above nearly all
else, thus a can-do attitude is the hallmark of successful senior leaders and oth-
ers. Over time, this may induce senior military personnel to take on an excessive
number of missions or other projects.

In the MCCS and associated focus groups, many officers and NCOs—well
informed through the Internet and by other means—expressed disappointment
in their senior service leaders. Issues ranged from agreement by senior leaders
to take on missions that have stressed their forces beyond what some think are
prudent limits to assessments of readiness that did not match perceptions at
lower levels.

Note that it is not unusual that the view from the Pentagon is at odds with the
view from the trenches. However, such a perceptions gap—complicated by the
need for senior military leaders to support administration policy while also
speaking for their service or command—can erode the trust that is essential to
the chain of command. The transitory nature of command and other personnel
turbulence are likely compounding the problem.

® Operations other than war (OOTW), although essential to the national inter-
est, are affecting combat readiness and causing uncertainty about the essential
combat focus of our military forces.

The increased tasking of the U.S. military in OOTW has challenged the services’
focus on traditional combat, the armed forces’ primary responsibility. Peace
enforcement, peacekeeping, and humanitarian operations have forced many
military units to train at least temporarily to different skills and standards.
Although some units felt these operations provided solid training and good
leadership experience for junior officers and NCOs, retraining after peace-
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keeping operations was necessary to meet rigorous combat readiness standards.
Ambiguity in basic missions can lower expectations for competence in tradi-
tional primary skills. Although OOTW may well be in the national interest, a
dilution of the focus on combat operations can have a cultural impact.

Peacekeeping operations have broadened the myriad tasks that military units
must master, contributed to deployment fatigue, created competition for scarce
resources, and could alter the essence of the military profession. None of that
argues that they should not be undertaken. Instead, it argues that the national
command authority and the services need to understand better the consider-
able costs of such operations and the ways to mitigate against potentially
negative impacts on the underlying military culture.

Although the quality and efficiency of joint operations have improved during
the 1990s, harmonization among the services needs improvement.

Since the implementation of the Goldwater-Nichols reforms of 1986, the ser-
vices have made great strides in their ability to coordinate activities and work
together on complex operations. Lingering interoperability problems among
the services remain, however; and at the service-headquarters levels, a competi-
tion for resources and missions often produces unproductive rivalries. In some
areas, the competition among the services in terms of doctrine, training, and
acquisition has proven healthy. The challenge confronting the services is to con-
tinue to foster distinct, vibrant service cultures while improving the services’
capacity for effective joint operations.

The services have made significant strides in more closely integrating the plans
and operations of their reserve and active forces, but continuing efforts are
warranted.

MCCS data from Army units reveal that the professional values and commit-
ment to excelience in the reserve forces are virtually indistinguishable from the
active forces. As the active forces have increased the use of their reserve compo-
nents to help shoulder the increased workload, the level of stress in many
reserve units has risen sharply. Reservists are increasingly concerned about an
unprecedented tempo of operations that may not prove sustainable over the
long term. Left unchecked, this trend of higher operating tempo is likely to
cause tensions for reservists torn between their civilian and military
commitments.

Issues of gender integration and racial imbalance in some units need to be
addressed.

MCCS data also revealed that different racial groups in the military generally
hold common views regarding traditional military values, the quality of unit
leadership, and other elements of organizational climate. This commonality of
views among members of different races is a healthy indication that supports
the contention of many sociologists that race relations in the armed forces are
generally better than in the wider society. Although this comparative victory
was noted in the November 1999 Armed Forces Equal Opportunity Survey, that
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study of more than 40,000 service members also noted frequent acts of per-
ceived racial discrimination and disrespect. In the MCCS, 71 percent of all
respondents indicated general agreement that their units did not have racial
discrimination problems, but 36 percent of minority personnel believed that
there was some sort of racial problem in their units, Racial integration in mili-
tary ranks may well be a comparative success story, but it is one that offers
military commanders no cause for complacency or inattention.

One area that calls for continuing attention is racial distribution throughout the
force. Certain units or occupational specialties—special operations forces in all
of the services, light infantry units in the Army, and the submarine force—are
highly racially imbalanced. The apparent source of racial imbalance (from less
than 10 percent minority in some units to more than 60 percent minority in
others) is apparently self-selection. Although not entirely new, the issuc of self-
segregation is worrisome. Soon minorities will account for few senior positions
in prominent areas such as the Army’s light infantry or the Navy's submarine
community. Because many of the Army’s and Navy’s senior leaders come from
these elite entities, this trend could result in fewer minority officers being
selected for the most senior positions.

Gender integration in the military remains a complex and controversial issue.
Our survey revealed significant differences between male and female responses
at most grade levels. Fermnales are generally less positive in their view of organi-
zational climates and are less likely to respond positively to expressions of
military values regarding self-sacrifice. At the same time, 28 percent of female
personnel and 13 percent of males definitely saw sexual harassment or discrim-
ination as a problermn in their units.

The MCCS and Navy surveys indicate significant perception problems about
the job performance of female personnel. Much to our surprise, these surveys
also reveal that a significant percentage of fermale personnel seemed to be skep-
tical about the relative performance of service members of their own gender.
Our focus group discussions revealed more concern about female job perfor-
mance and the impact of gender integration on unit cohesion than many
studies in the past have indicated. Generally, the more senior the respondents,
the more positive they were regarding the integration of females in nontradi-
tional billets.

® Reasonable quality-of-life expectations of service members and their families
are not being met. The military as an institution has not adjusted adequately
to the needs of a force with a higher number of married people.

While a sense of willing sacrifice remains strong in today’s military, so too does
the expectation of a reasonable lifestyle for individuals and families. Despite
significant resources now being devoted to child-care centers, programs for sin-
gle parents, and on-base housing, the data suggest that the efforts to date have
fallen significantly short of the mark.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY XXV

Many service members are leaving the armed forces for other careers owing in
part to the inadequacy of military pay, medical care, family support, retirement
benefits, and other quality-of-life factors. On the MCCS, statements about pay
adequacy, pay comparability, and overall standard of living received by far the
most negative responses of the survey's 99 items, ranking 99th, 98th, and 89th,
respectively.

Higher pay and better housing are necessary but are not sufficient answers to
the problems of morale and retention. Participants in focus groups frequently
expressed the sentiment that service life was simply no longer fun. Some studies
have noted a disturbing ambivalence in successful junior officers about one day
commanding ships, battalions, or aviation squadrons. Frequently these mid-
career officers see the lifestyles of their commanders as unnecessarily hectic and
frustrating.

Although there are no hard supporting data, focus-group discussions and
informal communications revealed that junior officers and NCOs in many
units believe that the services are losing a disproportionate number of their
most talented service members. Pay and benefits as well as long periods of fam-
ily separation likely account for some of the retention problems, especially
among high-skill groups such as pilots and electronic technicians who have
many higher-paying job opportunities in the cvilian world. However, unmet
expectations for a challenging and satisfying military lifestyle were identified as
a larger issue in nearly every focus group.

Major Recommendations

The CSIS study participants assembled recornmendations with multiple audiences
in mind. Chief among them are the decisionmakers and leaders in the legislative
and executive branches, including officials—both military and civilian—in the
Departments of Defense and Transportation who are most directly responsible for
the care and management of the U.S. armed forces. Some factors such as the imbal-
ance between resources and missions at the operating level that affect the current
climate in the military and, potentially, the underlying culture must call on the
executive branch and Congress for their resolution.

The ultimate keepers of the culture in the services are the commissioned offic-
ers. The officer corps has the responsibility for preserving and protecting what is
good about the service’s culture and modifying those aspects of culture that must
change to meet future challenges. This report is for them too. Because the lifeblood
of the U.S. military has been and will remain the sons and daughters of an enlight-
enied and informed citizenry, we have also compiled this study with the public in
mind.

Our main recommendations, which follow below, are intentionally broad and
leave to the implementing agencies the matter of how these changes are to be
accomplished.
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® Improve public understanding of the necessary differences between civilian and
military cultures and the many demands being placed on military personnel
and their families; civilian and military leaders must make a greater effort in
telling the military’s story to the American people;

® Keiterate and emphasize to the public that combat operations remain the essen-
tial competency of the Department of Defense;

® Reduce the high levels of stress in the operating elements of the armed forces by
correcting the current imbalance between available resources and mission
requirements; either resources must be increased or redistributed, or missions
must be decreased or redesigned;

& Provide senior decisionmakers with accurate, timely information and reinforce
the value of candor within the chain of command; therefore, the services need
to redesign their systems for assessing and reporting unit readiness, and they
also need to develop reliable systems for determining the morale and cohesion
of their units;

® Improve procedures for developing, selecting, evaluating, and promoting offic-
ers in all the services.

®  Work to eliminate the gap in perceptions between the Pentagon and the operat-
ing forces about such matters as readiness, adequacy of resources, and guality of
recruits; this will help to avoid a general erosion of trust within the chain of
command and improve understanding;

®  Lncourage and reward appropriate risk taking at every level; this will help elim-
inate risk aversion and a zero-defects mentality;

® Address in the curricula of all senior service colleges the issue of service
cultures—their distinctness, their potential positive and negative impact on

joint activities;

#  Maintain vigilance on equal opportunity for all racial groups and work to elim-
inate severe racial imbalances in certain branches, occupational communities,
and functional areas of the armed forces;

m  Study job performance and cohesion problems that are related to gender inte-
gration in the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps;

B Meet the reasonable quality-of-life expectations—especially in pay and medical
care—of service members and their families; this will help to recruit and retain
competent men and women in the armed forces,

®  Create a special task force on military culture that will provide the necessary
oversight and institutional stamina needed to carry out the recommendations
of this study; this task force, composed of representatives from the Departments
of Defense and Transportation and the military services, should assess the
implementation of the recommendations and report periodically to senior offi-
cials about organizational climates and military culture;
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Despite considerable pressures, the people in today’s force are highly motivated
patriots who have continued to produce excellent results under trying conditions,
To ensure that the U.S. armed forces are ready for the future, the United States must
begin to make essential improvements inside the force and in the way that the force
is utilized and supported. This will sustain the sound military culture and healthy
organizational climates that will be essential for U.S. national security in the
twenty-first century.
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Introduction

, N THE DUSTY BACK STREETS OF MOGADISHU, SoMALIA, on October 3,
= 1993, two U.S. Army sergeants did the nearly unthinkable. While their

b helicopter hovered over another downed helicopter to provide air cover to
its wounded occupants, Sergeants Gary Gordon and Randall Shughart came under
such heavy enemy fire that their own chopper could not remain on station. Unwill-
ing to abandon fallen comrades, Gordon and Shughart volunteered to stay behind
to face the insurmountable odds. Permission was reluctantly granted.

Lowered by rope to the ground, Sergeants Gordon and Shughart extricated the
wounded pilot of the downed helicopter under withering enemy fire, an action that
the pilot, Chief Warrant Officer Michael Durant, believes saved his life. Gordon and
Shughart held off the growing number of attackers until their own ammunition ran
out, and they were killed. Both Gary Gordon and Randall Shughart were post-
humously awarded the Medal of Honor.

Several years later, on routine naval operations in Pusan Harbor, Korea, when
one of Ensign Daniel Johnson’s men became entangled in a line that was pulling
him to a probable death, Ensign Johnson rushed to his aid. The citation of the Navy
and Marine Corps Medal that was awarded to Ensign Johnson stated, “Immedi-
ately, without hesitation, and in the face of known risk to his own life, Ensign
Johnson ran to the assistance of the entrapped line handler.” The sailor survived
with the loss of a leg and four fingers. Ensign Johnson lost one finger and both legs
below the knee. Columnist George Will later wrote that Johnson said he tock that
action because “...officers are trained to be responsible for the well-being of their
men.” From his hospital bed, the brave young officer said of his Navy experience: “1
developed a lot of self-confidence when 1 was doing my job. No regrets.”

Where does the United States find such people? Or such service members as the
U.S. Air Force special operations team that flew into enemy territory at night to
rescue 2 downed U.S, pilot during Operation Allied Force? Or the U.S. marines who
were recently dispatched to keep an uneasy peace in Kosovo and showed remark-
able restraint in defusing tense and dangerous confrontations? Or the coast guard
search-and-rescue teams that flew their helicopters out to sea at night into the face
of “the perfect storm” to offer hope to imperiled ship crews when no other help
could be found?

The answer to the question of where does the United States find such people
is that, to a degree unmatched in any other segment of society, the U.S. armed
forces attract, nurture, and develop such heroic service members in a culture rich in
the traditions of self-sacrifice, discipline, courage, physical rigor, and loyalty to

1, George F Will, “An Officer’s Duty,” Washingron Post, October 21, 1999, p. AZ9,
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comrades and country. The goal of this study is to identify the elements of today’s
U.S. military culture that must be preserved, adapted, or modified in order to sup-
port best the military effectiveness in the twenty-first century. We define
“effectiveness” as the capacity of a military organization to accomplish its assigned
tasks within an appropriate amount of time with minimal casualties and with a rea-
sonable expenditure of resources.

Many aspects of the U.S. military have undergone extensive and continuing
analysis in recent years. Areas of study have included defense funding levels, the size
and structure of both active and reserve forces, service and Joint Staff roles and mis-
stons, modernization and weapons procurement, domestic and overseas basing, the
adequacy of military readiness, racial and gender integration and revisions of boot-
camp regimens, recruiting and retention challenges, and personnel compensation.

What has been lacking for some time, however, is a comprehensive review of the
fundamental philosophies, values, and traditions that form the foundation of U.S.
military culture. Even a cursory review of the available evidence reveals that U.S.
military culture today is undergoing tremendous strains and pressures from a vari-
ety of sources. Major changes in the geopolitical, technological, and societal
landscapes in just the 1990s have been remarkable and perhaps unprecedented. Few
have reflected, however, on the linkage between these immediate stresses and the
underlying institutional culture. The end of the Cold War and a focus on domestic
priorities, for example, have prompted the major reduction of approximately 33
percent in the size of the U.S. military and nearly 40 percent in the resources avail-
able to it. Ironically, this downsizing has occurred in a period when the pace of
operations and U.S. military missions and commitments around the world have
increased dramatically. In fact, the post—Cold War period has seen U.S. military
forces placed in harm’s way on a wider variety of both humanitarian and combat
missions, far from their families, and with a greater frequency than at any compara-
ble peacetime period in U.S. history.

The press and others have noted that the U.S. military has also experienced an
exodus of talent from both the officer and enlisted ranks. All the services have
found it increasingly difficult to recruit and retain the high-quality personnel that
have made competence a cornerstone of the modern U.S. military. High school
graduates today have expanded educational and economic options, as well as new
opportunities for travel and adventure outside the U.S. military. Both within the
military and without, citizens also have a rising expectation of a comfortable stan-
dard of living and supportive work environment.

Other stresses and strains affect the U.S. military and perhaps have an impact
on military culture, including incidents of misbehavior such as the abuse of power
and sexual misconduct by personnel at Aberdeen Proving Grounds, Maryland, in
1996 and the sexual harassment by Navy personnel at theTailhook convention in
1991. Some observers have decried a perceived softening—or demilitarization—of
the military, while others have warned of a perceived gap between military and
civilian values and norms. Warnings have been issued of eroding military readiness
for the hardships of protracted battle, and critics charge that some top military
leaders failed to sound the alarm on readiness problems in time because of inappro-
priate sensitivity to domestic political concerns.
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Another impetus for this study came out of work done to prepare Professional
Military Education: As Asset for Peace and Progress, a review of professional military
education completed by the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS)
in 1997. CSIS noted then a deep reservoir of concern in military ranks about
morale, readiness, and cultural values in what has proved to be a period of height-
ened turmoil for all the armed forces. Those warnings and CSIS’s own concerns
about the future vitality of the U.S. military prompted this effort.

The central purpose of this study is to identify those actions that must be taken
to preserve and improve the essential U.S. military culture and, thus, enhance the
effectiveness of U.S. military forces in the next century. The primary audience
for this report is the decisionmakers and leaders in the legislative and executive
branches—especially within the Department of Defense—Dboth military and
civilian—and the Department of Transportation who are most directly responsible
for the care and management of the U.S. armed forces. Ultimately, however, as in
many democracies, the lifeblood of the U.S. military will continue to be an
informed and enlightened American citizenry; we have written this report with
them in mind also.

We have concentrated on military effectiveness. We have defined culture as the
prevailing values, philosophies, custorns, traditions, and structures that collectively,
over time, have created shared individual expectations within the institution about
appropriate attitudes, personal beliefs, and behaviors. Essentially, it is how mem-
bers of an organization do things in the organization. It is the assimilation of
culture that causes everyone in uniform to turn without thinking and salute the flag
as it is lowered at day’s end. Military culture induces common expectations about
acceptable behaviors and attitudes among those in uniform—yparticularly in times
of stress and danger.

A direct link exists between military culture and effectiveness. The underlying
culture of U.S. military forces is the foundation from which arise standards of
behavior such as discipline, teamwork, loyalty, and selfless duty. The values and
philosophies that have evolved as central to U.S. military culture have emerged
from both the noble basic tenets of the U.S. Constitution and the harsh lessons of
the battlefield.

The culture in a strong, traditional institution also influences decisionmaking
at all levels. It has a powerful, often subtle, impact on both U.S. operations and U.S.
assumptions. It can produce dysfunctional blind spots in thinking and limits on
innovation as well as a stimulus for wonderful, selfless action.

Culture itself is difficult to assess directly, as are other vital but somewhat intan-
gible areas of human commitment and aspiration at the heart of organizational
functioning. A more convenient institutional phenomenon, and one greatly influ-
enced by culture, is organizational climate. Climate is relatively easy to assess, and
numerous studies in both military and civilian organizations have shown that cul-
ture and climate determine in large measure the effectiveness of the organization.
Values, work habits, levels of trust within the chain of command, teamwork, the
fidelity of communications, and commitment to excellenice make differences in the
productivity of organizations of every kind——in peace and in war.
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Organizational climate is, essentially, how members of the organization feel
about the organization. Many elements affect organizational climate, from percep-
tions about the system of rewards and punishments and the flow of
communications up and down the command chain to work tempo and the exam-
ple set by leaders. Organizational climate is simply the combined environmental
stimuli that determine individual and team perceptions about the quality of work-
ing conditions. Ultimately, an organization’s climate will determine how
individuals feel about the quality of the institution as a whole as well as about
immediate working conditions. Although more malleable and responsive to exter-
nal pressures and policy guidance than culture, organizational climate can have a
major impact, for good or ill, on the underlying culture over the long term.

Past changes in national policies can modify organizational climates in the mil-
itary and, in some cases, can deliberately change institutional culture. The racial
integration of the armed forces initiated by President Harry Truman in 1948 has
been a more successful cultural intervention in the U. S. military than in many seg-
ments of the society at large. Once given its marching orders, the military, as a
disciplined institution, can adapt relatively quickly although the institutional cul-
tural transformation necessary to perpetuate those adaptations requires substantial
time and effort. History also teaches that relatively successful hierarchical organiza-
tions, such as the military, usually attempt significant cultural change only when
pressed by external events—political, social, economic, or technological.

Multiple surveys and analyses confirmed our assumption that, given their
unique role in society, all the armed forces share a common underlying culture,
Within that broad culture, however, are numerous subcultures that typically
enhance esprit de corps and are often essential to mission effectiveness.

This study confined itself primarily to the internal workings and essential cul-
ture of the armed forces. We did not review such issues as defense funding levels,
service roles and missions, force structure, strategic planning, and combat doctrine
except where they were related to climate or culture issues. This study also has not
addressed the subjects of the civilian workforce and the appointed leaders in the
Defense and Transportation Departments and the military services. Finally,
although the study authors take no stand in the recent debate over the advisability
of returning to a system of national service or conscription, we worked from a belief
that the United States can sustain an effective all-volunteer force. The question of a
widening gap between values inherent in the U.S. military culture and in society at
large is the subject of a ongoing study by the Triangle Institute for Security Studies,
and the two separate study teams have shared data and findings.

There is ample and convincing evidence that the challenges the United States
will confront in the twenty-first century will require a strong and especially versatile
military force. If anything, the first post-Cold War decade suggests that the U.S.
armed forces must be prepared to respond in the future to an increasing variety of
missions, from nuclear deterrence and conventional combat operations to human-
itarian and peacekeeping missions, noncombatant evacuations, and homeland
defense.

The demands of undergirding America’s superpower status in such an uncer-
tain age will require military forces that can anticipate and react to change. That
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change could come in the form of shifts in the geopolitical landscape. It could result
from unanticipated technological advancements. The change might even originate
in society itself. The primary responsibility for maintaining a resilient and efficient
force that can adapt to such rapid-fire change will fall on military leadership. The
recruitment, education, and development of an enlightened leadership corps able
to cope with hardship and ambiguity-—while it maintains discipline and unit cohe-
sion—must remain a top priority for all the armed forces.

It is the officer corps—and the general and flag officers, in particular—that has
the responsibility for retaining what is good in the U.S. military culture and insti-
tuting those changes necessary to ensure an effective military force into the twenty-
first century. Although the commissioned officer corps is the prime catalyst for
change, a unique and essential role remains for noncommissioned officers
(NCOs)—the corporals, sergeants, and petty officers. The competence and com-
mitment of these hands-on leaders will prove at least as important in the twenty-
first century as they are today. By providing vital individual leadership and develop-
ing the requisite skills in their charges, they will continue to exemplify the
fundamental ideals of the military profession.

Finally, although the U.S. military must prepare for the full spectrum of opera-
tions in the twenty-first century, its primary missions will remain deterrence and, if
necessary, combat and victory in U.S. wars. These demands require that the United
States maintain high-quality active and reserve forces and infuse them with the tra-
ditional values at the heart of U.S. military culture: self-sacrifice; discipline;
obedience to lawful authority; physical and moral courage; and lovalty to com-
rades, unit, and nation.

Using a wide variety of methods and data sources, the authors of this study
focused on determining the elements of military culture needed to ensure military
effectiveness today and into the twenty-first century. The data base included our
own specially designed field survey, the Military Climate/Culture Survey (MCCS),
which provided firsthand information from more than 12,500 Army, Marine
Corps, and Coast Guard personnel in operational units and personnel from all ser-
vices in selected headquarters. These data were augmented by recent internal
surveys compiled by the individual armed forces and by a number of additional
studies conducted by the Department of Defense, the Department of Transporta-
tion, and by nongovernmental agencies. Besides field surveys, the study group’s
work included conferences and discussions held from early 1998 through the sum-
mer of 1999. Two formal conferences included free-flowing discussion of the issues
among a wide range of participants from the business, military, political, and aca-
demic communities.

During the two-year course of this study, participants discussed a multitude of
issues affecting military effectiveness. Some issues were discarded because they were
not sufficiently related to military culture. Others were seen as too fleeting or
peripheral to affect fundamentally the long-term military effectiveness. The find-
ings and recommendations have been winnowed to focus on major issues of
culture, keeping in mind our goal of enhancing operational effectiveness.

The report is divided into discrete chapters, including an executive summary;
chapter 1, this introduction; and chapters 2 and 3, which discuss the evolution of
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our military cultures and the contemporary challenges they face. Chapter 4 pro-
vides selected information on survey and other data, and chapter 5 outlines the
military challenges anticipated in the twenty-first century and the foundations of
military culture that will be required to achieve operational excellence in the future.
Chapter 6 presents the study findings; this is followed in chapter 7 by specific
recommendations.



CHAPTER 2

Contemporary Military
Culture

{ ¥ ocioLoGIsTS AND BUSINESS EXECUTIVES have long known that highly suc-
&g, cessful organizations usually have vibrant organizational cultures.” Given the
b/ military’s unique role of managing violence on behalf of society, a strong and
incorruptible culture is not only important but essential. It is no exaggeration to
state that the nation’s security relies in large measure on the vitality of U.S. military
culture.

The main sources of the unique military culture of the United States are the
Declaration of Independence, the Constitution, selected U.S. and international
laws, and more than 200 years of U.S. military history. The United States began as a
country profoundly distrustful of a standing military, the legacy of a nation born of
its rejection of kings and tyrants. Although the effects of that legacy waned as the
United States became a world power, a suspicion of large, standing armed forces
persists. That partly explains Americans’ insistence on strong civilian control of the
military and their affection for the citizen-soldiers who are today the volunteers in
the National Guard, the reserves, and the active force.

At the same time, a military culture by definition must differ significantly from
civil culture in a democratic society, a fact recognized in U.S. law and supported by
the Supreme Court. Because the driving imperative behind U.S. military culture is
the unique responsibility to fight and win the nation’s wars, basic individual free-
doms in the military are often curtailed for the sake of good order and discipline,
and the armed forces reserve the right to dictate strict rules of behavior that would
be clearly inappropriate for a civilian emplover.

As mentioned earlier, military culture is essentially how things are done in a
military organization. It consists of the accepted values, philosophies, traditions,
and customs that are passed along to each successive generation of service members
to create a shared professional ethos. From that shared identity spring common
expectations. Each of the services has its own shorthand for the core values that
underpin military culture: “duty, honor, and country” for the U.S, Army; “honor,
courage, and commitment” for the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps; “integrity, service
before self, and excellence” for the U.S. Air Force; and “honor, respect, and devo-
tion to duty” for the U.S. Coast Guard.

Closely related to military culture is organizational climate, or how the mem-
bers of the organization feel about the organization. Over the long run, changes in

2. On the general topic of organizational culture, see Edgar H. Schein, “Organizational Cul-
ture,” American Psychologist 45, no. 2 (February 1996): 109119,

g
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organizational climate can significantly modify culture. In this chapter, we examine
some of the intense pressures affecting the contemporary organizational climate in
the U.S. military, including a high tempo of operations and other activities, con-
strained resources, changing missions, and changes in the marital status and
demographics of the uniformed population that may be affecting the underlying
military culture. But first we review the fundamentals of both U.S. military culture
and the cultures of the individual services.

Elements of Military Culture

According to James Burk, the four essential elements of military culture are disci-
pline, professional ethos, ceremony and etiquette, and cohesion and esprit de
corps.’

Discipline is widely regarded as the essential factor that differentiates the armed
forces from an armed mob. The U.S. military insists on high standards of discipline
precisely because it knows that the battlefield demands it. Discipline is the quality
that enables military formations to operate in that most demanding of environ-
ments—combat. Although it is backed by the threat of punishment and reinforced
through drill, modern military discipline emanates more from unit cohesion and
the exarple set by inspiring leaders.

The professional ethos of the U.S. military has traditionally centered on the
imperative of combat. From the rigorous demands of the battlefield spring tradi-
tional U.S. military values such as a willingness to engage an armed opponent and
sacrifice self, if necessary, to accomplish the mission; physical and moral courage;
and discipline. From the U.S. Constitution and U.S. laws come the values of obedi-
ence to lawful authority; a respect for civilian control of the military; loyalty to and
respect for comrades, unit, and nation; and service and advancement based on
merit.

Perhaps the most visible manifestations of military culture are its ceremony and
etiquette—salutes, uniforms, ribbons and medals, and the playing of taps—that are
institutional imperatives to acknowledge lawful authority, control or mask anxiety,
affirm solidarity, and celebrate the unit or individual.! Ceremonies help forge a
common identity. Although excessive ceremonies or overly formal etiquette can
dampen morale, ceremonies are more often a positive factor, especially when they
serve o celebrate military prowess and connect the military to the nation and soci-
ety that it serves. Veterans and nonveterans alike attached a powerful symbolism to
the fact that Desert Storm, unlike the war in Vietnam, ended with victory parades.
Through such symbolism America demonstrates respect for its men and women in
uniform, and the essential bond between the armed forces and civilian society is
strengthened.

3. James Burk, “Military Culture,” in Encyclopedia of Violence, Peace and Conflict, vol. 2, ed.
Lester R. Kutz and Jennifer Turpin {San Diego: Academic Press, 1999), 447-461. See also Don M,
Snider, “A Uninformed Debate on Military Culture,” Orbis 43, no. 1 (Winter 1999): 11-26,

4. Burk, “Military Culture,” 451452,
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Cchesion and esprit de corps are the fourth foundation of U.S. military culture.
Cohesion is the shared sense of sacrifice and identity that binds service members to
their comrades in arms.” Esprit de corps is pride in the larger unit and service as a
whole. Morale, a close relative, represents the level of enthusiasm and satisfaction
felt by individuals in a unit. All three are essential, but they can become dysfunc-
tional if they lead to a confusion of loyalties, impede integration of new personnel,
or provide a motive for covering up illegal or unethical behavior. Cohesion and
esprit de corps—the by-products of bonding under the hardships that often typify
military life—remain essential to combat effectiveness.

Traditional Service Cultures

Upon that common foundation, each of the services has fashioned a distinct cul-
ture that helps shape its worldview and approach to its task of fighting and winning
wars. The services, however, share common cultural attributes that are as striking as
the differences that separate them.

Each of the services, for instance, is a hierarchical organization with two- and
three-decade career paths and little opportunity for lateral entry or even transfer
between one service and another. The services are pyramidical, youth-oriented, up-
or-out systems from which even the four-star general or admiral must normally
retire at 35 years of service or 59 years of age, whichever comes first. All use boot
camp or basic training as a rite of passage for new recruits; this training constitutes
a critical step in the process of turning civilians into soldiers, sailors, airmen,
marines, or coast guardsmen. All the services then continue with formal training to
develop service member competence in a respective specialty. Each service is like-
wise a meritocracy where professionalism is governed by senior officer-led
promotion, command assignment, and school selection boards. Finally, in each ser-
vice the keepers of the cultural flame are its commissioned officers, especially senior
officers (admirals, generals, colonels, and Navy and Coast Guard captains).

The professionalism of the U.S. NCO corps (a term used here to include corpo-
rals, sergeants, and naval petty officers) is well known. NCOs act as an irreplaceable
adjunct to their superior officers in transmitting service culture to new recruits and
cadets and as guardians of the culture’s precepts. Yet it is the officers, through their
presidential commissions, who must take the lead in retaining what is good about
their respective service cultures and in modifying those aspects of culture that must
change to meet the challenge of the twenty-first century.

Against that backdrop of a common military culture in which all service mem-
bers take pride, each of the individual services has its own distinct culture that
forms an essential and powerful part of every service member’s identity. Within
each of the services, additional subcultures exist based on the type of unit (e.g.,
fighter squadron), branch (e.g., infantry) o, in the Navy, war-fighting community
{e.g., aviation, surface warfare, submarine, or special operations).

5. Ibid., 454-455.
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The U.S. Army

The Army, the oldest service, worships at the altar of “service to nation,”® said the
late Carl Builder, of the RAND Corporation. Its seminal experiences, which retain a
tight grip on its imagination and doctrine, are its triumphs in campaigns in the
European theater during World War II. Somewhat demoralized after the war in
Vietnam, the Army underwent a revolution in the 1970s and 1980s that took it back
to its familiar territory of preparing to fight major land campaigns in Europe and
elsewhere.” That revolution culminated in the lopsided victory of Desert Storm,
which some in the Army saw as a harbinger of high-tech warfare to come but which
others viewed as the last hurrah for heavy armored forces.

With its need for air support and strategic air and sea lift, the Army is inherently
the service that is most compatible with joint solutions to operational issues or
other military problems. Presidents and secretaries of defense have often chosen
Army officers to lead complex joint or combined operations. Thus the senior U.S.
commander on the scene in every major Cold War conflict was an Army officer, and
8 of 14 of the chairmen of the joint chiefs have been from the Army.

The Army counts its blessings in terms of divisions, and its downsizing from 18
to 10 divisions during the 1990s was a culturally significant development. In a sim-
ilar vein, many critics have argued that the Army has been slow to move from a
Cold War force, built around heavy divisions, to a more rapidly deployable and
flexible force structure, an apparent priority of the Army’s new chief of staff.? To
some, the Army is not really different—only smaller—than it was during the Cold
War.

Although the Army has been innovative in many areas, resistance to structural
change has come from both the active and the reserve components, which in the
Army, alone among the services, are larger (54 percent of total Army personnel)
than their active counterpart. Compounding the problems of adaptation has been
the Army’s checkered record in public affairs and relations with the Congress.® Tell-
ing the Army story has been a challenge that Army leaders have not always met
although the Army as an institution has been open and self-critical in many of its
recent studies.

6. Carl Builder, The Army in the Strategic Planning Process: Who Shall Bell the Car? (Santa
Monica, Calif.: RAND, April 1987), 23.

7. Por an excellent work on this transition, see James Kitfield, Prodigal Soldiers {Washington,
D.C.: Brassey’s Inc., 1997). Not all observers of the Army’s post-Vietnam reform are complimentary.
One critic, Col. Robert Killebrew (ret.), noted in correspondence with Joseph J. Collins, August 16,
1999, that although the Army adopted battlefield and leadership doctrines for a professional force,
“we never took the next step.... In opposition to decentralization and mission-type orders, the
Army bureaucracy centralized everything—promotions, assignments, medical care, legal authority,
and so on. The only Chief {of Staff of the Army] who tried to change the system was [Edward C.]
Meyer, and he failed. So what we have now is neither fully professionalized nor organized around a
citizen-soldier concept.”

8. Gen. Eric Shinseki, Intent of the Chief of Staff, Department of the Army, June 23, 1999
<www.hqda.army.mil.csa.html> (accessed September 16, 1999).

9. Stephen K. Scroggs, “Army Relations With Congress: The Irmpact of Culture and Organiza-
tion” {Ph.D. diss., Duke University, 1996}, 1--33, 479486,
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The Army has often had more policy and operational success than its critics give
it credit for. Adapting existing structures to new missions, the Army leadership’s
deft use of the First Armored Division as a peace enforcement tool in Bosnia was
highly successful, but it won scant praise from Army critics. While many saw the
Army as slow and flat-footed in moving to Albania in 1999, few today remember
the lightning speed with which it attacked multiple objectives in 1989 in Operation
Tust Cause in Panama.

The Army routinely receives high marks in human relations. Since its slow start
in the early 1950s, the Army has become a model for the other services in the suc-
cessful integration of racial minorities into its ranks and promotion of minority
officers. Fully 40 percent of the active Army is composed of minority personnel,
and 21 percent of the active Army’s officer corps comes from minority populations.
Sociologists Charles Moskos and John Sibley Butler have written that, in large mea-
sure because of the Army’s pioneering work, “the military is the only place in
American life where whites are routinely bossed around by blacks.”"

The U.S. Air Force

A descendant of the U.S. Army Air Corps and the youngest service {established in
1947), the Air Force worships at the altar of technology, according to the late Carl
Builder." Although the service measures its wealth in wings, especially tactical
fighter wings, in the end the Air Force will even cut air wings and personnel to stay
on the cutting edge of technology: witness the cuts in end strength the Air Force has
taken in recent years in order to be able to afford the new F-22 fighter and other
modern systems.

The Air Force is composed of a number of communities generally grouped
around weapons platforms: the bomber community is heir to the traditions of stra-
tegic bombing in World War II and, later, the Strategic Air Command; the “fighter
mafia” has dominated Air Force leadership for much of the past three decades; the
strategic transport community is becoming increasingly important in this era of
expeditionary warfare; the residual missile force is providing much of the nation’s
nuclear deterrent; and the space force and the special operations community are
growing in importance.

Today the Air Force is trying to unify its various constituencies under the ban-
ner of “Global Reach, Global Power” and is reorganizing into 10 air expeditionary
forces to improve its strategic agility. Some observers also perceive a shift from an
air and space force to a space and air force, with the future dominated by nonair-
craft systems in space. It is not surprising that such forecasts do not sit comfortably
with many of the pilots who dominate the Air Force.

In recent conflicts such as Desert Fox in Irag and Allied Force in Kosovo, the Air
Force together with naval aviation and sea-launched cruise missiles has certainly
become the nation’s primary weapon of choice for precision strike missions that

10, Statistics on race, as of Deceraber 31, 1998, from Defense Almanac 1999 at
<www.defenselink.mil/pubsfalmanac/>. Charles Moskoes and John Sibley Butler, “Lessons on Race
from the Army,” Chicago Tribune, July 26, 1998, p. 15.

i1, Builder, The Army in the Strategic Planning Process, 26.
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achieve maximum effect with minimal casualties. The resultant high operations
tempo, however, is contributing to significant retention problems in the Air Force.
Topping service personnel concerns is a projected shortage of 2,000 pilots by 2002
and a fiscal year (FY) 1999 recruiting shortage of nearly 1,700 personnel.

Given its very large combat support and service support structures, the Air
Force has integrated women into its ranks in greater numbers than any other ser-
vice. Fully 18 percent of the Air Force is composed of women, and 99.7 percent of
its jobs are open to them. Today women fly nearly every combat aircraft in the Air
Force mventory.

The U.S. Navy

After two centuries of plying the seas, says Carl Builder, the Navy worships at the
altar of tradition."” The origins of Navy culture stem from the danger of ocean voy-
ages and preparation for battle at sea. Its seminal experiences range from the battles
of John Paul Jones to its stunning victory against the Japanese fleet at Midway dur-
ing World War 1. Given the nature of naval combat and deployments on long,
dangerous voyages, naval officers tend to be highly independent operators—the
captain is still king in the Navy-—as opposed to staff-centered or detail-oriented
officers.

Without a major competitor for control of the seas since the collapse of the
Soviet Union, the Navy has recently shifted its focus from building a balanced fleet
for war at sea to creating a power projection capability “from the sea.” In addition
to its aircraft carrier battle groups and submarine fleet, the Navy also maintains a
one-of-a-kind amphibious fleet that provides platforms for the Marine Corps to
project power inland. The Navy’s close integration with the Marine Corps ensures
that they will remain two separate services within one military department.

In the past it was fashionable to talk about the Navy as primarily a federation of
three war fighting communities: surface, subsurface, and aviation. In recent years,
however, the Navy has reorganized to achieve more unity of effort and less infight-
ing among its communities. Although the Navy still bristles at occasional
interference with sea forces by land-based commanders, it has alsc worked hard in
the 1990s to embrace a more joint approach in close conjunction with the other
services.

The Navy measures its wealth in terms of ships in general and aircraft carriersin
particular. From its Cold War peak of nearly 600 battle force ships during the
Reagan era, the Navy has seen its force structure decline to barely more than 300
battle force ships. Despite that downsizing, the Navy, like all of the services, has seen
its operations tempo and deployment schedule in the 1990s remain at high levels
for peacetime. As a result, ships and personnel have been under significant stress,
and the current Navy leadership has reduced administrative burdens on personnel
who are preparing to deploy.

In one sense, the Navy’s fierce streak of independence may insure its world-
renowned professionalism, but it also may have insulated the service from social
trends and sensitivities felt more keenly by the other services and society in general.

12. Ibid., 24,
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Scandal—and more than a fair amount of criticism—have been problems for the
Navy in recent years. Today, with many of those problems behind it, anxiety about
the retention of junior officers and aviators remains a concern for Navy leaders.”

The U.S. Marine Corps

The Marine Corps is a unique service and marines have the strongest service cul-
ture. Indeed, the Marine Corps has actively discouraged the emergence within the
corps of subcultures based on branches or separate war-fighting communities. The
Marine Corps worships at the altar of its uniqueness. Its motto is semper fidelis, a
code of fidelity that celebrates “every marine [as] a rifleman,” and “once a marine,
always a marine.” To many, like retired Lt. Gen. Paul van Riper, the essence of the
Marine Corps is family. In 1999, in his first message to the rank and file, the incom-
ing commandant of the Marine Corps, Gen. James L. Jones, likened the corps to the
wolf pack described by Rudyard Kipling: “the strength of the pack [Corps] is the
wolf [ Marine], the strength of the wolf is the pack.”™

Because it has been traditionally oriented toward small wars and amphibious
operations, the Marine Corps has not been as affected as the other services by the
end of the Cold War. Although the Marines are often in competition with the Army
for some of the “business” on the low end of the conflict spectrum such as armed
intervention or peace enforcement, they have also fought side by side with the
Army in nearly every major campaign of the twentieth century. During Desert
Storm, for example, a two-division marine expeditionary force reinforced by an
armored brigade from the Army’s Second Armored Division fought as an indepen-
dent corps.

The Marine Corps is uniquely organized around three marine expeditionary
forces, each of which typically has an infantry division, support troops, and an avi-
ation wing. This flexible building-block organization gives the Marines self-
contained, combined arms teams (marine air—ground task forces) that can be tai-
lored to small or large operations. While the Army follows a similar principle, the
Marine organizations may also contain fixed-wing aviation assets. (The Army
would normally receive this kind of support from the Air Force, which favors cen-
tralized control of air assets and never attaches air wings to ground units.)

The Marine Corps also has some unique personnel policies that complement its
force structure. Because of the mission of the Marine Corps, the fact that the Navy
supplies much of its medical and combat service support, and the fact that the
Army supports it farther inland, there are relatively few female marines. Only 6 per-
cent of the Marine Corps is made up of females; this is compared with 18 percent in
the Air Force; 13 percent in the Navy, and 15 percent in the Army."

13. Tor a typical description of Navy problems by a habitual critic, see remarks by James H.
Webb Jr., “Military Leadership in a Changing Society,” Naval War College Conference on Ethics,
Newport, R.L, November 16, 1998 <www.jameswebb.com/interview/warcollege.htm> (accessed
January 13, 2000). See also Rear Adm. John T. Natter, Lt. Alan Lopez, and Lt. Doyle K. Hodges,
“Listen to the JOs—Why Retention is a Problem,” Proceedings {October 1998}: 59.

14. James L. Jones, “Commandant’s Guidance” <www.usmecmil/cmensffeme> {accessed jan-
uary 13, 2000). Lt. Gen. (ret.} Paul Van Riper made his remarks at the C3IS Service Cultures Work-
shop, CSIS, Washington, IL.C., February 18, 1999,
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To keep costs low and enthusiasm high, the Marine Corps also emphasizes
youth; 50 percent of all Marines are on their initial tour of duty. This youth-
oriented approach reduces deployment fatigue, keeps Marine formations low in
rank and less expensive, and tends to keep relatively low the percentage of Marines
who are married (44 percent, or 12 percent less than the DOD average). The youth
policy does have significant costs: costs of recruiting and training are higher and the
policy leads to a lower level of experience in the ranks compared with the other
services.

The relatively small size of the Marine Corps has caused its leadership to harbor
concerns about its health and independence. The Marines have accordingly become
the best of the services in terms of public relations and one of the most adept at
“working the Congress” and maintaining close contacts with their alumni in Con-
gress and the executive branch. Marine organizational flexibility and skill in
congressional relations have helped them in the 1990s to maintain a larger percent-
age (85 percent) of their earlier personnel strength than the other services, most of
which are approximately 65 percent of their Cold War strength.

The U.S. Coast Guard

America’s “lifesaver and guardian of the sea” is part of the armed forces, but in
peacetime it resides within the Department of Transportation. Unlike the other ser-
vices, the Coast Guard also has law enforcement authority. On any given day, its
members can be found interdicting drug smugglers, rescuing crews from vessels in
distress, enforcing fishery laws, and patrolling U.S. waters to protect U.S. maritime
interests.

The Coast Guard comprises 35,000 men and women in the active components
backed by 8,000 reservists and 35,000 volunteer civilian auxiliaries. Iis sea and air
fleet is composed of 120 cutters and patrol boats, 4 icebreakers, 400 smaller boats,
70 fixed-wing aircraft, and 135 helicopters. All personnel billets in the Coast Guard
are open 1o women.

As a seagoing service, much of the Coast Guard—especially those coast guards-
men in the cutter fleet—shares in the naval tradition. However, the Coast Guard is
as different from the Navy as the Marine Corps is from the Army. Its orientation is
legal and humanitarian, and it is intimately tied to and in contact with the civil
society it protects. Even at the lowest levels, it works daily side by side with both
civilian and military organizations.

Coast Guard culture has been shaped by a combination of the service’s legal
mandates, the environment in which it operates, and a history that has spawned a
culture emphasizing professionalism, courage, and maritime expertise. The most
challenging of Coast Guard missions—those that involve national defense and the
defense of sovereignty—have had a profound effect on its operational outlook and
organization. Nevertheless, it is the service’s civil duties that give it its unigue char-
acter. The United States” smallest service prides itself on initiative, daring, and

15. Department of Defense statistics, Septernber 1998, as noted in Defense Almanac 1999
<www.defenselink.mil/pubs/almanac/people/>.
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flexibility; for the Coast Guard, semper paratus (always prepared) is more than a
motto—it is a mindset.'

An Emerging Joint Culture?

Although distinct and vibrant service cultures remain critical components of U.S.
military culture, excessive interservice rivalry in the past blunted military effective-
ness. In a typical 1980s criticism of the joint chiefs, former secretary of defense
James Schlesinger harshly assessed the joint chiefs and interservice gamesmanship:

The unavoidable outcome is a structure in which log rolling, back-scratching,
marriage agreements, and the like flourish. The proffered advice is generally
irrelevant, normally unread, and almost always disregarded. The ultimate result
is that decisions regarding the level of expenditures and the design of the forces
are made by civilians outside of the military structure.”

The Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 set
out to correct these deficiencies. In what has become a case study in how legislation
can achieve effective cultural change in the military, Goldwater-Nichols made the
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff the principal military adviser to the secretary
of defense and the president. It also established a vice chairman to support the
chairman and improve joint influence on budgetary and program matters. In addi-
tion, it enhanced the powers of the unified commanders in the field. Finally, the
Goldwater-Nichols act increased the significance of joint assignments for senior
military officers, making joint duty a milestone for promotion to general or flag-
officer status. Operational successes in Panama, Kuwait, Haiti, and Bosnia support
former senator Sam Nunn's assertion that Goldwater-Nichols enabled the United
States to make more operational progress in the past 13 years than in the entire
period since “the need for jointness was recognized by the creation of the Army-
Navy board in 1903.”"

Goldwater-Nichols has had an important effect on service cultures. It has made
the services more aware of the importance of jointness, which means improving the
ability of the services and the field commands to work together; integrating service
capabilities; and placing joint combat effectiveness ahead of individual service
interests.

Each of the service cultures now pays homage to the needs of the joint team, but
jointness is a value and not a culture unto itself. To the extent that there is a joint
culture, it now resides in joint units or headquarters and is fostered by the senior

16. See U.5. Coast Guard Fiscal Year 2000 Budget in Brief (Washington, D.C., U.5. Coast
Guard, 1999). This section draws heavily from the presentation “Mission of the U.S. Coast Guard,”
by Vice Adm. (ret.) Howard Thorsen at the CSIS Service Cultures Workshop, CSIS, Washington,
D.C., February 18, 1999.

17. Senate Committee on Armed Services, Defense Organization: The Need For Change,
report prepared by James R. Locher, 99th Cong., 1st sess., 1985, Committee Print 99-86, 159.

18. James R. Lacher, “Taking Stock of Goldwater-Nichols,” Joint Forces Quarterly, no. 13,
{Autumn 1996): 63,
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officers who have held multiple joint assignments. In the future, barring further
service integration, an emerging joint culture is likely to come from those engaged
in quintessential joint activities such as the strategic movement of personnel and
matériel; or the command, control, communications, computers, intelligence, sur-
veillance, and reconnaissance (C'ISR) functional area.’”

For the foreseeable future, vibrant service cultures modified by a heavy dose of
jointness will remain a critical aspect of U.S. military culture. Although the poten-
tial exists for excessive interservice rivalry, competition among the services will also
remain a vital part of the U.S. system. The highest U.S. national security leadership
from time to time may need to control service programs in the name of jointness,
but it must not diminish service cultures in the process.

19. Don M. baider, “The Services in an Era of Joininess,” presentation at the CSIS Service Cul-
tures Workshop, CSIS, Washington, D.C., Pebruary 18, 1999,



CHAPTER 3

Environmental Change and
Cultural Effects

HE RESEARCH AND SURVEYS conducted as part of this study reveal that many

areas of the U.S. military are undergoing profound changes that are dramat-

ically affecting organizational climates and may, in the long run, signifi-
cantly erode the underlying military culture. Indeed, the environmental pressures
outlined in this chapter are so strong that they have affected highly different service
cultures and command climates in remarkably similar ways. The broad picture that
emerges from the research is that U.S. military forces are highly motivated but over-
committed and underresourced. Changes in military climate and culture, together
with fundamental shifts in the geostrategic environment, changes in technology
and demographics, and economic growth will challenge even the most competent
and inspirational leader.

The Strong Economy of the 1990s

The unprecedented and sustained growth of the U.S. economy during the 1990s has
increased opportunities in the civilian marketplace at a time when military person-
nel see themselves as overworked and underpaid. The exact size of the
compensation gap between military and comparable civilian jobs has been the sub-
ject of intense debate; and, although some estimates put the gap as high as 14
percent, econometric studies have a difficult time accounting for the hardships of
military life. There is no disputing that military pay has lagged behind civilian com-
pensation levels. In real terms, pay for new recruits increased only a modest 16
percent in real terms during the last two decades of the twentieth century. In fact,
many young service members with sizable families have been forced to rely on food
stamps and other forms of public assistance.”

Other factors have also contributed to difficulties in recruiting new service
members. In the past, many young Americans were enticed into enlisting by a

20. On recruit pay, see Robert L. Phillips, Christopher Chambers, and Leonard Wong, “Assess-
ment of the Factors Related to Recruiting for the U.S. Army: A Longitudinal View” (paper presented
at the Inter-University Seminar on the Armed Forces and Society Biennial Conference, Baltimore,
Md., October 24-26, 1999), p. 6. On food stamps and related problems, see “Front Lines, Food
Lines,” 20/20, ABC News, June 25, 1999 <hitpi//abcnews.go.com/onair/20...2020_9%0625_
front_lines_trans.htmi> (accessed june 30, 1999); and Steve Vogel, “Peeling the Pinch of a Military
Salary,” Washington Post, July 20, 1999, p. Al. On the pay gap, see “What Does the Military ‘Pay Gap’
Mean?” {Washington D.C.: Congressional Budget Office, June 1995}, 1-9.
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service’s tuition assistance programs and incentives like the Montgomery G.I. Bill,
Today there are many outstanding state and federal tuition assistance programs that
rival those offered by the armed forces. At the same time, low-cost education and
job training opportunities offered by community colleges are providing an attrac-
tive option to joining the military to learn a trade. Sociologist Charles Moskos has
written:

One major obstacle to recruitment is beyond the military’s control, namely the
substantive federal aid given to college students who do not serve their country.
We now spend more than $10 billion annually on grants and loan subsidies to
college students, in effect creating a G.1. Bill without the G.1.2!

Because of these and other factors, the military has had increasing problems in
recent years recruiting and retaining the high-quality personnel needed to man
today’s high-tech military. With the exception of the Marine Corps and the Navy
{which was short 8,000 in FY 1998), the services had recruiting shortfalls for 1999:
6,300 for the Army; 1,700 for the Air Force; and 14,000 for the Army, Navy, and Air
Force reserve components.” The retention of well-educated, highly skilled NCOs
and officers such as pilots and service academy graduates has also become a prob-
lem. A recent GAO study of “retention critical specialties” for both officers and
enlisted personnel noted that 52 percent of the enlisted personnel and 42 percent of
the officers were dissatisfied with the military.” Pay, benefits, and resources for their
units were the key reasons cited for dissatisfaction. More serious enlisted retention
problems may be just around the corner. Service surveys show a decrease in stated
intentions to stay until retirement, and in 1999 the Air Force—Ilong the service that
has led in retention—missed its enlisted retention goals by 5 percent.

Strategic Changes and Adaptations

With the collapse of the Soviet Union and the disappearance of a great-power
threat, the United States reduced the size of the military by 36 percent and cut mil-
itary spending by 40 percent from its Cold War peak. It is an irony of recent U.S.
history, however, that while the United States in peacetime has never been more
secuire, its armed forces have never been busier. Hopes for a new world order have
been dashed repeatedly on the rocks of virulent nationalism, ethnic hatreds, and
regional conflicts,

As a result, the U.S. armed forces have deployed in recent years more than 35
times, or three to four times more frequently than during the Cold War. Operating

21. Charles Moskos, “Short Term Soldiers,” Washington Post, March 8, 1999, p. AlS.

22. House Committee on Armed Services, Summary of Major Provisions: National Defense
Authorization Act for 2000, Conference Report, 106th Cong., 1st sess. (Washington, D.C.: GPO,
August 5, 1999), 5. See also Roberto Suro, “Army Exceeds Retention Goal,” Washington Post, Octo-
ber 5, 1999, p. 15; and Robert Maginnis, “Filling the Ranks in Fiscal 2000,” pamphiet no. 29, Military
Readiness Project {Washington, D.C.: Family Research Council, January 3, 2000).

23. See Perspectives of Surveyed Service Members in Retention Critical Specialties, GAO/
NSIAD-99-197BR (Washington, D.C.: U.S. General Accounting Office, August 1999), pp. 117, 20.
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tempo and personnel tempo have increased dramatically. Both the Army and
Marine Corps noted in 1996 that the average soldier or marine spent 140 days away
from home station. The Navy continues to keep half of its ships at sea and one-third
of the total fleet forward deployed, but deployment duration and personnel
tempo—the frequency that individuals are deployed-—have increased. At the same
time, the Air Force reported a quadrupling (from Cold War norms) of personnel
deployed away from home base.”

All of the services, but especially the Army and the Air Force, have leaned
heavily on their reserve components to help shoulder the overwhelming burden.
The contribution of reserve forces to active-duty missions has increased 1,200 per-
cent in the 1990s, from approximately I million man-days in 1986 to approximately
13 million man-days per year in 1996, 1997, and 1998.%

To afford this largely unexpected pace of operations driven by more than 35
contingencies during the 1990s, the Pentagon underfunded the modernization of
equipment and the construction and repair of base property. According to a 1999
CSIS study, the force outlined in the 1997 Quadrennial Defense Review is under-
funded by as much as $100 biilion per year.”® Despite relatively high levels of
readiness appropriations, service readiness has been further eroded by aging equip-
ment and the costs of unexpected contingencies paid for out of operating accounts
until supplemental funding was made available.

The impact of operating older equipment at very high rates has been particu-
farly significant in the field and the fleet. In an Armywide survey of 15,000 soldiers,
NCOs, and junior officers, 41 percent described the condition of equipment in
their units as poor.” After the Kosovo operation, Gen. Richard E. Hawley, who was
retiring from the Air Force, noted that in the Air Force Combat Command “we are
flying the oldest fleet of airplanes that the Air Force has ever operated.” Citing low
readiness and high operational demands as a cause, he concluded that “we are
going to be in desperate need. . .for a significant retrenchment in commitments for
a significant period of time” after the Kosovo operation.” The other services report
similar problems, but no other senior officer has called for a strategic pause as Gen-
eral Hawley did.

Personnel shortages due to recruiting and retention problems and disruptions
caused by deployments have compounded equipment problems. In the CSIS Mili-
tary Climate/Culture Survey, for instance, shortages of material resources and
personnel in the units surveyed were among the most common complaints of the

24. For a list of these deployments see A Force For Peace: U.S Commanders’ Views of the Mil-
itary’s Rele in Peace Operations (Washington, D.C.: Peace Through Law Education Fund, 1999}, 37.
See also Joseph I Collins, “The Complex Context of American Military Colture: A Practitioner’s
View,” Washington Quarterly 21, no. 4 (Autumn 1998): 214,

25, Office of the Secretary of Defense, Reserve Affairs, Department of Defense, telephone con-
versations with Joseph 1. Collins, June 1999,

26. Daniel Gouré and Jeffrey M. Ranney, Averting the Defense Train Wreck in the New Millen-
nium (Washington, D.C.: CSIS, 1999), 2.

27. Headguarters, Department of the Avmy, The Secretary of the Army’s Senior Review Panel
on Sexual Harassment, vol. 2 (Washington, D.C.: Department of the Army, July 1997, A-30, ques-
tion #3,

28, Otto Kreisher, “Hawley’s Warning,” Air Force Magazine 82, no. 7 {July 1999): 51-57.
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respondents. The frustration in the armed forces caused by continually having to
do more with less was also clear in many focus groups.”

Stress fractures are beginning to appear in the smaller, underfunded U.S. mili-
tary force that has deployed with increased frequency on a spectrum of missions
ranging from high-intensity conflict to peacekeeping and humanitarian relief.
Many of the respondents to the CSIS survey complained of what might be called
deployment fatigue. Problems in morale and retention caused in part by over-
worked units are an unequivocal sign that the hardships caused by family
separations in a mostly married force are having a negative impact.

The increased tasking of the military in operations other than war (OOTW )—
including the use of force to support diplomacy, peacekeeping, and humanitarian
operations—has also challenged the services’ traditional combat focus. Although
they are often praiseworthy, OOTW have clearly broadened the myriad tasks that
military units must master, contributed to deployment fatigue, created competition
for scarce resources, and altered perceptions about the essence of the military
profession.

The MCCS and associated focus groups found that junior officers and NCOs
appreciated the added measure of independence that was often an element of
peacekeeping and humanitarian operations. These same personnel, however, also
saw the need to retrain to meet combat readiness standards after the peace opera-
tions were completed. They resented those times when they were unable to come
back up to speed quickly. For example, interviews with elements of two U.S. Army
battalions en route to Albania and thence to Kosove made clear that none of the
officers or NCOs felt that their units had completed their combat training after
their preceding Bosnia rotation. Other studies of combat units pointed out a resid-
ual feeling that peace operations are fine, but they should be done mainly by
military police or specially tailored units.” It is unlikely, however, that the man-
power-poor armed forces could afford to maintain separate force structures for
both combat and peacekeeping missions.

A recent study of senior-officer opinions noted, however, that one should not
put too much blame on the actual peace operations, which account for only a small
percentage of the budget and deployed force structure.” A study of Air Force units
also found that what some units do in peace operations is so much like their com-
bat tasks that it might improve readiness.” Other Air Force sources, however,

29. Anger at having to do more with fewer people was also highlighted in the report by the
Congressional Commission on Military Training and Gender-Related Issues. See House Committee
on Armed Services, Congressional Commission on Military Training and Gender-Related Issues: Final
Report, vol. 1 (July 1999}, sxii <htip://www.house.gov/hasc/publications/106thcongress/
volumelpdf>.

30. David R. Segal, Brian J. Reed, and David E. Rohall, “Constabulary Attitudes of National
Guard and Regular Soldiers in the U.S. Army,” Armed Forces and Society 24, no. 4 (Sammer 1998):
535.

31, A Force For Peace, 8-11.

32. William C. Thomas and Jeremy D. Cukierman, The Next Peace Operation: U.S. Air Force
Issues and Perspectives, INSS occasional papers no. 25 (U.S. Air Force Academy, Colo.: U.S. Air Force
Institute for National Security Studies, May 25, 1999).
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highlighted training problerms that are related to peace enforcement. One experi-
enced Air Force officer wrote:

Operations Northern and Southern Watch [over Iraq] for our air-to-air fighter
squadrons have been extremely disruptive. Units deploy [to either Turkey or
Saudi Arabia] for 179 days and simply bore holes in the sky, using up flying
hours and aircraft airframe time, stressing maintenance with little or no train-
ing value. As a result, aircrews are “non-mission ready” upon return to their
bases, requiring retraining. They are also losing other valuable training oppor-
tunities such as “Red Flag” to hone their combat skills.”

None of this argues that OOTW should be avoided or minimized. Indeed, they
are an essential part of the strategic landscape and a significant way that the armed
forces can contribute to conflict prevention or amelioration. At the same time, the
leadership of the armed forces must realize that these operations are costly and that
they have ramifications for military culture.

An Excessive Aversion to Casualties

Conducting military operations in the post—Cold War era that involved neither
vital nor important U.S. interests has led to an excessive aversion to casualties. This
aversion no doubt stems in part from the Vietnam War era, during which daily
casualty figures and perceived lack of battlefield progress turned the majority of
Americans against the war. However, the political urge to use the military without
suffering casualties came to the fore in recent years after the death of 18 Army
Rangers in 1993 in Somalia, where U.S. forces had initially gone to prevent starva-
tion. The subsequent U.S. pullout from Somalia, echoing the tragic policy in
Lebanon during the Reagan administration, showed that politicians believe that the
public is intolerant of casualties on humanitarian missions. The tough reaction of
the Congress in 1996 to the death at the hands of terrorists of 19 U.S. airmen in the
Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia demonstrated the political elite’s intolerance of
casualties from acts of terrorism as well. The belief that some key force-protection
measures had not been taken by local commanders no doubt increased congres-
sional anger. All of these incidents were magnified by accurate and intense
television reporting, which we believe has led some analysts to exaggerate the power
of the media and the so-called CNN effect.

During the war in Kosovo, many observers believed that political demands for
zero casualties limited the effectiveness of North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATQO) air assets. Sensitivity about casualties by U.S. and allied political leaders
and the top leadership of the armed forces precluded the United States from using
other means {including ground forces and attack helicopters) that might have saved
civilian lives and created operational advantages at a higher risk of casualties to
allied forces. It is also possible that the United States and its allies implicitly traded
greater collateral damage and civilian casualties for greater pilot safety. Cautious

33, The officer corresponded with Joseph J. Collins, August 1999,
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tactics could have contributed to the ability of Yugoslav ground forces to withstand
in good order what appeared to be devastating air attacks over many weeks.

This excessive aversion to casualties originated in the political world and is
stronger among politicians than it is in the public at large. Contrary to the way that
the U.S. government has conducted its policy, our men and women in uniform, as
well as the American people, are prepared to take casualties when vital or important
interests are at stake and there is a significant consensus among political leaders.**
Inside the military, the MCCS has documented a strong willingness among service
members to risk their lives. At the same time, some units have experienced an over-
emphasis on force protection that in some cases has been put on a par with mission
accomplishment. In Bosnia and Kosovo, U.S. alfies wonder aloud about the unwill-
ingness of U.S. forces to take on risky missions or operate creatively beyond their
fortified camps or routine presence patrols.*

In all, this excessive aversion to casualties has inhibited operational flexibility;
hurt the U.S. reputation for power; and led to some confusion in the military, where
self-sacrifice and the willingness to accept casualties in military operations has
always been a key part of the ethos. Once more, a national policy with some intrin-
sic merit, casualty avoidance in this case, appears to be having unforeseen side
effects within the armed forces.

Technological Revolution

On the positive side, rapid advances in communications and computer technology
are fueling a revolution in military affairs. Synergies created by the use of advanced
battle command-and-control systems, satellites, unmanned aerial vehicles, stealth
technology, and precision-guidance munitions have given U.S. military forces the
ability to strike many adversaries with relative impunity.

Such rapid technological change has dramatically affected organizational cli-
mates and, over the long run, might have an impact on the underlying military
culture. Whether service cultures are sufficiently flexible to accommodate a world
where interconnected networks tend to replace traditional hierarchies might well
become an important issue. The demands of an increasingly high-tech military
force will also challenge people in combat-support and combat units to develop
new skills. Tables of organization, rank structures, and even the traditional pay scale
might have to change. Modern technology is also breaking down traditional barri-
ers that separated the military and civilian markets. Contrary to the Cold War

34. Eric V. Larson, Casualties and Consensus: The Historical Role of Casualties in Domestic Sup-
port for U.S. Military Operations {Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND, 1996), xv—xvil. Recent research in
our sister study on the civil-military gap has noted that military officers and the civilian elite are
more casualty averse than the general public is on issues related to OOTW. See Peter Feaver and
Christopher Gelpi, “The Civil-Military Gap and Casualty Aversion” (paper prepared for The Gap
between the Military and Civilian Society, a project of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies,
Durham, N.C., October 1599).

35. See, for example, R. Jeffrey Smith, “Home Sweet Home in Kosovo,” Washington Post, Octo-
ber 5, 1999, p. 11.
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model, technological advances today are driven primarily by the civilian market-
place, and tomorrow’s military will have to become more adept at integrating
civilian technologies into military platforms and systems.

Rapid technological change, for all of its benefits and promise, also has had
some negative consequences for organizational climate and, probably, for military
cuiture as well. Computers in particular have increased the opportunities for over-
centralization, micromanagement, and impersonal leadership. When commanders
have a much greater supply of information and the large degree of “battlespace
transparency” that goes along with it, they have the ability to supervise in minute
detail. CSIS focus groups revealed that many senior officers have used new technol-
ogies such as video teleconferencing, e-mail, and even unmanned aerial vehicles
not as adjuncts to effective command and control but as tools for intrusive supervi-
ston. Just as some senior officers used the helicopter in Vietnam to become “squad
leaders in the sky,” these officers deny their well-qualified subordinates the latitude
to best accomplish their mission.

Social and Demographic Changes

All militaries reflect the societies that they serve. More than 25 years after the end of
the draft, the all-volunteer force in the United States reflects many of the social and
demographic trends at play in society. Because the U.S. military today is a career
force, a majority of enlisted personnel and officers are married and somewhat older
than their draft-era counterparts. Women are also in the force at historically high
levels, many in nontraditional jobs. The military remains a diverse and multiethnic
organization, a continuity that will require periodic changes. These and other
sociological and demographic factors are challenging the adaptability of military
organizations.

Quality of Recruits

Despite fierce economic pressures and competition from the civilian marketplace,
the services have been largely successful at maintaining the measurable quality of
their recruits. Recruits entering the armed forces today, however, are clearly the
products of a society where the nuclear family is under severe stress and good
parenting seems to be both more rare and more essential. Problems with the emo-
tional maturity of some new recruits and their trouble responding to military
training and discipline have led to high first-term attrition rates in basic training
and the years that follow. The number of service members who do not complete
their initial enlistment contracts is in excess of 30 percent for the males in an entry
cohort and 38 percent for the females in all of the services.

Surveys of recruits at the Great Lakes Naval Training Center in 1994 and 1996
revealed that a relatively high number of basic trainees entered the Navy with histo-
ries of physical abuse, sexual abuse, or alcohol misuse. A remarkable 47 percent of
the female recruits reported experiencing past sexual assaults, while 38 percent of
male recruits reported experiencing child physical abuse. Fifty percent of the males
and 39 percent of females reported past binge drinking. These negative experiences
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are not at all unique to military enlistees and are fairly typical for today’s youth, but
they are bound to inhibit dependability and maturity and provide a great obstacle
to military socialization. Depending on service, between 54 and 82 percent of
NCOs (E6 and E7) directly involved with training believe that the quality of recent
basic training graduates has declined, especially in terms of discipline and
maturity.”®

Such dysfunctional behavioral experiences have severely stressed the training
base. In focus groups conducted as part of the MCCS, junior officers and NCOs
frequently complained that some new personnel entering deployable units and
ships directly from basic and advanced individual training are deficient in basic
military skills and are inadequately disciplined. A number of junior officers and
NCOs also complained that their superiors in the chain of command were not ade-
quately backing them up when disciplinary measures were required or training
standards needed to be enforced. In the MCCS, meanwhile, two statements about
the indoctrination, quality, and motivation of recent graduates of basic training
ranked in the bottom 10 of the 99 items in the survey, highlighting this issue as one
of the most significant problems identified by the men and women of the armed
forces.

Although the MCCS found that the military socialization process is usually suc-
cessful in transmitting traditional military values, there is little doubt about the
significant challenges ahead for the training base. In a first response to this prob-
lem, the Marine Corps and the Navy moved to toughen basic training on their own
initiative. After urging by the secretary of defense, the Army, Air Force, and Coast
Guard have since followed suit. They have also introduced enhanced values educa-
tion into their basic training curriculum in recent years.

A More Married Force

Today 56 percent of service members in the U.S. armed forces are married, up from
approximately 46 percent in 1973 when the draft was abolished. The percentages of
married personnel in the Navy and Army are close to the DOD average, with Air
Force (64 percent) and Coast Guard (61 percent) personnel significantly above the
average and Marine Corps (45 percent) personnel significantly below the DOD
average. All told, 1.4 million service members are responsible for more than 1.9
million dependents.”

36. On first-term attrition, see Paul Richter, “Loss of Women Recruits a Warning Sign for Mil-
itary,” Los Angeles Times, November 29, 1999, p. 1. On naval recruits, the commander, Great Lakes
Naval Training Center, corresponded with Joseph 1. Collins, May 12, 1998. See also Mark 1. Singer,
Trina Menden, Li Yu Song, and Lisa Lunghofer, “Adolescents’ Exposure to Violence and Associated
Symptoms of Psychological Trauma,” Journal of the American Medical Association 273, no. 6 (Febru-
ary 8, 1995): 477. On recruit quality and NCO opinion, see Charles B. Johnson, “The Study of
Recruit Attitudes Conducive to Unit Cohesion and Survey of Military Leader Opinions on Recruit
Training and Gender-Related Issues” (paper prepared for the Congressional Commission on Mili-
tary Training and Gender-Related Issues, June 1999}, Fig. 12, pp. 16~17. On the prevalence of binge
drinking among youth in general, see Jack Hitt, “The Battle of the Binge,” New York Times Magazine,
October 24, 1999, pp. 31-32.
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The increased maturity that comes with 2 higher percentage of marriages has
many positive aspects. The MCCS study found that married service members are
more likely to aspire to lifetime military careers and tend to demonstrate more
pride and satisfaction in military service than their unmarried peers. A force with
more married members has also likely helped the services maintain good order and
discipline in places like Bosnia, where good relations with the local population are
essential.

Of course a force with more married members puts an unprecedented emphasis
on quality-of-life issues. The situation is complicated by the fact that today the vast
majority of spouses who are not themselves in the military also work outside the
home. In the past, nonworking spouses kept both military families and many
installations on an even keel during deployments and separations. In this era, how-
ever, when a 1997 Navy survey”® revealed that 78 percent of married enlisted
personnel and 70 percent of married officers have spouses who are employed full-
time, informal support structures are weakened. Not only are married service
members now needed at home more than ever before, but spouses with lucrative
off-base employment are likely to be more resistant to the frequent moves and sep-
arations that are a reality of military life.

Don Snider, a professor at West Point and a retired Army colonel, has stated:

A married military with working spouses is the most important sociological
change in the military as an institution since the advent of the all-volunteer
force in the 1970s. Simply stated, the armed forces today are more married at an
earlier age, more divorced, and with more dependents than at any time in the
post—World War Il era, ...in fact, the provision of quality day-care is of more
concern to many commanders today than is the issue of military training.”

Race and Gender Issues

MCCS data showed that different racial groups in the military hold generally com-
mon views regarding traditional military values, the quality of unit leadership, and
other elements of organizational climate. This commonality of views among races

is a healthy indication that supports the contention of many sociologists that race

relations in the armed forces are better overall than in the wider society. While this
comparative victory was noted in the November 1999 Armed Forces Equal Oppor-
tunity Survey, that study of more than 40,000 service members also noted frequent
acts of perceived racial discrimination and disrespect.” In our own study, while 72
percent of all respondents indicated general agreement that their units did not have

37. Department of Defense statistics for 1999 and Department of Labor statistics for 1996 were
provided to CSIS by the Joint Staff in July 1999, U.S. Coast Guard statistics were provided to CSIS on
June 36, 1999. The statistics on total numbers of dependents are from the DOD, September 30, 1998,
and can be reviewed in the Defense Almanac at <www.defenselink.mil/pubs/almanac>.

38. John Kantor and Murray Climsted, Navy-wide Personnel Survey (NP5} 1990-1997: Sum-
mary of Trends (San Diego, Calif.: Navy Personnel Research and Development Center, November
1998}, 6.

39. Don M. Snider, correspondence with Joseph |. Collins, August 31, 1999,

40. See Andrea Stone, “Poll: Most Minority Troops Encounter Racism in Military,” USA Today,
November 23, 1999, p. 15A.
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racial discrimination problems, 36 percent of minority personnel believed that
there was some sort of racial problem in their units. Racial integration in military
ranks may well be a comparative success story, but it is one that offers military com-
manders no cause for complacency or inattention.

One area that calls for continuing attention is racial distribution throughout the
force. Certain units or occupational specialties—special operations forces in all of
the services, light infantry units in the Army, and the submarine force—have a high
degree of de facto segregation. The source of racial imbalance (from less than 10
percent minority in sorne units to more than 60 percent minority in others) is
apparently self-selection. Although not new, the issue of self-segregation is worri-
some. Soon minorities will account for very few of the senior positions in some
prominent areas such as the Army’s light infantry or the Navy’s submarine commu-
nity. Because many of the Army’s and Navy’s senior leaders come from these elite
entities, this trend could result in fewer minority officers being selected for the most
senior positions.

The integration of historically unprecedented numbers of women has also had
a profound effect on the U.S. military, which has a traditional culture that cele-
brates battlefield heroics, physical strength, and chivalry. Though service policy on
inclusion of women is partially a reflection of the trend in U.S. society toward more
equal opportunity for women, all of the services began trying to attract increased
numbers of women in the 1970s in order to fill the ranks of the all-volunteer force
with quality people. In 1971 only 43,000 women were in uniform; in 1999, 192,000
are: a full 15 percent of the Army, 13 percent of the Navy, 18 percent of the Air
Force, 10 percent of the Coast Guard, and 6 percent of the Marine Corps.* In all, 14
percent of the uniformed personnel in the Department of Defense in 1999 are
women.

In recent years the number of military occupational specialties open to women
has also increased dramatically. In the wake of the successful deployment of
approximately 41,000 women in Operation Desert Storm, Secretary of Defense Les
Aspin signed a directive that women could be excluded only from direct ground
combat units. Women are also excluded from submarines, certain Navy ships, and
selected special operations forces. In all, the Aspin policy changes opened nearly
260,000 new specialties to women,*

It is not surprising that the considerable contributions and professionalism
women have brought to the armed forces have not come without friction. As in civil
society, the increased presence of large numbers of women in the military work-
place has been accompanied by increases in reported cases of sexual harassment
and assault. Both men and women have often noted that false accusations of sexual
harassment at times have chilled interpersonal relations in military units.*

41. Historical data from Mady W. Segal, “Gender and the Military,” in Handbook of the Sociol-
ogy of Gender, ed. Janet Saltzman Chafetz (New York: Kluwer Academic, 1999), 573. Current data
from unpublished Department of Defense statistics, March 1999; similar statistics, as of September
1998, can be found in Defense Almanac 1999 at <www.defenselink.mil/pubs/almanac/people/>.

42. Les Aspin, “Direct Ground Combat Definition and Assignment Rule,” Secretary of Defense
Memorandum (Washington, D.C.: Department of Defense, January 13, 1994).

43, Charles Moskos, correspondence with Joseph 1, Collins, August 24, 1999,
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The general consensus is that sexual harassment is a problem but not one that is
out of control. In the MCCS, for example, three-quarters of the respondents agreed
(answer categories of “STRONGLY AGREE,” “Agree,” and “slightly agree”) that
sexual misbehavior and discrimination were not problems in their unit. However,
28 percent of female and 13 percent of male personnel definitely saw sexual harass-
ment or discrimination as a problem in their units. At the same time, many focus-
group participants felt that sensitivity training was often counterproductive. As
with racial discrimination, the struggle against sexual harassment and the like must
remain an important priority for unit commanders.

The presence of women in some units has also raised significant questions
about the effects of gender integration on readiness and cohesion, particularly in
the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps. Supporting the view that gender integration
has not helped readiness is that, except in the Navy, women in uniform leave before
their first term of enlistment in significantly higher percentages than male soldiers
do. This increases personnel turbulence in units and requires more resources be put
into recruiting and the training base.

Women also receive low scores from men and mixed grades from other wormen
on some aspects of their performance in the military workplace. In the Army’s 1997
sexual harassment survey, only half of the male respondents in the ranks of captain
and below believed that the female soldiers in their units pulled their fair share of
the load. Nearly one-quarter of the female respondents were “not sure” or did not
believe that women did their fair share of day-to-day work in the units.*

The MCCS asked whether women in “units that T am familiar with would carry
their share of the load in wartime/hazardous operations.” Forty-five percent of the
male junior officer respondents strongly agreed or agreed that they would; 68 per-
cent of female junior officers agreed or strongly agreed. Approximately 33 percent
of the male junior NCOs (ES5 and E6) and approximately 49 percent of the female
junior NCOs agreed or strongly agreed that women would carry their share of the
load in these tough situations. On the lowest enlisted level (E1-E4), only 29 percent
of the males agreed or strongly agreed that women would carry their load, and only
44 percent of the females agreed or strongly agreed that they would. When male
and female responses of all surveyed ranks are tallied, only 36 percent of respon-
dents agreed or strongly agreed that female personnel would pull their fair share of
the load in combat or hazardous situations. Female respondents, when asked about
male contributions in combat or hazardous situations, showed more faith in male
contributions than their male peers did. Senior NCOs and senior officers {both
nten and women}, in the ranks of lieutenant commander or major and above, had
more favorable views on this issue than their juniors, but their increased wisdom
and experience may well be offset by their distance from the deck, the motor pool,
and the small unit in the field.

Navy surveys also show a perception of what may be interpreted as a job perfor-
mance shortfall. When asked during the 1998 Navy personnel survey whether
gender integration had increased readiness, only 10 percent of the officers and 20

44. Headquarters, Department of the Army, The Secretary of the Army’s Senior Review Panel on
Sexual Harassment, A-30, question 98,
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percent of the enlisted respondents agreed or strongly agreed that gender integra-
tion had increased readiness in ships and aviation squadrons. Nearly 40 percent of
all officers disagreed or strongly disagreed that gender integration had improved
readiness. Divided by gender, a scant 24 percent of the female officers and only 7
percent of the male officers agreed or strongly agreed that integration had
improved readiness.” This question, however, is ambiguous. Even an enthusiastic
supporter of gender integration might believe that swapping a qualified female
electrician for a qualified male electrician does not alter readiness on a ship. Still,
other Navy survey items cast doubt on the overall effects of gender integration on
readiness. '

When asked if women in the Navy have the ability to “carry out the duties of
their combat roles,” officer and enlisted opinion, measured by those selecting
unambiguously positive answers (“STRONGLY AGREE” or “AGREE”), declined
markedly during the period 1996-1998 (see table 3.1, which is not broken down for
gender). Fifty-eight percent of the male officers and 52 percent of the male enlisted
personnel agreed or strongly agreed that women have the ability to be successful in
their combat roles. Approximately 71 percent of the female enlisted personnel and
72 percent of the female officers agreed or strongly agreed that women could suc-
cessfully carry out their combat roles.

As gender integration in the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps has progressed,
skepticism about women’s combat-related skills, equity in burden sharing, and
effect on unit readiness appears to be considerable. Army, Navy, and Marine Corps
findings might represent some degree of rmale sexist attitudes, but some sort of per-
formance problem is apparent as well. The skepticism or ambiguity in answers by
one-third or more of Army and Navy women respondents (few Marine Corps
women were surveyed) to statements about female job performance and related
issues suggests that this is not only a simple male-versus-female problem. In sum-
mary, doubts linger among personnel of both sexes about the impact of gender
integration on the readiness of units and ships. CSIS has no Air Force data on this
issue, and it is not clear if these results also apply to the Air Force, which has had
more experience with gender integration than the Army and the Navy. The CSIS
survey found that the Coast Guard did not show evidence of gender-related job
performance problems.

Other studies have criticized the effect of women on cohesion—the level of
comradeship in small units—which is widely believed to be essential to both mis-
sion accomplishment and individual survival.*® A team of scholars has analyzed five
studies and found that the presence of women in military units on active operations
or in garrison had a generally negative effect on small-unit cohesion. However, the

45. John Kantor and Murray Olmsted, Navy-wide Personnel Survey (NPS) 1998: Statistical
Tables for Officers (San Diego, Calif.: Navy Personnel Research and Development Center, March
1999), 131-132; and John Kantor and Murray Olmsted, Navy-wide Personnel Survey (NPS) 1998:
Statistical Tables for Enlisted Personnel (San Diego, Calif: Navy Personnel Research and Development
Center, March 19993, 173.

46, For the rare scholarly article that argues against the importance of cohesion, see Elizabeth
Kier, “Homosexuals in the U.S. Military: Open Integration and Combat Effectiveness,” International
Security 23 (Fall 1998): 5-39,
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Table 3.1 Opinions on Women's Combat Abilities, by percentage of “STRONGLY
AGREE” and "AGREE" responses

Question: Can women carry out the duties of their combat roles?

Category of Personnel 19%6 1997 1998
Officers 76 &4 50
Enlisted Personnel 64 59 55

Sources: John Kantor and Murray Glmsted, Navy-wide Personnel Survey (NPS) 1990-1987: Sum-
mary of Trends (San Diego, Calif.: Navy Personnel Research and Development Center, November
1998), 17. See also Kantor and Olmsted, Navy-wide Personnel Survey (NPS) 1998: Statistical
Tables for Officers (San Diego, Calil.: Navy Personnel Research and Development Center, March
1999), 137; and Kantor and Olmsted, Navy-wide Personnel Survey (NPS) 1998; Statistical
Tables for Enlisted Personnei (San Diego, Calif.: Navy Personnel Research and Development Cen-
ter, March 1999}, 85,

studies indicated that the effects, while common, were not universal and might have
been caused by other variables.”

The MCCS and supporting focus groups conducted for this study found that
women in uniform are more likely than men to have occupationally minded atti-
tudes, not institutionally minded attitudes. This is to a lesser degree true of males in
combat support (e.g., signal, intelligence, military police) and combat service sup-
port fields (e.g., supply and transportation) where women typically serve. Women
service members are also more critical of leadership and quality of life issues in
their units than men are. Female service members are, however, more satisfied with
pay and allowances than male service members, which perhaps reflects the condi-
tion that in today’s civilian economy women still have more modest economic
prospects than males.

Gender-integrated basic training, a staple for 50 percent of Army’s male recruits
and many of the Navy's and Air Force’s recruits, came under fire after the abuses by
Army NCOs and officers at Aberdeen Proving Ground. The committee on gender-
integrated training and related issues (chaired by former senator Nancy Kassebaum
Baker) recommended many changes, among them separate barracks for males and
females in basic training and also the use of separate training platoons or equivalent
units for each gender. The commission indicated that giving basic training to men
and women in the same small unit and housing them together was problematic:

3 4L

Although the aim of the Army, Navy, and Air Force’s “train as we fight doctrine”
is to instill teamwork and discipline, the present organizational structure in
integrated basic training is resulting in less discipline, less unit cohesion, and
more distraction from the training programs,*

Secretary of Defense William S. Cohen did not order the services to separate
men and women in basic training, but he did direct all of the services to toughen up

47. Robert K. Gifford, Laura N. Rosen, Paul D. Bliese, and Kathleen A. Wright, “Gender Com-
position and Group Cohesion in US. Army Units: A Comparison of Five Studies,” Armed Forces and
Society 25, no. 3 (Spring 1999): 365-382.
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basic training and implement nearly all of the committee’s other recommendations.
A recent report by another congressional commission also supported gender-inte-
grated basic training in the Army, Navy, and Air Force despite criticism of gender-
integrated basic training from many of the Army, Navy, and Air Force trainers who
were interviewed by the commission and its staff.’

In contrast to the skeptical or negative views of women in the military is the
successful service in Desert Storm of 41,000 women, amounting to more than 7
percent of the U.S. forces there. Thirteen women were among the 390 U.S. dead,
and two women became prisoners of war. To the surprise of many, the armed
forces, the political elite, and the general public accepted female casualties and
POWs—albeit in small numbers—without much comment or demonstration.*

In the peacetime force, relatively few women have failed training courses.”
Thousands of women are making significant daily contributions to the common
defense in combat, combat support, and combat service support responsibilities
from the recruit level all the way up to the rank of lieutenant general and vice admi-
ral. Recently, not only have there been no public complaints about women pilots in
Operation Allied Force, but the United States has also completed its first space shut-
tle mission commanded by a woman.

Some studies argue against the notion that gender integration has had a nega-
tive impact on units. For example, one RAND research project that looked at 14
recently integrated Army, Navy, and Marine Corps units concluded that “the major
finding of the study is that gender integration is perceived to have had a relatively
small effect on readiness, cohesion, and morale.” The authors’ research indicated
that both males and females contended that women perform about as well as men,
but that widespread perception exists among men of a double standard favoring
women. The RAND study concluded that “gender differences were cited by fewer
than I percent of the survey respondents when queried about issues that affect
morale. Leadership was overwhelmingly cited as the primary factor of morale.”*
Analysis of MCCS data at CSIS also indicates that the units with the best leadership
tend to have the least race- and gender-related problems.

Overall, the issue of gender integration has been a challenging one. On the basis
of the CSIS study and a review of some of the secondary literature, it appears that
the etfects of gender integration on unit effectiveness and cohesion in the Army,

48. Federal Advisory Committee on Gender-Integrated Training and Related Issues, Report of
the Federal Advisory Committee on Gender-Integrated Training and Related Issues to the Secretary of
Defense (Washington, D.C.: Department of Defense, December 16, 1997), 15 <www.defenselink.
mil/pubs/git/report. html>,

49. House Committee on Armed Services, Congressional Commission on Military Training and
Gender-Related Issues: Final Report, vol. 1, July 1999, xlii~xliii <http://www.house.gov/hasc/publica-
tions/106thcongress/volumel.pdf>.

50. Mady W. Segal, “Gender and the Military,” 573. Only 148 of the 390 U.S. casualties were
classified as battle casualties. On the casualties and the aftermath of Desert Storm, see Rick Atkin-
son, Crusade: The Untold Story of the Gulf War (Wew York: Houghton Mifflin, 1993): 448-500,

51. For arare case claiming gender favoritism in a pilot-training environment, see Matt Labash,
“Pulling the Wings off Warriors,” Weekly Standard, May 18, 1999, 22-30.

52. Margaret Harrell and Laura Miller, New Opportunities for Military Women: Effects Upon
Readiness, Cohesion and Morale (Washington, D.C.: RAND, 1997}, xviii, 83.
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Navy, and Marine Corps have been mixed. Whether this is an adjustment problem
or a permanent phenomenon is not clear. Further study is required, especially
about the effects of gender integration on unit effectiveness in the Army, Navy, and
Marine Corps.

At the same time, there is no denying the current need for women in the ranks
or womnen’s contribution to the armed forces. Given current funding, recruiting
structures, and the all-volunteer force, there are no feasible alternatives to large
numbers of women in the armed forces. When challenged by an audience at Har-
vard University about all of the problems and complications that come from having
women in the military, Gen. Henry H. Shelton, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, spoke for nearly all senior leaders in the Departrment of Defense:

The fact of the matter is that we simply could not do our mission today without
the women who volunteer to serve their country. We need their talent, we need
their numbers, and we need their leadership. There is simply no alternative.”

Homosexuals in the Military

Despite the occasional sensational headline or news story, the issue of homosexuals
in the military is more prominent in the political arena than in the day-to-day con-
cerns of men and women in the armed forces. During the 125 focus groups
associated with the MCCS, for example, the issue of gays in uniform was hardly
ever flagged as a key concern. Although there have been obvious problems of inter-
pretation of the “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy and occasional violent crimes directed
against real or suspected homosexuals in uniform, in 1999 the issue of gays in uni-
form is not a major concern for the rank and file in the field or fleet. At the same
time, the vast majority of military personnel believe that homosexual men and
women serving openly in the military would undermine cohesion.

If future political leaders decide that openly gay men and lesbians may serve in
uniform, the Uniform Code of Military Justice—which outlaws certain homosexual
acts—will have to be amended by Congress. If that action is taken in the next
decade, the introduction of openly gay men and women will have a significant
impact on the climate of many units and probably on military culture. The short-
term impact is likely to be disruptive to cohesion and readiness. If and when such a
decision is made, however, the leadership of the armed forces will undoubtedly
carry ouf the change in policy with the same respect for civil authority and disci-
pline that it has shown in the past.™

53. Henry H. Shelton, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 5taff, as he related his Harvard remarks
to the Defense Advisory Committee on Women in the Services { DACOWITS), Spring Conference,
Reston, Va., April 24, 1997,

54. For data on military opinion about homosexual men and women serving openly in the mil-
itary, see Laura L. Miller and John Allen Williams, “Combat Effectiveness vs. Civil Rights: U.S. Mili-
tary Culture, Cohesion, and Personnel Policies in the 1990s” {paper prepared for the Triangle
Institute for Strategic Studies, Durham, N.C., October 1999), p. 53, table 7-1. For contending views
on homosexuals in uniform, see Kier, “Homosexuals in the U.S. Military,” 5--39. Also see replies to
Kier’s views in Tarak Barkawi, Christopher Dandeker, Melissa Wells-Petry, “Rights and Fights: Sex-
ual Orientation and Military Effectiveness,” Infernational Security 24 (Summer 1999): 181-201.
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Declining Military Experience and
Civil-Military Perceptions

Since the draft ended in 1973, the number of lawmakers in Congress with military
experience has declined steadily from 77 percent to about 33 percent. In 1998, 63
percent of departing senators had military service; none of their newly arriving
replacements did. At the same time, 35 percent of the departing representatives had
some military experience, but only 25 percent of the arriving representatives did.*
In the House Armed Services Committee, the percentage of veterans declined from
70 percent of the members in the early 1980s to 30 percent in 1998.°° On the execu-
tive side among those in charge of national security and foreign affairs today—the
secrefaries and deputy secretaries of defense and state, the president’s national secu-
rity affairs adviser, the CIA director—not one of these officials has served in the
military.

A dwindling supply of veterans among the nation’s elite, and indeed in the
American populace, is cause for concern but not panic. Some of our greatest war-
time leaders—Franklin Roosevelt and Abraham Lincoln, for example—were not
veterans, and a Congress packed with veterans did not help us prepare for the
Korean War or avoid the Vietnam tragedy. The disappearance of veterans tracks
closely with the onset of the volunteer force and the post-Cold War downsizing. In
this era, even wars of the magnitude of Desert Storm will not drastically raise the
number of veterans nationwide. In short, the Cold War period was an anomaly. In
the early decades of the twenty-first century, we are not likely again to see in gov-
ernment service the large numbers of veterans that were generated by World War II,
the Korean War, and the Vietnam War.

Today both Korean War and World War II veterans are well into their Social
Security years. Together with their counterparts from the Vietnam era, they serve as
local role models who can counsel relatives and friends about military service, and
they have an intuitive understanding of the burdens and hardships of military life.
Veterans are also more likely to understand the necessary distinctions and differ-
ences between military and civilian cultures. Many veterans have also played a key
role, especially through veterans’ organizations such as the American Legion and
the Veterans of Foreign Wars, in teaching good citizenship and patriotism to Amer-
ica’s youth. How these functions will be replaced in the future is an important issue
for our nation.

A number of observers have also noted with concern signs of a widening gap
between the military and society. In a widely noted article in the Atlantic Monthly,
author Tom Ricks claimed after spending considerable time with young Marine

Corps recruits that some service members were exhibiting a “private loathing for
public America.”

55. The Retired Officers Association, “Legistative Update,” (October 22, 1999},
<WWW.ETCA.01g>,

56. William T. Bianco and Jamie Markham, “Vanishing Veterans: The Decline in Military Expe-
rience in the 1.5, House” (paper presented at the 1999Triangle Security Conference on Civil-
Military Affairs, Triangle Institute for Security Studies, Durham, N.C., July 1999),
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Data gathered in the MCCS study and attendant focus groups, however, do not
indicate an unhealthy relationship between the United States and its military. For
instance, 88 percent of military personnel support (answer categories of
“STRONGLY AGREE,” "Agree,” or “slightly agree”) socializing with civilians, and
75 percent believe that most military personnel have a great deal of respect for civil-
ian society. Nearly 80 percent of survey respondents also believe that the people in
their hometowns had a high regard for the military. In nearly every case, Marine
Corps data were as good, if not better than, the rest of the data base.

The CSIS data are reinforced by Gallup polls that measure confidence in public
and private institutions. During the 1990s, the military has consistently ranked first
among all nationwide institutions, falling to second place only twice in polls since
1988. In the 1999 Gallup poll, the military again ranked first, 10 percent ahead of
organized religion, 21 percent ahead of the Supreme Court, and 42 percent ahead of
Congress. Such long-term, fundamental respect for the competence and sacrifice of
those in uniform indicates that the relationship between Americans in general and
the military is far from sour.™

On the subject of civil-military relations, it is important to note the valuable
and irreplaceable role of the National Guard and reserves. The guard and the
reserves are the most visible connection between the armed forces and local com-
munities across the United States. These citizen-soldiers, together with the
hundreds of junior and senior Reserve Officers’ Training Corps (ROTC) units
across the nation, remain among the most important ties that bind the U.S. military
to the society that it serves.”

Impact of Environmental Changes

The C8IS examination of military culture and organizational climate gives us cause
for both satisfaction and concern. Although values in the armed forces and devo-
tion to duty are strong, readiness, recruiting, morale, and retention are all
problematic. In fact, although current reenlistment rates are not critically low, sur-
veys from every service have shown evidence that officers and NCOs have a
diminished determination to stay until retirement. In fall 1998, highlighting mate-
rial readiness, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen. Henry H. Shelton told
the Senate Armed Services Committee that:

57. See Thomas E. Ricks, “The Widening Gap Between the Military and Society,” Atlantic
Monthly, July 1997, 66; and Ole R. Holsti, “A Widening Gap Between the U.S. Military and Civilian
Society? Some Evidence, 1976-1996,” International Security 23, no. 3 (Winter 1998/99): 8. See also
commentary and reply by Joseph J. Collins and Ole R. Holsti, International Security 24, no. 2 (Fall
1999): 199-207.

58. Leslie McAneny, “Poll Releases: The Military on Top, BMOs Last in Public Confidence,”
{Princeton, N.J.: The Gallup Organization, July 14, 1999) <www.gallup.com/poll/releases/
pr990714.asp>.

59. On the unsung benefits of Junior ROTC, see William L. Tavior Jr., Junior Reserve Officers’
Training Corps: Contributions to America’s Communities { Washington, D.C.: CSIS, 1999),
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our forces are showing increasing signs of serious wear, Anecdotal and now
measurable evidence indicates that our current readiness is fraying, and that the
long-term health of the Total Force is in jeopardy.”

Today’s force possesses a huge reservoir of motivation and dedication, and it is
uot yet the hollow force of the mid-1970s, but it is a force under tremendous pres-
sure. Pressures on military culture are high; organizations are experiencing a high
level of stress. In our survey of focus groups of men and women in uniform, CSIS
found good leadership to be both mandatory and difficult. In this environment, it
has become tougher to be a good soldier, sailor, airman, marine, or coast guards-
man; it has also become more difficult to run a unit or a ship while maintaining a
satisfactory command climate.

Today, both the electronic mail from disaffected officers and the writing of seri-
ous students of leadership and management are filled with high levels of concern:

Among the most common complaints from the field are: “up or out” officers
must succeed in every assignment; stressed units and their commanders are
afforded little freedom to fail; “zero defects” thinking and careerist behaviors

are the rule.... There is disturbing evidence that far too many leaders are not
measuring up.”®

Striking a similar chord, a retired rear admiral who talked with 688 Navy junior
officers noted:

The reason that 88 percent of the junior officers we listened to do not aspire to
command is that command doest’t look satisfying anymore.... Among the top
issues identified by the JOs [junior officers| we listened to were: loss of job sat-
isfaction, self-inflicted pain, micromanagement and the zero-defect mentality,
erosion of benefits, and lack of confidence in leadership.®

In both this CSIS study and the study by Admiral Natter, many respondents
complained about a zero-defects mentality, that is, the situation of nervous leaders
-—conscious of looking good-—demanding perfection from their subordinates and
oversupervising them. A zero-defects mentality can create a zero-defects environ-
ment, which leads to risk aversion, dysfunctional conformity, and meager
opportunities for learning. A zero-defects environment often leads to the problem
of micromanagement, the situation of untrusting leaders involving themselves in
the detailed activities of subordinates, often in the pursuit of perfection.

60. “Statement by General Henry H. Shelten, USA, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
before the 105th Congress, Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate, September 29,
1998” <www.dtic.mil/jes/chairman/SASC29Sept.htm!l>. For a more recent but similar evaluation,
see “Statement of General Henry H. Shelton, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff before the 106th
Congress, Armed Services Committee, United States Senate, October 26, 1999 <www.senate.gov/
~armed_services/statemnt/1999/991026hs.pdf>.

61. See Coliins, “The Complex Context of American Military Culture,” 221; also Walter F.
Ulmer Jr., “Military Leadership into the 21st Century: Another Bridge Too Far’?” Parameters 28, no.
1 {Spring 1998).

' 62. Natter et al., “Listen to the 10s,” 59.
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A thoughtful Pentagon colonel tried to capture the management origins of
these multifaceted problems:

The point is that in a variety of areas we are expecting the attainment of levels of
training and discipline which we no longer resource. Extraordinary command-
ers sometimes achieve these standards without corrupting the organization—
most do not.... It is more than money but it is also more than simply bad
leadership.... The institution has elevated short-term task performance far
above long-term organizational maintenance and development.”’

Although many point to the defense budget or new legislation as the fix for all
of these problenis, the repair of climate and culture is primarily work for the ser-
vices themselves. One Marine Corps major noted that “Once we start thinking that
the problems are external [to the armed forces], that thought becomes part of the
problem.” In addition to the traditional demand for courage and commitment,
today’s taxing operational environment demands dedicated commanders with
sophisticated executive skills. The armed forces must improve the way they select
their officer commanders and develop their leadership and management skills.

The future security environment, discussed in the chapter 5, will require a
vibrant military culture and effective organizational climates. Before moving to the
future, however, it will be necessary to refine our understanding of what we found
in the present. Chapter 4 presents the summary data from the MCCS and some of
the other surveys that CSIS reviewed in the preparation of this report.

63. The officer corresponded with Joseph 1. Collins, September 27, 1999,
64. “Hot Button Issue No. 2: Officer Retention,” Marine Corps Gazette (MILNET: April 7,
1999



CHAPTER 4

Study Methodology and
Selected Survey Data

VO TAKE AN ACCURATE PULSE of the vitality of U.S. military culture and eval-
uate findings from various other surveys analyzed as part of this report,

. CSIS conducted its own Military Climate/Culture Survey (MCCS). During
1998 and 1999, we surveyed 12,500 respondents of all ranks (unit and staff surveys
combined), primarily in Army (active and reserve), Marine Corps, and Coast
Guard operational units, seeking insights into their attitudes, expectations, and
perceptions. The 99-item survey—administered by CSIS at 40 locations in the
United States, Korea, Hawaii, and Europe—looked at organizational climates and at
basic cultural factors within selected operating units. Optional comments were also
submitted by several hundred respondents.

A slightly modified version of the MCCS was also given to respondents at seven
headquarters commanded by a one-star general or flag officer or higher; this effort
yielded insights from a group of more senior personnel serving in staff positions. A
total of 819 individuals from the different staffs participated in this 88-item survey.
Members from all the armed forces were included on these staffs, and 53 percent
were officers at the grade of major (O4) or higher.

Following administration of the survey questionnaire—which on average took
45 minutes to complete and was monitored by CSIS survey administrators—CSIS
team members conducted a number of 50-minute focus groups with officers or
NCOs at each location. The results of these sessions supplemented the quantitative
data and revealed deeper cultural issues and concerns. The discussions were struc-
tured, but the structure did not heavily restrict the issues to be discussed. We
thought it significant that comments from field personnel were remarkably similar
in content and tone across grade groups, different types of units, and among the
staffs. The results of these candid discussions were taken into account as supporting
data as we compiled findings and considered recommendations.

CSIS used the MCCS as a starting point and gauge. The CSIS conclusions and
recommendations evolved from a wide variety of information sources and debates.
The study working group met almost every month from January 1998 through Sep-
tember 1999 to discuss data collection and analysis. Individuals in the study
working group came with a broad range of civilian and military backgrounds and
interests. Bach of the armed forces was represented by former members, active or
reserve. Members of the faculty and student body of the Industrial College of the
Armed Forces, National Defense University provided assistance with study and sur-
vey design. Two formal conferences provided additional background information

36
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and an opportunity for knowledgeable individuals to exchange ideas on the subject
of military cuiture and climate.

On November 16 and 17, 1998, 52 outside professionals from academia, busi-
ness, the military, and congressional staffs were joined by members of the CSIS
study working group for a wide-ranging discussion on military culture. This assem-
bly discussed a wide variety of topics, including the definitions of culture, the
relationship between observable phenomena in field units and the underlying cul-
ture, options for study design, the likely environment of the twenty-first century,
and other issues that seemed appropriate for analysis. On February 18, 1999, a
workshop at CSIS addressed three main issues: the essence of service cultures, the
services in an era of jointness, and service related issues. Results of this conference
informed our findings and recommendations and are discussed in chapters 2 and 3
of this report.

In addition to periodic staff meetings, numerous informal discussions with
subject-matter experts, the two conferences, and a continuing review of the perti-
nent literature (see the selected bibliography on page 109), the CSIS study relied on
other survey data and related focus groups. No finding was based on information
from any single source; and many of the findings were closely related to, or con-
firmed by, quantitative data from field surveys. For example, the study group
analyzed the findings of recent personnel surveys conducted by the Air Force, Navy,
Army, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard. To varying degrees, these surveys reflected
the findings of CSIS’s MCCS survey, and some of them provided additional infor-
mation on issues such as morale and career intentions.

A Brief Look at Selected Survey Findings

In both unit and staff surveys, the statements that elicited the most agreement and
those with which there was considerable disagreement were remarkably consistent.
This was one indicator, along with the similarity of issues raised in focus groups, of
the relatively common response to contemporary issues across the armed forces.
The MCCS used a response scale of “STRONGLY AGREE,” “Agree,” “slightly
agree,” “slightly disagree,” “Disagree,” “STRONGLY DISAGREE,” and “Not Appli-
cable.” For certain statistical purposes these responses were given a value ranging
from 6 (“STRONGLY AGREE”) to 1 (“STRONGLY DISAGREE”). (A listing of all
99 items in the MCCS and all 88 items in the staff version of the MCCS is included
in appendix B).

Table 4.1 presents the 15 survey statements on the MCCS that engendered the
greatest amount of agreement with the text of the statement. Three themes emerge
immediately in these top 15 statements: intrinsic satisfaction from being in the
armed forces, a strong, personal commitment to duty, and the importance of cli-
mate. Respondents respected traditional values and ethics. The relatively uniform
strength of these responses across service and ranks suggests that military
socialization—despite problems associated with the attrition of first-term
personnel—appears to be working well.
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Table 4.1 MCCS Statements with Most Agreement
Data for Total Sample, 11,680 respondents

Rank Mean 5.D. ltem Text of Statement

1 529 105 1 | am proud to serve in America's armed forces.
2 516 110 17 The American military plays an important role in the world
today.

3 508 1147 11 My job is important in accomplishing the mission of this unit.

4 508 1.13 43 The essential mission of America’s armed forces is to be
prepared to win in combat.

5 488 141 10 If necessary to accomplish a combat/lifesaving mission, | am
prepared o put my life on the line.

6 483 115 98 Whenever | have the opportunity, | socialize with civilians as
well as with military friends.

7 477 135 38 The armed forces have a right to expect high standards of me
when § am off-duty as well as on-duty.

8 467 143 &0 { have a deep personal commitment and a strong desire to
serve the nation as a member of the armed forces.

9 449 116 35 Male members of units that | am familiar with would carry their
share of the load in wartime/hazardous operations.

0 446 132 30 Even in today's highly technical armed forces, military ritual and
tradition are essential parts of our culture.

11 444 111 23 | have confidence in the other American military services that
we might work with in joint operations.

12 442 137 46 if | couid not maintain proficiency in my wartime skills { would
be less interested in a military career.

13 441 142 15 { am confident that my unit commander trusts me.

14 441 134 77 Leaders in this unit do not tolerate dishonest or unethical
behavior from anybody.

15 436 133 18 {Qur organization is serious about honesty and integrity.

The bottom 15 survey items—on which there was least agreement with the
given statement—shown in table 4.2 expose four key problems that are affecting
organizational climates and, in the long run, military culture. First, as noted in the
99th, 98th, and 89th items, pay and quality of life are highly problematic. The items
that came out 97th (stress), 94th (mission surprise), and 87th (family-work bal-
ance) suggested problems related to excessive operations tempo. The statements
that scored 96th (shortage of material resources), 92nd (insufficient personnel),
and 85th (training) go to the heart of a lack of resources in units, something that
affects readiness, training, and morale. The items that scored 90th and 95th
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Table 4.2 MCCS Statements with Least Agreement
Data for Total Sample, 11,680 respondents

Rank Mean S.D. ltem Textof Statement

35 354 148 26 The training in this unit is realistic and challenging.

86 349 145 &3 If | make a request through channels, | know somebody will
fisten and inform me about my request.

B7 349 148 73 Single parents in this unit are able to carry their share of unit
duties while also providing adequate care for their children.

88 347 152 &1 in my Service, people are given the flexibility needed 1o
balance the demands of work and personal or family life.

8% 342 172 &9 My standard of living is as good as—if not better than—others
my age who are not in the armed forces.

a0 339 148 72 individuals being assigned to our unit from initial entry training
come to us wall indoctrinated with the standards and values of
our service.

91 332 156 27 We have high morale in this unit.
92 330 162 186 This unit has sufficient personnel to do our job effectively.

93 318 1588 65 Married and single personnel in this unit have reasonably
sirilar qualities of life.

94 317 145 22 Our branch of service is attracting high-quality, motivated
recruits.

95 316 176 5 In my unit, we are rarely surprised by unexpected missions or
taskings.

96 2890 154 &2 This unit routinely is provided adequate material resources
(parts, supplies, funds) needed to accomplish our assigned
missions.

97 276 157 25 People in this unit are not “stressed out.”

98 261 157 49 My military income allows me to provide adequately for my
famity.

99 2.27 150 66 | receive pay, allowarnices, and other benefits comparable to
individuals in civilian fife who have my skills and responsibilities.

indicated a significant problem with recruits and recruit training, also a persistent
theme of focus-group comments,

This brief slice of data emphasizing the areas of highest and lowest agreement
with the given statements among the respondents presents a snapshot of today’s
force that is remarkably consistent with other information compiled as part of this
study, The respornses with which there was most agreement reveal 2 U.S. military
force with a strong commitment to core military values such as pride in service and
job, a willingness to sacrifice self for accomplishment of the mission, an embrace of
good order and discipline, a healthy respect for the civil society from which the
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military draws its strengths, and an appreciation of the need of the services to oper-
ate together in joint operations.

The statements with which respondents agreed the least are equally revealing.
For all its commitment to core values, the U.S. military reflected in these responses
is one that has deep concerns about the level of morale in units, is clearly under
stress because of unexpected missions and personnel shortages; perceives new
recruits as poorly trained and soft, and feels that it has a substandard quality of life
and pay.

The most significant demographic differences, in addition to those expected by
age and grade groups, appeared when men’s and women’s answers were compared.
These differences are probably greatest in the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps, and
least in the Coast Guard. We do not have sufficient data about the Air Force to
assess any gender differences. The impact of these rather large statistical differences
on unit cohesion and effectiveness is not clear.

General Information and Observations from
Focus Groups

During 1998 and 1999, CSIS also conducted 125 focus groups as part of this study
of organizational climates and cultures. Fighty-five of the groups were from Army
units. Twelve focus groups were composed of members of the staffs of single service
or joint headquarters. Staff personnel were primarily commissioned officers and
senior NCOs. The remainder of the focus groups came from Army reserve compo-
nent units and Coast Guard active duty units. CSIS facilitators used an outline that
provided some structure to the discussions but left latitude for the participants to
open issues of their choosing in areas related to climate or culture. The following
themes were common——but not universal—among the focus groups that included
reserve-component as well as active personnel:

® A strong and enthusiastic commitment to excellence (and frustration when it
cannot be attained);

®  Clear, strong support for traditional military values;

& Typical pride in unit and in specific unit accomplishments related to accom-
plishment of some particular mission or training event;

m  Unease over the state of combat readiness, and concern about the adequacy of
resources and lack of mission focus essential to attain readiness standards;

m  Concerns about the adequacy of pay, retirement benefits, family life, and medi-
cal care—particularly in contrast with those believed to be the norm in
contemporary civilian life;

m Concerns in some units that bad news is not allowed to flow upward and that
reports may paint an overly optimistic picture;

® Frustration with micromanagement in some units and with the apparent lack
of confidence in subordinates’ judgment and commitment; and
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g Concerns in some units that junior leaders may not be supported by the chain
of command when they take action to maintain high standards of training or
discipline.

Focus groups that included personnel from other than Army and Coast Guard
units voiced remarkably similar support for traditional values and common con-
cerns about their mission readiness and organizational climates. Clear differences
were observable in the state of morale among focus groups from similar types of
units within the same service; we saw these differences too in the quantitative sur-
vey results for these units. Anecdotal evidence on reputations of units and
observations by the CSIS facilitators also support this finding.

Even in units or on ships with virtually identical missions and resources, we
found a dramatic difference in the quality of the organizational climates. The only
logical source of this significant difference is variation in the effectiveness of local
leadership. Although all units surveyed could be operationally effective, clearly the
units with the better command climate have a better chance of successful perfor-
mance under stressful conditions. Indeed, the relation between measurable
command climate and operational effectiveness has been confirmed in both mili-
tary and civilian studies. One of the more recent was a study of Army light infantry
platoons completed in 1999 by the Army Research Institute. Platoons with stronger
trust in leaders, better communication, more teamwork, and so forth performed
better in a realistic tactical scenario at a combat training center than did platoons
with less positive climates.®

Survey Scales and Comparisons

Statements on the survey were clustered around various themes for ease of analysis.
This set of eight scales represents general characteristics that an effective organiza-
tion must possess in any environment but that are likely to be especially critical for
military organizations confronting the challenges of the twenty-first century. The-
matic clusters of items included:

® Support by the unit or organization for a learning environment:

“If I took a prudent risk and... failed,....”
“Leaders in this unit are willing to listen....”

m Traditional military standards and readiness:

“Military traditions and values mean a lot to most people in this unit.”
“I have confidence in this unit’s ability to perform....”

@ Commissioned officer leadership:

65. See B. M. Bass and B. }. Avolio, Effects on Platoon Readiness of Transformational/ Transac-
tional Leadership, {report prepared at Center for Leadership Studies, Binghamton University, Bing-
hamton, N.Y.) contract DASW(1-96K-008 (Washington, D.C.: US. Army Research Institute for the
Behavioral and Social Sciences, fortheoming).
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“Commissioned officers... put mission and people ahead of their own
ambition.”

“Commissioned officers in this unit take care of their people.”
#  NCO leadership:

“I am proud of the NCO/Petty Officer leaders in this unit.”
@ Fairness, trust, and teamwork:

“People are treated fairly in this unit.”
“We have a lot of teamwork going on in this unit.”

& Pride and commitment to duty:

“I'am proud to serve in America’s armed forces.”
“I have a deep personal commitment and a strong desire to serve....”

m (General satisfaction with branch of service:

“My service responds to the changing conditions and needs of its personnel.”
“In my service, T believe that I can achieve my full potential in rank and
responsibility.”

® Family and living standards:

“My military income allows me to provide adequately for my family.”
“...people are given the flexibility needed to balance...work and... family....”

Figure 4.1 shows, by rank grouping, the percentage of responses, on average, 1o
the items that made up each of these scales.

Once again, the responses show strong pride and commitment to traditional
values. At the same time, however, there is much less satisfaction with the typical
command climate and clear dissatisfaction—in both absolute and relative terms—
with family balance and living standards. We noted the hierarchical effect of rank
and status on satisfaction with the climate, which is typical on most climate surveys
of organizations: the higher the person’s level in the organization, the greater the
satisfaction with the climate. This natural, and probably healthy, variance in per-
ceptions becomes a problem only when the difference between grade levels seems
severe or nearly disappears altogether. In these scale comparisons some officer
groups might be on the verge of being out of touch with the subordinates in the
organization, but it would take additional analysis of a specific unit climate to con-
firm an unhealthy situation. On the subject of officer leadership, for instance, there
seems to be a relatively large difference in views between the company-grade officer
respondents and the enlisted personnel and NCOs. It is clear, however, that signifi-
cant comparative as well as absolute statistical differences exist among grade groups
within units of the same type. Again, uneven or poor local leadership is often at the
root of variations in organizational climates among units of the same type and in
the same geographic location.
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Figure 4.1 Responses to Clusters® of Survey Statements Grouped by
Themes, by military rank
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Other Survey Data

Other surveys, developed by the military services and reviewed by CSIS, disclose a
remarkable degree of agreement with many findings of the MCCS. This broad level
of alignment is also reflected in the comparable service responses to the staff ver-
sion of the MCCS. Space does not permit an item-by-item analysis of these surveys
in this report, but it is useful to look at some areas of agreement between survey
data provided by the services and data compiled from the MCCS in support of this
particular study.

Values

Every service survey that CSIS reviewed showed a strong support for traditional
military values and a strong support for service programs that promulgate values
and ethics. As in the MCCS, respondents to these surveys also indicated that they
had witnessed individual and leader behaviors that were not consistent with the
values,

Stressful Environment

The MCCS showed a stressful operational environment that put significant pres-
sure on a force with a majority of members who are married. Other surveys did as
well, with environmental stress being evident in the surveys from all of the services.
For example, the 1997 CSAF survey showed significant increases in hours worked
and days away from duty station, especially for pilots. Thirty percent of Air Force
respondents indicated that they definitely did not have enough people in their work
groups.” Compared with the previous two Air Force surveys, the number in the
1997 survey who said they would stay until retirement declined 10 percent for offic-
ers and 6 percent for enlisted personnel.”

The 1998 survey, Quality of Life in the USMC, showed that the average time
between deployments declined from 17.2 months in 1993 to 15.6 months in 1998.
Marines noted an inadequate amount of family time and a decline in their spouse’s
support for their careers. Between 1993 and 1998, the total number of marines who
believed that they would remain in the corps until retirement declined 14 percent.
The number of Marines in the E4 and E5 pay grades (corporals and sergeants) who
intended to stay until retirement declined 30 percent over the same period.®

In the Army’s fall 1998 edition of its semiannual Sample Survey of Military Per-
sonnel (SSMP), the percentages of officers (59.5) and enlisted personnel (34.8) that
believed that they would stay for retirement were at the low point in the decade.”

66. Chief of Staff of the Air Porce, CSAF Climate and Quality of Life Survey (Air Force Sum-
mary) { Washington, D.C.: U.S. Air Force, 1997}, 6-7.

67. Ibid,, 5.

68. U.S. Marine Corps, “Current E4-5 Career Intentions,” from selected slides on the survey,
“Quality of Life in the USMC,” provided to CSIS by the U.S. Marine Corps, June 1999,

69. Data from the U.S. Army's Sample Survey of Military Personnel (SSMP), as reported to CSIS
in an August 3, 1999, memo from the office of the deputy chief of staff for personnel.
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Note, however, that reenlistment rates throughout the armed forces, except in the
Air Force, in 1999 remained at a satisfactory level.

Surveys from each service showed varying degrees of problems with job satis-
faction or service satisfaction. The CSAF survey in 1997 indicated (“agree” and
“strongly agree”) more than a 58 percent job satisfaction level. The 1998 job satis-
faction in the Navy was down slightly, putting it among the lowest levels recorded in
1990s for both officers and enlisted personnel.” Marine job satisfaction was up 4
percent from 1993 but could not be considered high. In the Army’s fall 1998 SSMP,
satisfaction with the overall quality of Army life was the lowest recorded in the
decade of the 1990s.

Leadership

The MCCS survey by unit found many leadership problems and an uneven quality
of leadership among some like units living under similar circumstances. Nearly all
of the surveys we reviewed for this study—except the Marine Corps quality of life
survey—showed leadership-related problems akin to those found in the MCCS and
subsequent focus groups. For example, fewer than half of the more than 200,000
respondents to the CSAF survey in 1998 agreed or strongly agreed that they see
“unit leaders doing the same thing they publicly promote.”” In the Navy’s three
most recent personnel surveys, officer perception of the service’s leadership
declined markedly. The percentage of officers satisfied or very satisfied with Navy-
wide leadership declined from 63 percent in 1996, to 53 percent in 1997, to 51
percent in 1998.7 Satisfaction among officers with the leadership at their particular
commands was 11 percent higher than the Navywide figures but was down 4 per-
cent from the 1996 level.” Among enlisted respondents, satisfaction (very satisfied
or satisfied) with Navywide leadership from 1996 to 1998 declined more than 5 per-
cent, but satisfaction with leadership at their own commands remained at the 37—
38 percent level throughout the three-year period.

Compensation

Just as in the MCCS all of the service surveys reviewed for this study showed that
pay and quality of life were among the top problems identified by military person-
nel. Although complaints about compensation are likely to be loud in any
organizational climate survey—civilian or military—there is a particular salience to
these complaints in an era of unparalleled American prosperity. For example,

70. Compare Kantor and Olmsted, Navy-wide Personnel Survey {NPS) 1998, question 77B, with
Kantor and Olmsted, Navy-wide Personnel Survey (NPS) 1990-1997: Summary of Trends, question
71B.

71. Chief of Staff of the Air Force, CSAF Climate and Quality of Life Survey (Air Force Sum-
mary), itern 31,

72, Compare Kantor and Olmsted, Navy-wide Personnel Survey (NPS) 1998, question 84, with
Kantor and Olmsted, Navy-wide Personnel Survey (NPS) 1990-1997: Summary of Trends, question
78.

73. Compare Kantor and Ohmsted, Navy-wide Personnel Survey (NPS} 1998, question 774,
with Kantor and Olmsted, Navy-wide Personnel Survey (NPS) 19901997 Summary of Trends, ques-
tion 714A.
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Marine Corps respondents to their 1998 quality of life survey noted significant
increases in letters of indebtedness, trouble over child support payments, and
repossession of personal property. Only one-quarter of the 4,160 marine respon-
dents were satisfied or completely satisfied with their pay.” Each of the service
surveys also demonstrated a high level of support for the notion that retirement pay
and benefits are important to the motivation of career personnel in the military.

In general, service surveys mirror many of the quality of life and organizational
climate findings of the MCCS. The next chapter broadens the scope of the analysis
to take into consideration the future security environment.

74, U.S. Marine Corps, “How satisfied are you with your current financial situation overall?”
from selected slides on the survey, “Quality of Life in the USMC,” provided to CSIS by the U.S.
Marine Corps, June 1999,



CHAPTER 5§

Shaping American
Military Culture in the
Twenty-First Century

4/ ILITARY CULTURE IN THE IN THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY will be mean-
/ | ingfully affected by changes in the way nations wage war, a more

L. ¥ L challenging international environment, and the likely emergence of non-
fra dztloﬁai threats. Worrisome trends already visible on the not-so-distant horizon
include a global population explosion and increased competition for scarce
resources; the globalization of the world economy and a rapid increase in capital
flows; the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction; and the emergence of pow-
erful nonstate actors such as terrorists, global organized crime syndicates, and drug
cartels.

Perhaps the dominant force helping to reshape the U.S. military and its under-
lying culture is the rapid advance of communications and information technology.
This has already been felt throughout the entire military establishment, leading to
new and more effective ways of applying military force and forcing significant
adaptations in military organizations and, more important, the people who run
them. That recent past is likely to serve as prologue to a future where the pace of
technological change accelerates dramatically, leading perhaps to a revolution in
military affairs (RMA) early in the twenty-first century.

Military Culture in Transition

Despite the scope and speed of this technological transformation, war itself will
remain & constant in which life, death, and personal sacrifice ultimately determine
victory in combat. If history is any guide, sustaining an effective military culture in
this time of transformation will require the support of timeless values and adequate
resources coupled with an improved capacity for rapid adaptation to changing
circumstances.

As much as any weapon, military culture-—discipline, professionalism, disting-
tive customs, and esprit de corps—will set the conditions that determine future
success in peace and war. These cultural elements provide a powerful bulwark sup-
porting every soldier, sailor, airman, marine, and coast guardsman. From the first
moments of basic training to the mustering-out rituals at the end of a career, they
reinforce the idea that the defense of a democratic society is a unique calling and a
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solemn responsibility. The conscious inculcation of a set of values reinforces a spe-
cial purpose, beginning with the ideal of service and self-sacrifice. As General
Douglas MacArthur said at West Point more than a generation ago,

Duty, honor, country. Those three hallowed words reverently dictate what you
ought to be, what you can be, what you will be. They are vour rallying points: to
build courage when courage seems to fail; to regain faith when there seems to be
little cause for faith; to create hope when hope becomes forlorn. They deter-
mine not only who you will be but who you must be.

In ways ranging from the profound to the trivial, these values shape military
culture, and military culture in turn will shape the future performance of the U.S.
armed forces in peace and war. This linkage is partly a reflection of the fact that
cufture and the military itself exist simultaneously in the past, the present, and the
future. As an institution predating the founding of the Republic, the American mil-
itary has deep historical roots, symbolized in its battle flags, its uniforms, and its
customs. But the U.S. military also exists in the present; it knows that it must be
instantly ready to defend the nation or its vital interests, combat readiness being the
prime reason that societies maintain armed forces.

Military Culture and Modernization

An inherent tension exists between today’s force and the force that must be built for
the future. Both compete for resources and priorities in trade-offs between current
readiness and future modernization. Politics and unforeseen contingencies—
Bosnia, Kosovo, and hurricane disaster relief, for example—make this complex bal-
ancing act even more difficult. The U.S. military has no choice, however, but to
think seriously about its future, routinely projecting a 10- or 20-year view of its
likely requirements in personnel, equipment, and force structures. The principal
reason for this long-range focus is simple: major weapons platforms are best
thought of as generational investments. It routinely requires 10 years to research,
develop, manufacture and field a major new weapon system. Some, such as aircraft
carriers ot today’s B-52 bombers, have life spans longer than 50 vears.

Precisely because of the need to enforce budget priorities and make strategic
choices that will affect a military service for decades, the modernization process is
one of the principal testing grounds of military culture. The stakes here are high,
potentially involving the future relevance of a service and its effectiveness in fight-
ing U.S. wars. Consequently, modernization is an intensely competitive
environment in which the culture essentially rearticulates its purposes and re-
invents itself through weaponry designed to be handed down to the next genera-
tion. A peculiarly Darwinian logic reigns as basic questions are thrashed out again
and again: How will the services fight? Which weapons should they develop? What
kinds of professionals will be needed to man the force of the future?

Historians have long been fascinated by these struggles. Thirty years ago, MIT
historian Elting Morison described the effects on naval culture of a battleship-
centered establishment so wedded to the status quo that it steadfastly resisted revo-
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lutionary improvements in gunfire technology.” Another example of a military
culture resistant to change was the Army Ordnance Corps on the eve of the Civil
War. Despite pressure from President Abraham Lincoln, the Ordnance Corps was
obdurate in resisting the substitution of breech-loading and repeating rifles for the
traditional muzzle loader.”” Robert Killebrew, a CSIS conference participant
pointed out that because culture is, among other things, the “accumulated experi-
ence of the service,” it tends to reinforce existing ways of doing business.

Other examples, however, show that military innovation fortunately was
accomnplished despite the resistance of the dominant-weapons-systems culture that
controlled the army, navy, and air force establishments of their day.” Morison
delivered a classic warning that the difference between success and failure in these
endeavors depended on whether the primary constituencies involved in the process
allowed themselves to become “victims of severely limited identification.””® Put
simply, in aligning themselves with a certain constituency, uniformed leaders and
others involved lost sight of the overriding imperative to improve the national secu-
rity writ large.

As Morison notes, core military values are critical in overcoming the narrower
focus of careerist or bureaucratic agendas. Core values and the underlying culture
ultimately help determine whether innovations will succeed or fail. Values and cul-
ture are a vital institutional counterweight to the innate conservatism of military
hierarchies and the inertia of large bureaucracies.

One of the most perceptive students of military innovation, the historian Will-
1amson Murray, has written that this process is more art than science and is driven
by competing actors, interests, technologies, and circumstances. All of these uncer-
tainties suggest that

...effective military innovation is evolutionary rather than revolutionary....

Evolutionary innovation depends on organizational focus over time rather than
guidance by one individual for a short period. Military leadership can affect the
process through long-term cultural changes rather than short term decisions.”

To be successful in the twenty-first century, today’s military culture must reflect
this evolutionary process. It must continue to emphasize timeless core values as a
stable foundation for service members in the face of profound changes that will
alter service prerogatives, bureaucratic agendas, and the shape of various warfare
communities and military organizations. Stewards of U.S. military culture cannot

75. See Elting Morison, “Gunfire at Sea: A Case Study in Innovation,” in Men, Machines and
Modern Times {Carnbridge: MIT Press, 1965}, ‘

76. Robert V. Bruce, “Bureaucrats and Breechloaders,” in Lincoln and the Tools of War (Chi-
cago: University of Hlinois Press, 1989), 99-117.

77. See, for example, Susan |. Douglas’s account of Stanford Hooper, the father of naval radio,
in “Technological Innovation and Organizational Change: The Navy’s Adoption of Radio, 1899~
1919, in Military Enterprise and Technological Change, ed, Merrit Roe Smith (Cambridge: MIT
Press, 1987), 117173,

78. Morison, “Gunfire at Sea.”

79. Williamson Murray, “Innovation: Past and Future,” Joint Force Quarterly 12 {Summer
1996): 52. See also the classic work on which that article is based, Williamson Murray and Allan R.
Millett, Military Innovation in the Interwar Period (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996).
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allow it to become inextricably tethered to bureaucratic agendas or transitory
technologies.

Shaping the Environment

The concept of an ideal military culture for the twenty-first century raises a key
question: What will the international security environment look like? Because the
steady and dependable threat posed by the Soviet Union has morphed into the
much less stable and predictable set of challenges of the post-Cold War era, the
challenge of threat forecasting has become particularly difficult, and it is no sur-
prise that the various commissions and studies charged with peering into the future
have varied considerably in their visions. Most, however, share two often tacit
assumptions: that military power will remain a viable element of statecraft, and that
other nations will eventually challenge current U.S. military dominance in a variety
of innovative ways. These assumptions are based on a reading of history that sug-
gests that military advantages are usually transitory.

One method adopted by several studies has been to examine current trends and
then project them into alternative-futures scenarios. Such approaches make sense
because even the most conservative projections of the security environment of the
twenty-first century must come to terms not merely with one or more of these
trends but with the cascading effects of a great number of them.

One study, by CSIS, is called “Seven Revolutions”™:

® Demographics: global population growth that increases at a rate equal to add-
ing the population of Mexico to the global rolls each year, raising issues such as
urbanization, mass migration, and an increased competition for scarce
resources;

® Environment: the demand for increased living standards and food supplies
leading to severe pressure on the world’s forests and water reserves;

& Technology: current patterns of dynamic change leading to unpredictable
future innovations in the manipulation of matter at the molecular level, quan-
tum leaps in computational ability, and information technology developments
that further erode barriers in language and distance;

® Knowledge: spurred on by the growth of technology, taking its place alongside
the traditional factors in production: land, labor, and capital, and possibly lead-
ing to gaps between the knowledge-proficient and the knowledge-deprived that
mirror gaps in production today between the industrialized and nonindustrial-
ized worlds;

e Finance and Economics: with capital flows continuing to grow at astronomical
rates, market forces possibly producing insurmountable chasms instead of the
traditional gaps between rich and poor countries;

® Society and Politics: relationships changing at every level as individuals empow-
ered by the information revolution bypass traditional regulatory controls, new
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classes of nonstate actors emerge, and governments grow too big to deal with
citizens and too small to cope with these revolutions;

& Conflict: the same factors promoting the above changes alsc empowering the
rise of subnational groups, new regional or global powers, and possibly new
classes of advanced weaponry; in addition, traditional rivalries exacerbated by
political, social, economic, and religious frictions that may combine in endless
variations.”

Two authoritative 1997 studies by DOD also profiled many of these same devel-
opments by focusing on the security environment that will be faced by U.S. forces
in the twenty-first century. The Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) chaired by the
secretary of defense noted both the current military superiority of the United States
as well as a number of challenges it would face through the year 2015:

# Regional Threats: “.. more than one aspiring regional power will have both the
desire and the means to challenge U.S. interests militarily”;

B Weapons Proliferation: “The proliferation of advanced weapons and technolo-
gies will continue,” including nuclear, biclogical and chemical munitions;

& Transnational Threats: “The international drug trade and international orga-
nized crime will continue to ignore our borders, attack our society and threaten
our personal liberty and well-being”; and

® Homeland Defense: called attention to the potentially devastating effects on
U.S. territory of attacks by intercontinental ballistic missiles, weapons of mass
destruction, terrorists, and information warfare; indeed, these unconventional
attacks might represent an “asymmetric means to attack our forces and interests
overseas and Americans at home,™

In what was perhaps its most sobering note, the QDR pointed out that, in
addition to these trends, there were any number of wild-card scenarios—a new
technological threat or a surprise hostile takeover of a friendly regime, for
example—that could threaten U.S. interests worldwide:

Taken individually, these scenarios are unlikely. But taken together, it is more
likely that one or more wild cards will occur than it is that norne will occur.
Therefore the United States must maintain military capabilities sufficient to
deal with such events.*

A report published later in 1997 by the National Defense Panel (NDP) extended
this same line of inquiry. Declaring the need to “transform defense,” the NDP
looked at long-term security issues out to the year 2020 and posited four of these
scenarios as “alternative worlds™;

8G. “Seven Revolutions” (briefing by the CSIS, Washington, 13.C., June 29, 1999,

81. William S. Cohen, Report of the Quadrennial Defense Review {Washington, D.C.: Depart-
ment of Defense, May 1997), 34 <www.defenselink.mil/pubs/qdr/>.

82. Ibid,, 5 [emphasis added].
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® Shaped Stability: In this projected scenario, the same types of frictions noted by
the CSIS report are present but are dealt with by a “relatively stable inter-
national order” that the U.S. military reinforces by augmenting diplomatic,
economic, and political efforts;

® Extrapolation of Today: This world is considerably more of a mixed bag of
increasingly competitive international actors. With rogue states and nonstate
actors having acquired weapons of mass destruction, “[t]he American home-
land cannot be viewed as a sanctuary from their use”;

® Competition for Leadership: U.S. leadership is challenged by either a hostile
regional alliance or a single nation that opposes Western political, economic,
and cultural influences. Not only must the U.S. military “plan for the possibility
of major combat operations capable of quickly concentrating force” against
regional adversaries, but it must also defend against the covert use against the
U.S. homeland of information warfare or weapons of mass destruction; and

® Chronic Crisis: Deteriorating global economic conditions spawn not only
resource-driven regional conflicts but also the breakdown of most international
institutions. Violent independence movements, virtual narcostates, and
unchecked massive migrations accelerate the breakdown of many nation-states.
With chaos abroad, “the American public...is preoccupied with domestic
security.”®

Itis against this daunting range of possibilities that the NDP made a strong case
for a new set of operational challenges to the U.S. military in the twenty-first cen-
tury. It fully embraced the notion of asymmetric threats in which future adversaries
would exploit their own strengths while attacking known U.S. weaknesses. Instead
of simply mirror imaging U.S. military power, an adaptive adversary might move
the fight to urban areas, target massed formations, attack U.S. information systems,
and, in general, target the U.S. will to fight.*

In one of its more incisive contributions to the debate on the future of the U.S.
military, the NDP also highlighted some traditional U.S. strengths that an adaptive
adversary might turn into weaknesses:

B8  Power Projection: Throughout the twentieth century, the United States has
based its strategy on the ability to carry the fight to the enemy’s territory.
“Adaptive enemies, emerging technologies, greater distances and altered alli-
ance relations” all present clear challenges to U.S. power projection;

@ Information Operations: Although information is the lifeblood of twenty-first
century military operations, it primarily depends on the effective exploitation
of commercial information technology. Given that importance, “...the compe-
tition to secure an information advantage will be a high-stakes contest, one that
will ultimately affect the continued preeminence of U.S. power”;

83. Transforming Defense: National Security in the 21st Century (Washington, D.C.: National
Defense Panel, December 1997), 89,
84, Ibid,, 11~12.
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@ Space: Because the command and control of U.S. military forces depends on
space-based platforms, the United States must expect future adversaries to
exploit the increasing commercial use of space to counter or to neutralize this
advantage. Therefore, “...we must protect our space assets...and deny our ene-
mies the opportunity to gain military advantage through their use of space;”

@ Urban Operations: Although the classic military prescription for urban warfare
has been to avoid it, the development of megacities and new missions (e.g.,
peacekeeping) means that our forces will have to learn how to be effective in
this most demanding of all military environments;

® Weapons of Mass Destruction: With the proliferation of nuclear, biological, and
chemical technologies, these weapons will be a threat at home and abroad. “As
we did with the Cold War nuclear threat, we must invest in preparing for the
‘unthinkable’”; and

#® Transnational Threats and Challenges: Many or all of these asymmetrical chal-
lenges—including weapons of mass destruction—can be wielded by terrorists
or international criminal organizations. “In short, the increasing erosion of the
sanctity of international borders as barriers to {these] challenges. .. will force us
away from our existing paradigms.”®

This sobering look forward is reason enough to consider carefully the chal-
lenges that will be faced by the U.S. military in the twenty-first century—Ilarger,
messier, and nastier challenges, as one recent assessment summarized them.® Most
of the studies cited here, as well as a number of others, have also pointed to the
possible emergence of key regional powers that could directly challenge U.S. inter-
ests; Russia, China, and India are the countries most often cited, and only one
among them is a democracy. Not only do these countries exert powerful regional
influences through their large populations and military forces, but they all have sig-
nificant capabilities for projecting power beyond their own borders.

With China, for example, the development of naval, amphibious, and air power
{including missiles) is seen by many as necessarily constituting a direct threat to the
continued status of Taiwan, regarded by China as a renegade province, not an inde-
pendent country. Throughout the ColdWar, the U.S. sent naval forces to the
Taiwan Strait whenever war appeared to threaten. Despite having long ago switched
diplomatic relations from Taiwan to mainland China, the United States in 1996
again sent a powerful naval force to the Strait after a round of missile rattling from
Beijing. It is interesting to contemplate how the U.S. response might change as
China’s military establishment modernizes and adds more sophisticated weaponry
that could challenge any U.S. regional presence. Similar scenarios could be cited
involving other major regional competitors.

Countries on another tier—North Korea, Iran, and Iraq, for example—lack the
clout of dominant regional powers but can still wield sufficient military power to
threaten neighbors or challenge U.S. military forces. All three countries currently

85, Ihd., 12-17.
86. Institute for National Strategic Studies, Strategic Assessment 1998 {Washington, D.C.:
National Defense University Press, 1998}, 217-230.
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have short-range tactical missiles and have recently been cited by the Central Intel-
ligence Agency (CIA) as also having the potential to acquire long-range
intercontinental weapons that by 2015 could directly threaten U.S. cities.”” As sig-
nificant as they are, the individual military capabilities of these countries are
probably less significant than what they might produce if they were to act in
concert.

Some analysts have also pointed to the unnatural power vacuum that was cre-
ated by the collapse of the Soviet Union, predicting that a vacuum would inevitably
call forth some response to counter U.S. military dominance. Instead of the emer-
gence of a rival superpower, a more likely venue for competition would be the
formation of anti-U.S. coalitions—of, say, China and Russia together with one or
more of the second-tier powers. In exactly the same way that balance-of-power pol-
itics dominated classic European diplomacy, U.S. military power will likely be
countered in the twenty-first century by one or more regional powers determined
to seize maneuvering room out of global disequilibrium.®®

All of these complex environmental factors suggest a correspondingly wide
range of potential conflicts. Some observers believe that these future wars are more
likely to be long, dirty guerrilla-type conflicts, not the high-tech, precision combat
of Kosovo or the Persian Gulf. And no matter what form they take, some potential
contlicts are likely to erupt with little or no warning. What can be predicted with
some degree of confidence, however, is that today future enemies are studying U.S.
military capability and are searching for asymmetric answers to counter U.S. mili-
tary strength.

Technological Revolution

A common thread running through many of these formulations is unprecedented
technological change that is unlikely to long favor the status quo. Much of that
change is oriented around the electron, which wears no uniform, hears no alle-
giance, and respects no boundaries—national, bureaucratic, or conceptual.
Although in the past it has been accused of preparing for the most recent conflict,
the Pentagon has spent much of 1990s preparing to exploit that onrush of technol-
ogy in an RMA. Whatever form it eventually takes, that technological revolution
will almost certainly bring fundamental changes in the American way of war.

Eliot Cohen of Johns Hopkins University’s School of Advanced International
Studies assessed this potential several years ago:

Such a revolution would touch virtually all aspects of the military establish-
ment. Cruise missiles and unmanned aerial vehicles would replace fighter
planes and tanks as chess pieces in the game of military power. Today’s military
organizations-—divisions, fleets and air wings—could disappear or give way to

87. Robert A. Burns, “CIA Wary on North Korea, Iran Missiles,” Associated Press, September
1G, 1999,
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FOR, Inc., January 4, 1999) <www.stratfor.com>.
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successors that would look very different. And if the forces themselves change,
so too would people, as new career possibilities, educational requirements, and
promotion paths became essential. New elites would gain in importance....”

Former vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Adm. William Owens, and
Harvard’s Joseph Nye even went so far as to assert, “The one country that can best
lead the information revolution will be more powerful than any other. For the fore-
seeable future, that country is the United States.... This information advantage can
help deter or defeat traditional military threats at relatively low cost.”™ These were
not just philosophical points. While serving as vice chairman, Admiral Owens was
closely identified with the concept of “dominant battlespace awareness” provided
by future information “system of systems,” enabling U.S. commanders to under-
stand future enemies so profoundly that their actions could be predicted.”

Even with the constrained procurement budgets of the post—Cold War era, each
of the services is preparing major investments based on advanced technology,
including the digitization of Army divisions, the establishment of information war-
fare squadrons in the Air Force, and the development of networkcentric warfare in
the Navy. The vision that binds many of these efforts is the 1996 publication, Joint
Vision 2010, which continues to set a direction for U.S. armed forces in the twenty-
first century. Issued over the signature of the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Gen. John M. Shalikashvili, the document lays out a vision of future combat in
which improved command, control, communications, and intelligence capabilities
are the keys to U.S. military power in the twenty-first century:

By 2010, we should be able to change how we conduct the most intense joint
operations,... Information superiority and advances in technology will enable
us to achieve desired effects through the tailored application of joint combat
power. Higher lethality weapons will allow us to conduct attacks concurrently
that formerly required massed assets, applied in a sequential manner.”

To maxinize the impact of these technological advances, Joint Vision 2010 also
prescribes a number of new operational concepts:

m Dominant Maneuver: U.S. forces would use space, air, land, and sea to gaina
decisive positional advantage over enemy forces “by controlling the breadth,
depth and height of the battlespace™;

® Precision Engagement: Through a system of systems, U.S. forces would use
information operations and other means to strike targets with precision, “deliv-
ering the desired effect, lessen[ing] the risk to forces, and minimiz[ing}
collateral damage”; '

89, Eliot A. Cohen, “A Revolution in Warfare,” Foreign Affairs 75, no. 2 (March/April 1996): 39,
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# Full Dimensional Protection: Because of the need to protect 1.8, forces from
the very technologies they are exploiting, full dimensional protection would be
essentially “multi-layered defenses for forces and facilities at all levels”; and

® Focused Logistics: Unlike traditional logistics, this new form would be the “the
fusion of information, logistics and transportation technologies to provide
rapid crisis response, to track and shift assets while en route and to deliver tai-
lored logistical and sustainment packages.””

Although it is easy to be cynical about vision statements, Joint Vision 2010
clearly cornmits the armed forces of the United States to a new American style of
war. It must be taken seriously as an endorsement of the idea of revolutionary
change in general, and the RMA in particular. The document also raises some pro-
foundly important questions about the military culture of the twenty-first century.

One of the most troubling questions is whether the United States military can
adapt to an RMA that will not in the long run necessarily favor the United States.
After all, the technologies on which the RMA is based are primarily commercial and
available around the globe. There is thus no technological monopoly by U.S. corpo-
rations or the U.S. military. What cannot be monopolized is most likely to be
exploited by the swift and the clever—and here the U.S. military might be at a sur-
prising disadvantage. For all the rhetoric in documents like the report of the
National Defense Panel and Joint Vision 2010 about better joint teamwork and
more adaptive organizations, a basic fault line still exists in the U.S. military
establishment.

With the force of both law and custom, the individual military services still
organize, train, and equip the armed forces, even though they fight under unified
or joint command. This historical division of labor has on the whole served the
nation well because it has succeeded in focusing the military services on the task of
future planning. But the same system that enshrines broad service prerogatives has
sometimes made joint teamwork more difficult. In the Information Age, that sys-
tem continues to produce command-and-control systems that are redundant and
frequently lack interoperability. These systems are produced by procurement
bureaus in each of the services that are simply not equipped to look at any priorities
other than those of the services that created them. The predictable results are the
separate, single-service stovepipe information systems that have bedeviled U.S.
forces every time they have taken the field in the past generation. By some esti-
mates, there are as many as 5,000-9,000 of these redundant systerus, straining not
only operating budgets but also the rapid integration of the newest commercial
technology.”

Another characteristic of the modern U.S. military that might become increas-
ingly incompatible with Information Age demands is a rank-heavy personnel
structure. This fact is no doubt closely related to the U.S. policy, started in 1947, of
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maintaining an excess of officers on active duty in order to facilitate mobilization.
Indeed, overall U.S. officer-to-enlisted ratios are double those that exist in other
armies although the commanders of tactical units and the number of officers
therein are similar to historical norms.”

At the top, of course, are the flag officers—the generals and admirals. Only
2,000 flag officers were required to command the 12 million men under arms in
World War I1. Today, with roughly one-tenth of that number (1.4 million) on active
duty, the United States authorizes the presence of more than 1,000 generals and
admirals. And despite the vast increase in telecommunications during the interven-
ing 50 years, as many four-star generals and admirals serve today as duringWorld
War IL* There are thus grounds for questioning whether the current rank and per-
sonnel structure supports the twenty-first century ideal of technology-enhanced,
decentralized leadership.

Another issue likely to affect military culture in the future touches on the career
paths and status within the organization. How will the services adequately compen-
sate and convey appropriate status on the technologists and specialists who will be
needed in the force? Should they be sergeants major, warrant officers, or civilian
contractors? To what degree should the military’s rank structure equate seniority
with technical competence or with leadership potential? These are important
questions.

The misapplication of advanced communications technology in today’s mili-
tary is also an issue. The suspicion is pervasive that military information
technology is often misused for micromanagement and enforcement of the zero-
defects mentality documented by this study. Recall the warning delivered in 1936 by
Major General . F. C. Fuller in his classic, Generalship: Its Diseases and Their Cure:
“The more mechanical...the weapons with which we fight, the less mechanical
must be the spirit which controls them.”™

An even more fundamental question is how far the U.S. military should go in
embracing the precepts of a RMA. Eliot Cohen correctly noted that “[t]he cautious
military historian (and even more cautious soldier) looks askance at prophets of
radical change, although by no means at change itself.” Indeed, a serious critique
of the RMA has arisen from within military ranks. Some in uniform are worried
about the tendency to use technology as a tool of micromanagement. Others chal-
lenge the affordability of the necessary investment. Still others question the
effectiveness of these technologies in war and the propensity to substitute gadgets
for indispensable human versatility.

One of the most trenchant of these critiques comes from a retired Marine Corps
lieutenant general, Paul K. Van Riper, and Lt. Col. . G. Hoffman of the Marine

95. For details on numbers of officers in various nations and how the United States came to
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98. Eliot A. Cohen, “"Revolution in Warfare,” 40.
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Corps reserves, who felt it necessary to restate that warfare in the twenty-first or any
other century is not likely to be won by those who simply possess the most high-
tech gadgets. “War is a highly complex interactive system characterized by friction,
unpredictability, disorder, and fluidity. It is not a mechanistic system amenable to
precise, positive control mechanisms or synchronized, centralized systems,” said
Van Riper and Hoffman. “War has more in common with biological and ecological
systems...than with closed mechanical systems.”

Although the RMA shows promise in clearing away some of the fog of war, it is
important to note that Murphy’s Law still applies. Precisely because war is con-
ducted by fallible, emotional men and women, it is unpredictable; and RMA
proponents err in thinking that it is possible to engineer out the human propensity
for making mistakes. Some aspects of information technology undeniably can add
clarity to the battlefield. Van Riper and Hoffman warn RMA proponents, however,
that “...over-investing in information and precision engagement systems is predi-
cated upon a linear approach to future warfare requirements which will leave the
United States more, not less, vulnerable to future antagonists.”

Major Issues

Perhaps the best way to appreciate the impact of the information age on military
culture is to compare it with the revolution that gunpowder brought about on
European battlefields. After the Battle of Agincourt, the gradual proliferation of
missiles fired by gunpowder upset the military balance. New balances in command,
organization, and tactics, had to be struck, most of them were the result of painful
trial and error. We strongly suspect that the same will be as true in the twenty-first
century as it was in the sixteenth. For that reason, the specific cultural issues out-
lined here are more often posed as questions for further study and debate than as
hard-and-fast policy prescriptions. Some issues nevertheless must be faced if an
innovative, adaptive military culture is to be advanced.

New Methods of Leadership

Official documents such as Joint Vision 2010 constantly stress the importance of
leadership and individual initiative in both capturing technology and exploiting it
in combat, CSIS study group members believe that an effective military culture will
cause the Pentagon to explore new patterns of leadership and command relation-
ships. This is partly a generational issue, however. Many current leaders were raised
in an era of relative information scarcity that leaves them singularly unprepared to
deal with today’s usual problems of information overload. This generation gap
between junior and senior officers is nothing new, but it may be exacerbated by the
rapid advances in technology.

Quite simply, the noted tendency toward top-down micromanagement must be
reversed before major technological investments are made that reinforce such dys-
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functional executive behaviors. Rank and age often being inversely proportionate to
competence on information technology issues, a new balance also must be struck
between leaders and those they lead. The services need to reassess who will be
responsible for what tasks and decisions, at what levels, under what conditions, and
with what information resources. The zero-defects mentality often encountered in
the U.S. military today is anathema to the kind of innovative risk taking needed to
answer these questions.

Not only will new military doctrine be required, but so too will new manage-
ment techniques be needed to counter the tendency for bureaucracies to wear down
innovative thinkers. It’s worth noting General Fuller’s warning on the subject of the
bureaucratic tendencies of large staffs:

The staff becomes an all-controlling bureaucracy, a paper octopus squirting ink
and wriggling its tentacles into every corner. Unless pruned with an axe it will
grow like a fakir’s mango tree, and the more it grows the more it overshadows
the general. It creates work, it creates offices, and, above all, it creates the rear-
spirit.'*

Because bureaucracy and careerism often go hand in hand, it might be time to
conduct a thorough examination of today’s accession, promotion, and retirement
policies. Issues requiring careful study include the numbers of flag officers required
for leadership of an adaptive military force with a professional NCO cadre and
technologically sophisticated junior officers, as well as the challenges the services
confront in attracting and adequately rewarding a new breed of technical
specialists.

New Organizational Blueprints

In his seminal essay on organization, RAND analyst David Ronfeldt identifies hier-
archical institutions, competitive markets, and multiorganizational networks as
three enduring forms of human society, with the networks emerging as the domi-
nant form in the Information Age.'” This same evolutionary pattern is already
evident in defense organization, where the emphasis has decisively shifted from
single-service combat models to joint task forces. Interdependent smaller forces of
all services must be prepared to merge quickly with each other and with coalition
forces to form tailored organizations. Here again, there is broad agreement on the
need for more effective joint teamwork and less-hierarchical fixed structures—
meaning that both structure and systems must evolve. Structural evolution is the
toughest problem because the current organization of the DOD reflects the tradi-
tions of service prerogatives and dominant weapons systems. Today's systems are
scarcely less difficult to change even though there is an urgent need to replace the
hierarchical single-service communications stovepipes with network-centered
systems.

100. Fuller, Generalship.
101, David Ronfelds, Institutions, Markets and Networks: A Framework about the Evolution of
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The intersection of these lines of procurement and service prerogative should
be examined closely. More needs to be done in reducing service parochialism in
building the future “systems of systems” on which DOD is staking its collective
future, even if legislation is ultimately required to break bureaucratic inertia. The
fundamental question is whether the current Title 10 authority—which allows the
individual services to procure distinctly different command, control, and commu-
nications systems—should be shifted to the Joint Staff or a new defense agency.

The Twenty-First Century Military—Closed or Open?

Although the services need to maintain the core values of discipline and cohesion,
the military institution may need to be more frequently refreshed at the wellspring
of American civil society. Here the American tradition for making a virtue of the
diversity of its citizenry is likely to translate once again into military advantage. One
clear sign of this is the increasing use of the reserve component in recent vears. Pre-
cisely because the reservist daily practices a civilian specialty, that reservist
represents a rich potential source of technological expertise. The trick will be to
match better these areas of expertise with developing military requirements.

Another way to acquire such expertise is by lateral entry into military ranks
from the civilian world. Although this route of service has typically been open only
to a limited number of critical specialists such as physicians, lateral entry offers the
services a potentially rich source of critical skills in the fields of information secu-
rity, biomedical technology and linguistics.

The most traditional method of meeting required manpower needs, of course,
is the draft. Although conscription is historically one of the most divisive issues in
the U.S. political spectrum, the issue is once again being debated in Congress on
both manpower and sociological grounds. Although this study began with an
assumption of the continued viability of the all-volunteer paradigm, conscription
and other forms of manpower procurement such as lateral entry require careful
study as the services conternplate their needs for the twenty-first century.

Planning, Programming, and Funding

Although this study did not address the overall issue of military funding, the ser-
vices in fiscal year 2000 are undeniably at the bottom of one of the boom-or-bust
cycles so sadly typical of U.S. defense policy. An essential minimum investment
must be made in order to keep our armed forces competitive with the challenging
environment ahead of them, and, as with most investments, steady-as-you-go over
the long term is the best strategy. It is particularly important to make such a com-
mitment to keep the constant strain of day-to-day readiness from compromising
necessary experimentation and innovation.

DOD and the services are also clearly responsible for helping insure that they
receive maximum value for every defense dollar. Whenever permitted by law and
political realities, the Pentagon needs to substitute commercial products and ser-
vices for outmoded procurement and support structures.

Finally, the need for constant innovation suggests an overhaul of the current
system for programming defense dollars. The current planning, programming, and
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budgeting system (PPBS) introduced by Robert McNamara in the 1960s has served
its purpose, but to become truly adaptive defense organizations will require far
more agile systems of resource planning.

Ethics

Given the recent history of the Gulf War and Operation Allied Force in Yugoslavia
as well as the emphasis in current and future U.S. military strategy on precision
engagement and force protection, the services must pay more attention to the ethi-
cal guidelines contained within the future military culture. The U.S. military has
already reached a point where the requirements for force protection have resulted
in a dysfunctional aversion fo casualties. These perceptions not only have impor-
tant consequences for national security policy, but they can also potentially
jeopardize future missions and erode core values such as self-sacrifice. Similar trou-
bling questions arise about the ethics of using standoff technology to reduce the
danger to our pilots while demonstrably increasing the danger to noncombatants
on the ground. These and other troubling ethical questions are likely in the future
as the services turn increasingly to new forms of warfare.

An effective military culture in the twenty-first century will likely incorporate
many of the adaptations cited here, including new patterns of leadership; more
agile, streamlined organizations; redefinitions of the civil-military relationship;
and renewed attention to the ethics of modern warfare. Just as clearly, the core val-
ues emphasized in U.S. military culture will continue 1o anchor the services in a
tempest of change. Because professional military educational institutions stand at
the crossroads of doctrinal developments, experimentation, and the inculcation of
the institution’s core values to succeeding generations of officers, they are the logi-
cal nexus for adapting today’s military culture to the challenges of the next century.

In summary, the twenty-first century is likely to present unique challenges to
the U.5. military. New balances will likely have to be struck between progress and
retrenichiment, experimentation and caution, centralization and decentralization,
even between leaders and the led. The product must be military effectiveness that
leads to victory in combat. That outcome will depend on a military establishment
that can make these choices more effectively than its opponents and, in turn, ona
military culture that prizes both constant change and unchanging values.



CHAPTER 6

Findings

AT any sources—surveys of military personnel; papers by knowledgeable
/ [ military and academic scholars; articles from the popular press; discus-

b ¥ _A_sions with members of Congress and their staffs; group interviews of
current members of the armed forces; and studies conducted by the DOD, DOT,
and the military departments—contributed to the findings in this chapter. Despite
expected differences in perspective from these varied sources, a broad consensus
exists on a number of issues. Some of these issues require prompt and continuing
attention.

The data gathered during this study show an unfailing commitment by current
members of the armed forces to codes of behavior that demand discipline, team-
work, and individual responsibility. During all of the focus-group discussions and
informal interview, with hundreds of individuals, no one complained that stan-
dards were too high or expectations for good order and discipline were irrelevant.
The tone was quite the opposite: circumstances or lack of resources often precluded
the attainment of individual or unit capabilities needed to live up to the traditional
service standard. Still this commitment did not translate directly to high levels of
morale or to satisfaction with life in the armed forces.

Contemporary factors both outside and within the institution of the military
have created stress and disillusionment of considerable proportion. Tt is also note-
worthy that the key cultural values that have sustained the U.S. military profession
for 200 years—Iloyal response to legitimate authority, a willingness to endure hard-
ship to accomplish the mission, a never-say-die philosophy—have to some degree
complicated the challenge of adjusting to the realities of the late twentieth century.
Uniformed military leaders have also had to maintain a precarious balance between
loyal responsiveness to the immediate requirements of the executive branch and
Congress, on one hand, and their obligations as stewards of the core values and
future capabilities of their institution, on the other.

A prime external cause of stress and disillusionment is imbalance between
assigned missions and the resources—personnel and matériel—available to accom-
plish those missions. Levels of pay and benefits that are inadequate and not
competitive with civilian levels are another key external factor. A prime internal
factor is perception of decreased opportunity for a challenging and satisfying career
as a consequence of command, management, and leadership methods that have not
kept pace with the increasing sophistication of warfare or with the expectations of
military families for a reasonable lifestyle.

These external and internal factors, many of which are related to organizational
climate, have links to armed forces culture. These links were critical to the formula-
tion of findings. For example, CSIS study participants hypothesized that MCCS
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data would show differences between units in elements of the climate such as team-
work, or mutual trust, or open communications. These differences could be related
to fundamental elements of the culture such as willingness to sacrifice for mission
accomplishment, or loyal response to legitimate authority, or physical and moral
courage. One specific example: There were measurable differences in the quality of
climates among field organizations of the same type, mission, resources, and loca-
tion. The likely primary cause of these differences was the comparative quality of
local leadership. Commanders in particular have major impact on perceptions of
mutual trust, on the flow and quality of information, on teamwork, and on mission
clarity.

These climate factors appear to be crucial to operational effectiveness in the
complex environment of the twenty-first century. They are linked with culture in
two ways. First, perceptions about these climate factors will, over time, influence
expectations about such institutional values as selfless service, trust, and integrity.
Second, climate itself is in part an indirect product of culture. Understanding of
organizational climate therefore permits inferences about the cultural values, phi-
losophies, and traditions that drive policies for developing and selecting
commanders. For this example, the operative question is whether aspects of the
current culture work against the implementation of policies for attaining improved
effectiveness among commanders.

Another example of linkage between organizational climates and deeper cul-
tural issues is the reluctance of military organizations to adjust to expectations of a
force with a high percentage of working spouses for a reasonable balance between
work and family life. Also, many service members perceive that medical and other
services for family members have been reduced, even as a high operating tempo has
increased separation and added family stress to an already demanding life style.

The question is whether a strong cultural need to accomplish immediate
missions—an essential professional value——has prevented adequate focus on the
longer-term institutional need to maintain the kind of supportive organizational
climates that attract and retain people of high competence and commitment. Note
that this study did not address the external issue of the overall adequacy of current
defense funding or the roles, missions, and structures of the armed forces. The
study did address the reported imbalance between the resources typically available
to operating units and the missions assigned to those units,

The remainder of this chapter will present findings in nine areas:

® Pundamental professional values are remarkably strong but are under stress
from several different sources.

® Morale and readiness are suffering from force reductions, high operating
tempo, and resource constraints; culture may suffer in the longer term.

& Strong local leadership, which is not uniformly in place today, is essential for
maintaining the vibrant organizational climates essential for operational effec-
tiveness in the twenty-first century. Present leader development and promotion
systems, however, are not up to the task of consistently identifying and advanc-
ing highly competent leaders.
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# Circumstances often require military leaders to make decisions when the value
of loyal responsiveness to authority, on one hand, appears to conflict with the
values of loyal dissent and candor, on the other. Conflicts among professional
values, not unique to the military, if not properly and openly resolved in each
case, can erode trust within the armed forces.

@ Operations other than war (OOTW), although essential to the national interest,
are affecting combat readiness and causing uncertainty about the essential com-
bat focus of our military forces.

® Although the quality and efficiency of joint operations have improved during
the 1990s, harmonization among the services needs improvement,

# The services have made significant strides in more closely integrating the plans
and operations of their reserve and active forces, but continuing efforts are
warranted.

& Issues of gender integration and racial imbalance in some units need to be
addressed.

#® Reasonable quality-of-life expectations of service members and their families
are not being met. The military as an institution has not adjusted adequately to
the needs of force with a higher number of married people.

Fundamental Professional Values

U.S. military culture derives its essence from the precepts of the U.S. Constitution
and the heavy demands of warfare. It consequently must foster certain foundation
values and traditions that differ from those of civilian society. We believe, however,
that these value differences have not produced military alienation from civilian
society. Formal and informal data show continued understanding of, and respect
for, civilian control. Some theories indicate a politically conservative shift among
military personnel, but our survey data show no evidence of any movement away
from close ties to, or any disrespect for, the larger society (see table 6.1). Military
members do not separate themselves from civilian friends, and they indicate respect
for civilian society. However, they also are proud of their high standards of perfor-
mance and behavior, feeling civilian society might well benefit from adopting more
of these higher standards.

Even so, the culture of the military must differ in some respects from that of the
civilian society. To ensure effectiveness in combat, military members must embrace
such values as self-sacrifice, loyal obedience to authority, and deference to the needs
of the group. This generation of armed forces personnel accepts as relevant and
proper the concept of mission that overrides personal preference or personal safety.
Current members of the U.S. armed forces, both active and reserve, clearly endorse
such historical military values as willingness to sacrifice self for mission; loyal
response to lawful authority; physical and moral courage; and loyalty to comrades,
unit, and nation {see table 6.2}. Survey responses, as did follow-up discussion
groups, showed high agreement with iterns that address basic values.
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Table 6.1 MCCS Statements about Military Ties to Civilian Society

“Strongly Agree,”
“Agree,” and
Survey Statemenis “Slightly Agree” (%}
Whenever | have the opportunity, { socialize with civilians as well as
with military friends. 89
Most members of the armed forces have a great deal of respect for
American civilian society. 75
Most civilians have a great deal of respect for the armed forces. 65
Civilian society would be better off if it adopted more of the military
vaiues and customs. 67

As expected, commitment to traditional values increases as length of service
increases and varies somewhat among organizations of different function. Real or
perceived deviations from these cultural values by members of the armed forces—
particularly by senior leaders—are taken seriously by personnel of all grades.

Although we have spoken of military culture in a unitary sense, there are dis-
tinct service cultures, and these exist for good reason. They take advantage of rich
traditions, enhance esprit de corps, and facilitate functional specialization and mis-
sion focus. Men and women in uniform relate primarily to their services. Traditions
and pride rest within the individual services, as does the mastery of special skills.
The challenge posed by appropriately strong service cultures is the need to blend
operating units into effective joint teams and prevent dysfunctional interservice
rivalry in such areas as recruiting and resource distribution.

One concern of military observers in recent decades is the perceptible move-
ment toward a blend of occupational (motivation from the marketplace) and
institutional {motivation from a sense of service) career models. Our data suggest
the basic military values that support discipline and commitment do not appear to
have been compromised (see table 6.3). The strength of institutional themes of
adventure, challenge, and service to country was clear from survey data. Statements
revealing idealistic commitment were the top-ranking responses among individuals
of all grades.

Members of the armed forces exhibit strong concerns about pay and benefits,
however. Expectations for a good quality of life are high. The current generation of
service personnel may be as willing as their predecessors to sacrifice themselves for
a worthy cause, but they clearly do not want to subject their families to unwar-
ranted hardships. In any case, there are clear elements of the occupational model
within the motivational mix, and there probably always have been. Some first-term
military personnel may be motivated exclusively by monetary and medical benefits.
The primary conclusion, however, is that willingness to endure the hardship of a

ilitary lifestyle persists strongly among nearly all men and women in uniform.
Another reality is that a combination of factors now produces high attrition rates
among armed forces personnel. The U.S. military has created high expectations of
itself, and these expectations historically have supported prolonged individual
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Table 6.2 MCCS Statements about Seif-Sacrifice and Duty to Mission

“Strongly Agree,”
“Agree,” and

Survey Statements “Slightly Agree” (%)
tf necessary to accomplish a combat/lifesaving mission, | am prepared

to put my life on the line. 86
Personal interests and wishes of military personnel must take second

place to operational requirements, 69
Our organization is serious about honesty and integrity. 78

and family commitment fo the hardships and hazards of a military career. However,
these commitments are now under stress from a variety of factors external to the
institution:

@ The absence of a clear military threat to the United States;

® A multiplicity of educational, employment, travel, and adventure opportunities
outside the military;

® A decade of domestic economic growth not fully shared by military members;

w Decreased willingness of military personnel to subject their family members to
unwarranted hardships connected with military life;

@ Ignorance about the U.S. military institution among some opinion leaders in
American society; and

® A redefinition of the citizen obligation for service in the armed forces.

The study group’s judgment is that the fundamental U.S. military values, phi-
losophies, customs, and traditions, even though under stress, are fundamentally
suitable for, and essential to, effective military operations in the envisaged environ-
ment of the twenty-first century. But they must be modified in their application to
ensure optimum operational effectiveness. This is particularly true considering that
likely operations in the future will demand both traditional stamina and greater
tactical flexibility.

DOD and DOT cannot easily change the sources of external stress. They must
therefore make the internal policy and program changes to create and maintain
effective military units. Mission clarity, good leadership, and proper resource allo-
cation will be particularly critical. Some adjustments will be necessary to develop
organizational climates that are consistently rational, motivational, coherent, and
productive, and that contribute to operational effectiveness.

Morale and Readiness

Because the armed forces put great emphasis on mission readiness, leaders at all
levels have high expectations for operational excellence and vigorously seek to
attain it. They are deeply concerned when circumstances prevent it. However,
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Table 6.3 MCCS Statements about Gccupational and institutional Career Models

“Strongly Agree,”
“Agree,” and

Survey Statements “Slightly Agree” (%}

| am proud 1o serve in America’s armed forces. 95

The American military plays an important rofe in the world today. 9z

| receive pay, aliowances, and other benefits comparable to

individuals in civillan life who have my skills and responsibilities. 24

My military income allows me to provide adequately for my family. 33

readiness degradation has been apparent in recent years, largely because resources
at the operating levels are insufficient for meeting traditional and/or regulatory
expectations for excellence. At the Army’s National Training Center, the tactical
proficiency of participating units has declined recently. In testimony on October 26,
1999, to the Senate Committee on Armed Services, the members of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff again noted significant problems in force readiness.'” Confidence in mis-
sion readiness is critical to high morale in operating units. Many data sources—
surveys within the services and testimony before congressional committees as well
as anecdotal evidence—show that decline in mission readiness has been accompa-
nied by a decline in morale. OQur data will not prove that the former has caused the
latter, but the inference is compelling (see table 6.4).

The many deployments and other operations that require time to be spent away
from home stations have created stress on both units and service members, The
CSIS survey and other surveys internal to the services show this. Military organiza-
tions are designed to operate well under physically stressful conditions; however,
they are less well able to operate under the stress induced by the perception that
mission—resources mismatch will for the long term continue to frustrate profes-
sional expectations for mission excellence. The potential for lasting
counterproductive cultural change from such a mismatch is substantial.

Finally, there is a widespread perception in operating units that recent years
have seen a disproportionately high loss of particularly talented junior and middle-
grade officers and NCOs. Personnel managers are deeply concerned about high
losses among particular groups such as aviators and technicians. While available
quantitative data do not strongly support this perception of talent loss, focus-group
interviews do. Junior officers and middle-grade NCOs in many operating units and
staffs believed that many of their top contemporaries have moved to the civilian
world because their expectations for a challenging and satisfying military career
were not being met.

Pay, benefits, and operating tempo are clearly part of the problem; however,
there is more to it. Unmet expectations for a challenging and satisfying lifestyle
coupled with concerns about the opportunities for professional growth were a part

102, See, for example, “Statement of General Henry H. Shelton,” <http://www.senate.govf
~armed_services/statemnnt/ 1999/991026hs.pdf>.
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Table 6.4 MCCS Statements about Morale and Readiness

“Strongly Agree,”
“Agree,” and
Survey Statements “Slightly Agree” {%)
People in this unit are not “stressed out.” 34
This unit routinely is provided adequate material resources (parts,
supplies, funds) needed to accomplish our assigned missions. 38
We have high morale in this unit. 51
I can do well in this unit and stili devote sufficient time to family/
ersonal life. 57
The people we are retaining in service have the skills and
commitment needed to sustain unit excelience. 70

of every focus-group discussion. The immediate impact of these perceptions about
talented individuals leaving the military is lowered morale and decreased confi-
dence in the institution. If these perceptions of quality loss are in fact accurate, the
long-term impact on the entire institution will be even more serious.

Intense pressures from austere budgets and manning levels coupled with a high
operations tempo in many units have produced remarkably similar effects on the
organizational climates of diverse units across all of the services. The effects include
eroded trust and confidence within the institution, lowered morale, problems in
recruiting and retention, and evidence of high stress on both military personnel
and their families. Individuals from different services in focus groups in widely dif-
ferent environments described remarkably similar concerns and revealed notably
similar attitudes about readiness, resource adequacy, the quality of training, and
family stress.

These responses to institutional stress are not only evidence of a common
thread of basic culture across the armed forces but also of systemic problems that
transcend the separate services. The implication is that systemic solutions must be
found: Either expectations for mission readiness must change, resource manage-
ment must change, the allocation of missions must change, or some combination of
these solutions must take place.

Strong, Effective Leadership

The envisaged twenty-first century environment will require adaptable and versa-
tile units with strong internal cohesion to sustain effectiveness under stress. Some,
not all, units now possess those attributes. Although just the opposite is required,
centralized control and risk aversion have increased during the 1990s as stress on
the military institution has increased. Worldwide media scrutiny of military opera-
tions and congressional pressures have undoubtedly contributed to this. The
importance of effective control and respect for authority remains undiminished.
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On the other hand, operations in fast-moving or technically complex tactical
situations cannot be micromanaged from Washington or a distant command post.
Agility and quickness are achieved when decisions are made at the lowest level at
which the right competence, commitment, and information reside. Control then
becomes the product of self-discipline based on shared organizational values. The
past 20 years have seen significant advances in methods of leadership education and
training, but they have not been widely adopted although they are consistent with
the needs of military organizations. The same can be said about techniques of oper-
ational leadership in an era marked by huge advances in information technology.

During the last two decades of the twentieth century, previcusly unimaginable
tools for handling and using information have become widespread in the Western
world. These tools bring great potential advantages, but they also bring a need for
both cultural adaptation and perhaps for more insightful leadership practices.
E-mail, for example, speeds communication, facilitates time management, and can
enable wide distribution of information. However, it displaces human interaction,
is impersonal, tempts the micromanager, and places new demands on organization
members for mutual trust and discretion in use of data. In efficient organizations,
decisions are made wherever critical information and requisite competence reside.
Most military leaders understand this concept but have some difficulty implement-
ing it. Some degree of cultural change probably is needed to enable the best use of
information technology, both to develop more resourceful and innovative leaders
and to enhance cooperation among units in twenty-first century operations.

Another specific concern about institutional leadership is that junior leaders in
some units believe current policies and practices give undue weight to political sen-
sitivities at the cost of required unit disciplinary and training standards. The issue is
whether laudable social concerns about individual rights in effect limit the ability of
the chain of command to enforce high standards. Wide differences of opinion on
this issue exist between Washington and some operating units and within operating
units therselves, which suggests this may be more an issue of command climate
and local leader competence than an inherent issue of the institution taking on an
unmilitary softness. Nevertheless, the fact that some junior leaders in the chain of
command lack confidence that they will be supported when they enforce training
or discipline standards is clear from discussion groups and informal reports.

Some evidence points to a decline in the quality of leadership practices as well
as possible increased expectations for good leadership. This was clear from MCCS
data and from other surveys. For example, although a three-year trend is not con-
clusive, published naval personnel survey data—-cited in chapter 4—raised
questions about both officer and enlisted perceptions of Navywide leadership. In
addition, MCCS survey data and anecdotal information alike reveal clear differ-
ences in the quality of organizational climates (factors of morale, commitment, and
perceived adaptability) among units of similar structure and circumstance.

The probable major source of these differences, again, is variation in the quality
of local leadership. Where one climate reflected a clear sense of mission, teamwork,
open communication, and mutual trust, another at the same location did not.
While some differences are expected, the question arises of the effectiveness of
the less healthy organizations when under great stress. Studies by academics and
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military experts have usually shown that high cohesion—mutual trust and shared
commitment to unit goals—markedly enhances unit performance under stress.
The fact that leaders make a difference is not new. What would be new is an institu-
tional commitment to select and prepare leaders who can develop and sustain
healthy climates and to stabilize them long enough to achieve lasting results,

In today’s armed forces, there are stories of wonderful results achieved by local
commanders who focus on vision and demand high standards but give trust and
latitude to subordinates. This should be the normal mode of command, but often it
is not. Members of operating units in our sample perceive that micromanagement
has increased in the 1990s, both from technology advances and from widespread
zero-defects concerns in a competitive career environment. CSIS discussions with
operational leaders reveal a typical maturity, mission sensitivity, and capacity for
initiative that argue against paternalistic rules from higher headquarters that in the
long run are incompatible with the adaptable, resilient characteristics required for
effective twenty-first century operations.

Selection and promotion systems are power levers for changing or maintaining
culture. Officer personnel management systems have been reviewed and modified
in recent years in the various services, but these efforts have not forced the signifi-
cant cultural change needed to reform selection and promotion models. Suitable
education, development, and promotion systems are needed at all levels. Systems
also are needed for periodic assessment of the quality of organizational climates;
they should be related to leader performance to reinforce and replicate the best cli-
mates and prevent the worst. The new chief of staff of the Army, Gen. Eric Shinseki,
stated in June 1999 that “[d]eveloping leaders for joint war-fighting as well as for
change” was one of the six key “intentions.” He also stated that “[t}he development
of bold, innovative leaders of character and competence is fundamental to the long-
term health of the Army.”'” Achieving the laudable goals implied in these com-
ments would require fundamental change both in the systems and in the culture in
which they are embedded.

The leadership and management challenges highlighted in this study have been
apparent in various forms for years, as have been characteristics of the challenging
environment of the twenty-first century. However, changes toward productive and
supportive organizational climates and the uniformly excellent leadership needed
to meet future challenges have been institutionally modest. There well may be an
underlying cultural predisposition to emphasize and more readily accept change in
areas of technology and tactical doctrine than in concepts of organization and
human functioning—things as opposed to people.

There may also be a culturally based predisposition to short-term, career-
enhancing accomplishments at the expense of long-term institutional needs.
Transitory commanders gain recognition through measurable accomplishments,
They are typically not on station long enough to be held accountable for decreas-
ing morale or improper resource allocation. In the view of their subordinates,
some are conspicuously self-serving. They often have little time for mentoring

103. Shinseld, “Intent of the Chief of Staff of the Army” <www.hqda.army.mil.csahtml>
{accessed September 16, 1999},
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subordinates—a leadership obligation rarely rewarded when it is done well. These
impediments to future effectiveness may sterm more from an improperly tuned per-
sonnel management system than from any real shortage of potentially capable
leaders. {A number of initiatives in the services, such as the Army’s OPMS XXI
reorganization of officer career progression, have recently addressed related issues.)

As a further example, many data sets bearing on human-resources issues are
compartmentalized in various locations in the services. All of the services, DOD,
and DOT might make more effective use of these data if access was more conve-
nient. One current obstacle to sharing is technical; however, another is trust and
confidence that such data will be used constructively by other than the originating
service.

Conflicting Values

In large part because of external sources of stress, institutional leadership has
become more difficult in recent years. In our society, advances in the development
of human systems usually have not kept pace with changes in technology or with
increased complexity of global systems. The MCCS survey found a strong founda-
tion of relevant military values at every level. However, current pressures—not
unique to the military organization—often produce conflicts among loyalties to
unit, service, seniors, subordinates, and one’s professional ethics. The senior leader-
ship is mandated to provide candid advice to the national command authority; at
the same time, the senior leadership is entrusted with an institution that must be
simultaneously maintained and transformed to carry out its constitutionally
derived mandates. These mandates might not be in conflict in a perfect world
where resource allocation, mission clarity, and the ability to anticipate global events
were all totally under control. However, all of them are in fact somewhat beyond the
control of the nation’s military leaders.

Some officers and NCOs in the field and fleet have views on the condition of the
force that are at odds with those expressed by senior military leaders in Washing-
ton. The joint chiefs of staff, for example, were criticized in some focus groups for
readiness assessments that appear inconsistent with reality at operating unit level.
Senior leaders were also criticized for taking on missions that have stressed force
capabilities past prudent limits. Some focus-group participants believed these dif-
ferences regarding resource adequacy and combat readiness result partly from a
lack of candor among some senior leaders; others believed that senior leaders were
out of touch with conditions in the field and fleet. The MCCS survey data in this
chapter do not contradict the theme of mistrust between top military leaders and
some officers and NCOs in the field and the fleet.

It is not unusual that the view from the Pentagon is at odds with the view from
the trenches. These worldviews are simply different. Nonetheless, erosion of mutual
trust and confidence within the chain of command must eventually have an impact
on candor, an important value within the military profession. It is possible that
these differences are to some degree a product of miscommunication. The idealized
value of candor remains strong in both operating forces and within staffs (and
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Table 6.5 MCCS Statements about Views of Military Leadership

“Strongly Agree”
Survey Statements and “Agree” (%}

When my Service's senior leaders say something, you can believe it is
true. 35

My Service's senior leaders have the will to make the tough,
sometimes unpopular, decisions that are in the best long-term interest
of the Service. 7 44

In my Service an atmosphere of trust exists between leaders and their
subordinates. 36

surely within the Pentagon also). Perceived deviation from that value is a source of
discontent (see table 6.5).

Operations Other Than War

Value contflict is exacerbated by the increased variety of missions facing the armed
forces in the post-Cold War era. Many commanders think that QOTW cause deg-
radation in the combat readiness of their units; vet they typically have combat
readiness, a keystone in military culture, as an assigned high priority. This stressful
conflict is intensified when training and equipment-maintenance resources are less
than what service members consider adequate. Some Army units in Bosnia, for
example, reveal strong spirit, good cohesion, and considerable satisfaction in per-
forming an important task.

But that environment does not permit these personnel to train in their basic
combat-operations mission—their top priority and also the reason why many of
them are in the Army in the first place. A synthesis of many comments has been
that “We are doing some good work for these people, but I joined the Army to be in
a combat-ready unit, not to be a policeman.” On the other hand, some units report
that participation in peacekeeping operations provided solid training for their pri-
mary missions. Strategic and structural issues as well as motivational issues must be
addressed here.

A related issue is the perception of an increasing and dysfunctional aversion to
risk taking that is evident in operations, when casualty prevention becomes the
overriding doctrinal principle that guides plans, and in administration, when per-
fect records become the essential individual and organizational goals {see table 6.6).
Commanders should be concerned about exposing personnel to unnecessary haz-
ard, and avoiding unnecessary casualties should remain the hallmark of 2 military
leader. But the United States cannot allow casualty avoidance to cripple the larger
military machine. Some military leaders believe that peacekeeping and humanitar-
ian missions do not justify the loss of life, and they urge that rules of engagement
where the use of force is limited must not generalize to the broader operational cul-
ture, which must retain the value of self-sacrifice. If self-sacrifice is downplayed, the
institution’s capacity for carrying out its primary reason for existence will itself be



FinpinGgs 73

Table 6.6 MCCS Statements about Perceptions of Risk Taking

“Strongly Agree,”
“Agree,” and
Survey Statements “Slightly Agree” (%)

In this unit we are encouraged 1o take reasonable risks in an effort to
improve performance. (We do not have a "Zero defects” mentality.) &6

i1 took a prudent risk, did my best and failed, my superiors would
support me. 66

at risk. A British Army officer recently commented on U.S. .. .nervousness over the
1ssue of force protection” and on a commonplace reluctance of service members to
“...disagree with their superiors, even way in advance of the point of decision.”™
Fortunately, MCCS data show risk taking to be reasonably acceptable at unit
level and the crucial military value of selfless service to be alive and well. Conven-
tional wisdom is that risk aversion is the product of a peacetime garrison mentality,
but today’s casualty aversion taken to an extreme appears to lie outside the purview
of operating units and, indeed, perhaps outside the military services themselves.
Whatever the source, it remains a concern because its eventual impact on military
culture and the operational effectiveness of the armed forces could be significant.

Joint Operations

Although the quality and efficiency of joint planning and operations have improved
notably during the 1990s, harmonization among services still requires improve-
ment. Understanding of and respect for effective integration of service capabilities
are robust in operating units. Some lingering interoperability problems might
remain, but joint commanders and their service component commanders are iden-
tifying and remedying them. Indeed, some kinds of competition within and among
the services produce better doctrine, training, and matériel development.

On the other hand, competition at the service-headquarters level sometimes
turns into parochial competition for resources and missions. Also concerns exist
that the Joint Staff might interfere with the responsibilities of service leaders for
maintaining their organizations as directed by Title X of the U.S. Code. The issue is
not whether the existing service cultures maintain their appropriate unique status
but instead how they adapt to the needs for effective and efficient joint operations
and Joint Staff priorities. There appears to be an informal consensus among senior
officers that an update to the Goldwater-Nichols legislation would facilitate further
development of joint effectiveness.

104. Lt Col. I T, Eccles, “Risk Aversion and the Zero Defects Culture,” British Army Review,
no. 114 (December 1996} 114-115; text also can be found at <home.earthlink.net/~sherikez/
riviroa/britview.him> (accessed January 20, 2000).
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Reserve Forces

Reserve component units are more highly integrated with active forces than ever
before. The Army and Air Force in particular are now dependent on the use of their
Reserve and National Guard units to sustain overseas deployments, particularly in
peacekeeping operations. Surveys and focus groups of Army National Guard and
Army Reserve units show high levels of commitment to professional values—
indistinguishable from those of the active forces—and organizational climates that
reflect solid leadership. In some cases, we found a yearning for a clearer mission and
the resources to support it. However, levels of stress in some reserve units are rising
as more frequent calls to active service and more demanding training create ten-
sions between the individual’s responsibilities to both civilian and military
commitments.

Gender and Race Issues

Our survey found differences between male and female members’ perceptions of
the quality of organizational climates and the importance of certain military values.
Females are generally less positive about climate and less likely to endorse military
values of self-sacrifice and performance under hardship. These differences vary
among the armed forces and in degree between functional areas. They may arise
from the traditional male-dominated military culture, the characteristics of indi-
viduals who join the armed forces, and the essence of a combat organization where
high levels of cohesion are a functional necessity. CSIS focus-group discussions
reveal more concern about the impact of females on unit cohesion and effectiveness
than some earlier studies have indicated.

MCCS data for the Army and Marine Corps indicate that both males and
fernales have more confidence that male members would carry “their share of the
load in wartime/hazardous operations.” Many men and women—especially in the
entisted and NCO ranks—were ambiguous or negative about prospective female
performance in combat. Data from Navy surveys, detailed in chapter 3, also show
an apparently growing skepticism about both the effects of gender integration on
readiness and the combat-related skills of female Navy personnel.

Perceptions among various racial groups regarding traditional military values,
the quality of unit leadership, and satisfaction with service appear similar in both
active and reserve components. This healthy finding supports the thesis that,
although imperfect, race relations in the armed forces are generally better than in
society at large and are a success story. The differences in perception among racial
groups that do appear are most pronounced when race and gender are combined.
Whether or not these differences are important requires further study.

A potential problem in the area of race is that some military units have become
racially imbalanced, primarily because of self-selection by minority personnel. In
the Army, for example, there will soon be few minority senior NCOs or commis-
sioned officers with experience in light or parachute infantry or in special
operations forces (SOF). In one SOF unit in our sample, all minority soldiers com-



Frupmvags 75

Table 6.7 Satisfaction with Overall Quality of Army Life, percent

Category of Personnel 1596 1598
Officers 723 57.9
Enlisted Personnel 525 45.8

Source: Data from the U.S. Army's Sample Survey of Military Persennel (SSMP), as reported to CSIS
in an August 3, 1999, memo from the office of the deputy chief of staff for personnel.

bined constituted only 15 percent of those responding, less than half of what a more
balanced profile would have shown. The Navy’s submarine community also has rel-
atively few minority personnel. All of the services are working to resolve these
imbalances.

Racial imbalances in some types of units are not an entirely new phenomenon.
Although there are no data to indicate that less integrated units are less operation-
ally effective, many of the military’s senior leaders come from these types of combat
units, and a reduced number of minority officers with these credentials may even-
tually cause a decrease in the percentage of minority senior leaders. Further, the
mere existence of racially segregated units or specialties is inconsistent with the best
practices of a twenty-first-century national institution.

Quality of Life

Reasonable expectations for quality of life for service members and their families
are simply not being met (see table 6.7). Service life itself appears to have become
less rewarding, and family life in the military appears to have become more
stressful.

The current military environment is characterized by both a high operating
tempo and a scarcity of matériel and personnel resources. Satisfying career oppor-
tunities are thought fewer, and excessive centralization and oversupervision are
thought more frequent. The collision of resource scarcity, a sometimes unsatisfying
command climate, and an intense training and deployment tempo has created
noteworthy organizational pressures. The comment, “It’s just not fun anymaore,” is
widespread. Fun in this context means challenge, camaraderie, and adventure along
with some degree of coherence and balance in life.

Although the idea of service to the nation remains compelling, a sense of fulfill-
ment from one’s work is simply essential in today’s world of multiple career
options. The stated lack of fun is best exemplified by the disinterest of some suc-
cessful middle-grade officers in becoming commanders of ships or brigades or
wings because of what they see as the frustrating lifestyle of their own commanders.
An equally serious potential impact is loss of high-quality individuals. Although the
evidence is not totally clear on this point, the Army’s fall 1998 SSMP and many
other service surveys show officer and enlisted intentions to stay until retirement at
decade lows.
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Further, many leaders at tactical levels are overloaded with the combination of
demands imposed by considerations for married and single-parent service mem-
bers, on the one hand, and a more demanding technical and doctrinal package for
junior leaders, on the other hand. Leaders have had and should continue to have
primary responsibility for the welfare of their subordinates; however, the preva-
lence of family financial hardships among junior enlisted married personnel,
single-parent responsibilities, and other personal problems place extraordinary
demands on leader time that distract from operational priorities and reduce job
satisfaction. Some institutional response—better than the social support agencies
now established to assist in these matters—is needed to reduce the current level of
effort given by local leaders to these persistent problems of individual service
members,

During the 1990s, service life became harder for families. Service members, par-
ticularly in the lower ranks, expressed major concerns about pay and benefits,
including the adequacy of family medical care. Military members often find it diffi-
cult to maintain a reasonable balance between the demands of their profession and
their responsibilities to their families. In a force with increasing percentages of mar-
ried and single-parent personnel, these concerns take on increasing importance.
The MCCS contained two statements: one about adequacy of pay and benefits and
the second about time available for family and personal life. When responses were
controlled for rank of respondent, answers to pay and benefits correlated -.20 with
career intentions, a significant but low relation. Time available for family and per-
sonal life correlated .35 with career intentions, a significantly higher and more
meaningful relation.

Many good people are leaving the services for other careers because of the pace
and quality of activities, the lack of satisfaction in their jobs, and what they view as
their marginal ability to provide for their families. It is the combination of these
factors that seems to cause significant disiltusion with military life. Service mem-
bers who seek intrinsic satisfactions from their work perform better than those who
are motivated by extrinsic rewards. The MCCS data did not show differences
between married and unmarried personnel in support of traditional standards.
Married personnel do show somewhat greater pride in the duty they perform.

We have, in sum, a remarkable military institution that continues to perform
important missions with pride, effectiveness, and unquestionable loyalty to the
society it serves. But the institution is under notable stress that could compromise
elements of the culture if certain remedial actions are not forthcoming.



CHAPTER 7

Recommendations

T NO COMPARABLE PERIOD OF PEACE in our history has the United States

L leaned more heavily on its armed forces. Fortunately, but not at all by

4. B chance, the U.S. military has responded with remarkable aplomb and skill
when it has answered the nation’s many calls to duty during the 1990s. It is clearly
in the continuing interest of every American that the core values that buttress the
U.S. armed forces not only be protected but also enhanced to ensure that this record
of operational excellence will be sustained in the future.

Modifying or adapting the culture of institutions as large, powerful, and steeped
in tradition as the U. S. military is a daunting task. A sustained, successful effort will
require clear focus and persistence, attributes not always displayed in organizations
with pressing immediate needs and a high rate of turnover among the leaders.
Some factors—such as the imbalance between resources and missions at the oper-
ating level—that have an impact on the current climate in the military and,
potentially, the underlying culture must finally be resolved by the executive branch
and Congress. Other factors—such as the level of propensity of America’s youth to
aspire to military service and sustain a commitment once in uniform-—are affected
by a combination of societal influences and the perceived quality of military life.
Other major factors related to military culture——such as leader selection and other
personnel management policies—fall mostly within the purview of the services.

Although DOD and DOT have major roles to play in any substantive institu-
tional initiatives, the services as the true custodians of culture must ultimately take
the lead in adapting to meet the challenges of the twenty-first century. Within the
services, the officer corps, especially the senior officers, has the responsibility for
preserving and protecting the relevant essence of service culture and for modifying
those aspects of culture that need to be changed. Because officers are deeply
immersed in their individual service cultures and are understandably concerned
with preserving the critical elements of those cultures, these officers’ essential role
as agents of cultural change will be inherently difficult.

As difficult as cultural modification is within our armed forces, disregarding the
unmistakable signs of current institutional stress would be irresponsible. The start
date of the current decline in morale and readiness, or the rate of that decline, or a
comparison between today and some past period of stress in the armed forces is not
the issue. The issue is the requirement for military effectiveness across a wide spec-
trum of activities in the complex world of the twenty-first century.

Any erosion of morale and readiness is reflected more clearly in the organiza-
tional climates than in the basic elements of culture. However, it is clear that
cultural matters—values, philosophies, and customs—are ultimately the key to any
institutional adaptation. It is also clear that current negative trends in the state of
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organizational climates, if left unattended, could weaken the unique, productive
military culture that has taken centuries to develop.

The following recommendations—each listed under the finding (in bold print)
that served as its inspiration—are intended to reinforce the fundamental strength
of American military culture and prevent future weakness.

@ Fundamental professional values are remarkably strong but are under stress
from several different sources.

&

With fewer and fewer of the nation’s families now touched by military ser-
vice—and fewer still of the sons and daughters of American elites now
serving in uniform—civilian and military leaders must assume greater
responsibility in telling the military’s story. Americans need to understand
the rationale for the distinct standards and values that are the foundation of
U.S. military culture. Leaders must also create more opportunities to convey
to both the public and opinion leaders the extraordinary contemporary
demands being placed on military personnel and their families.

The cultural flame in the U.S. military burns brightest within the distinct
culture of each individual service. Our men and women in uniform identify
themselves not as part of a generic armed forces but, instead, as soldiers,
sailors, airmen, marines, and coast guardsmen. These distinct service cul-
tures are a national treasure and have been built on the blood, sweat, and
sacrifice of countless men and women in uniform. The services should pre-
serve these unique cultures and invest in the traditional ceremonies and
activities that perpetuate them and enhance esprit de corps.

To improve civil-military relations, including the understanding of the
unique military culture in an era when few serve in the armed forces, the
senior military colleges should expand compensated, full-time civilian
enrollment and offer special courses for legislators, congressional and exec-
utive branch staff, journalists, educators, and academicians.

® Morale and readiness are suffering from force reductions, high operating
tempo, and resource constraints; culture may suffer in the longer term.

The national command authority as well as DOD and DOT must correct
the imbalance between mission requirements and available resources at the
operating levels of the armed forces. Simply put, systematic solutions must
be found that either increase or redistribute resources, decrease mission
load, or adjust expectations for universal standards of military readiness.
Alternatively, some combination of all three must occur.

Readiness requirements must be clarified to eliminate any confusion
regarding mission priorities and acceptable standards. This is particularly
relevant when peacekeeping or humanitarian missions are undertaken by
units that must also be ready to fight in high-intensity conflicts. If necessary,
strategic plans should be modified to ensure that mission readiness require-
ments remain realistic.



RECOMMENDATIONS 76

* DOD and the services need to redesign current systems for assessing and
reporting unit readiness, Current systems are clearly not sophisticated or
sensitive enough to portray accurately the impact on readiness of rapidly
changing missions and responsibilities. Redesigned systems should ensure
efficient, timely reporting of reliable information relevant to both near- and
long-term readiness.

*  Each military service should also develop and implement a new system for
assessing organizational climates in units. Senior leaders should be fully
aware of which units reward competence, set clear priorities, allow a free
flow of information, inspire trust, support learning, and stimulate innova-
tion and versatility. The resuits of these organizational-climate assessments
should be incorporated into unit-readiness reports to make those reports
more useful and reliable.

E Strong local leadership, which is not uniformly in place today, is essential for
maintaining the vibrant organizational climates essential for operational
effectiveness in the twenty-first century. Present leader development and pro-
motion systems, however, are not up to the task of consistently identifying and
advancing highly competent leaders.

* Each military service should review its procedures for developing, selecting,
evaluating, and promoting its officers. Promotion boards should be pro-
vided supplemental data more relevant to leader competency than the
standard performance reports rendered exclusively by an individual’s senior
officers. To enhance the reliability of the selection process, for example, peer
and subordinate input collected in 2 manner not to compromise the chain
of command could be provided as behavioral feedback to junior officers for
their development and provided as additional information to boards that
are selecting mid- and senior-grade officers for promotion.

®* Considering the extraordinary challenges and responsibilities the United
States places on operating units, commanders should be given all possible
latitude in carrying out their missions. Micromanagement and a zero-
defects standard must be identified as unacceptable command techniques.

*  Given the growing demand within the services for high-tech skills and apti-
tudes to meet the challenges of the twenty-first century, DOD, DOT, and the
military services should consider more programs for lateral entry of special-
ists into the armed forces as NCOs, petty officers, warrant officers, and
commissioned officers. '

m Circumstances often require military leaders to make decisions when the value
of loyal response to authority, on one hand, appears to conflict with the values
of loyal dissent and candor, on the other. Conflicts among professional values,
not unique to the military, if not properly and openly resolved in each case,
can erode trust within the armed forces.

* Inany hierarchical organization as large as the U.S. military, getting timely
and reliable information flowing up and down the chain of command is
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inherently difficult. The services need to address an obvious and possibly
growing perception gap between the senior leaders and the officers and the
NCOs at lower levels on issues such as quality of life, quality of recruits, and
unit readiness. Perceptions in operating units need to be carefully examined
and answered, either by fixing the problem or by better explaining the situ-
ation. Left unattended, perception gaps can erode trust in leaders and in the
mnstitution in general,

Because the professional military education system is a key fulcrum in sus-
taining military culture, all of the services should reinforce in their curricula
the imperative of candor in reporting within the military chains of com-
mand and in providing military advice to civilian officials. Senior
uniformed officers must communicate in ways that are credible to both
members of the forces and civilian policymakers, and leaders at all levels
must report candidly on unit conditions without regard to career concerns.

# Operations other than war (OOTW), although essential to the national inter-
est, are affecting combat readiness and causing uncertainty about the essential
combat focus of our military forces.

@

Although the services can be expected to engage across the entire spectrum
of conflict in the twenty-first century, it must be made absolutely clear that
combat operations—in whatever new forms they might take—remain the
unique, core competency of the armed forces and DOD.

The chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff should review force protection
policies to ensure that they are not leading to a dysfunctional mind-set in
which risk avoidance supersedes mission accomplishment. Rules of engage-
ment for peacekeeping operations should be designed carefully to preserve
the initiative and confidence necessary for subsequent combat missions.

Because boldness and initiative will remain hallmarks of successful military
operations, each military service should encourage and reward appropriate
risk taking as an essential element in its organizational ethos.

8 Although the quality and efficiency of joint operations have improved during
the 1990s, harmonization among the services needs improvement.

2

Current efforts to enhance the effectiveness of joint operations should con-
tinue, building on the success of the Goldwater-Nichols reforms. (We note
with approval the recent designation of the Atlantic Command as the Joint
Forces Command and clarification of its role as the center for joint experi-
mentation, increasing joint use of the combat training centers,
identification of the Joint Battle Center in Suffolk, Va., and the work on the
concept for future joint operations, as well as other promising initiatives.)

Increased educational cross-fertilization among the services should be
stressed at the cadet/midshipman and junior officer levels. Junior officers
should also be given credit for a joint tour of duty after suitable joint service.
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®  All of the senior service colleges and staff colleges should bolster their cur-
ricula with more in-depth discussion of the unique characteristics of each
service culture. Such a discussion should include historical review and anal-
yses of how service cultures and traditions have affected and can affect joint
operations.

® The services have made significant strides in more closely integrating the plans
and operations of their reserve and active forces, but continuing efforts are
warranted.

* Recent efforts to integrate more closely the active and reserve components
and to have reserve forces shoulder a greater share of the burden of numer-
ous deployments should be reinforced with an aim to improve operational
effectiveness. The services must insure, however, that they do not impose
unreasonable demands on America’s citizen—soldiers by asking them to
deploy regularly for extended periods.

8 Issues of gender integration and racial imbalance in some units need to be
addressed.

¢ To preclude de facto racial segregation in any segment of the armed forces,

DOD should study the causes and implications of trends toward dramatic
racial imbalances in some units and formulate appropriate responses.
Although the services have undertaken laudable efforts in the area of race
relations, the imperatives of equal opportunity and shared sacrifice dictate
continuing attention to this trend.

®  Although a number of prior studies of the roles of women in the armed
forces have been conducted, a comprehensive review is needed to assess
thoroughly the impact of gender integration on unit cohesion and opera-
tional effectiveness, especially in the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps.
Recommendations should include any necessary modifications in recruit-
ing, training, education, and assignment policies.

B Reasonable quality-of-life expectations for service members and their families
are not being met. The military as an institution has not adjusted adequately
to the needs of a force with a higher number of married people.

*  While uniformed service members are not motivated primarily by mone-
tary gain, a high-quality volunteer force will demand a reasonable degree of
financial security and suitable pay and benefits, including medical care for
families. Congress, DOD, and DOT should provide compensation at neces-

sary levels to ensure that recent enlistment and retention problems are
addressed.

*  The services should provide specialists to assist junior officers, NCQOs, and
petty officers in attending to personal problems of junior enlisted person-
nel. These specialists could free unit leaders from tasks such as finding
suitable housing for single-parent junior enlisted members, educating mar-
ried personnel in financial planning, or arranging appropriate child-care
services during deployments. Many junior leaders are overwhelmed by such
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tasks, which interfere with training, discipline, and overall mission
readiness,

Because modifying cultures of major institutions is a daunting task that
requires clear focus and persistence over time, the final recommendation of this
study is the creation of a special task force on military culture to ensure sustained
implementation of these policies. The task force should comprise representatives
from DOD, DOT, and the military services as well as knowledgeable civilians and
retired military officers. Members of this task force would assess the implementa-
tion of the recommendations in this report and other related initiatives, gauge their
impact on service cultures over time, and make periodic reports to senior officials
on the state of U.S. military culture. Without the oversight of this task force—
especially when dealing with long-term sensitive issues such as officer development
and promotion—meaningful institutional change is unlikely given the normal
reluctance to address cultural issues amid the stresses of immediate, high-profile
missions.

As difficult as it may be to marshall the energy to address fundamental, complex
issues of military culture during a period of profound stress, to do less at this junc-
ture in our history would be irresponsible. The negative trends that are
conspicuous within a still strong and robust culture can be reversed. Some reversals
may take months to accomplish, some may take vears. Left unchecked, however,
current deficiencies in climate show clear potential for weakening the sinews of the
proud, productive culture that has sustained the United States for two centuries.
Nothing less is at stake here than the ability of the United States to confront success-
fully and reliably the national security challenges of the twenty-first century.



APPENDIZX A

Survey Data

"N HIS APPENDIX PROVIDES DATA FROM BOTH SURVEYS: the 99-question MCCS
and the 88-question staff version (MCCS Staff). (See appendix B for repro-
& ductions of the survey booklets.) The MCCS was given to 11,680 personnel
in operational units worldwide; respondents included personnel in Army (active
and reserve components), Marine Corps, and Coast Guard operational units. The
MCCS Staff survey was given to 819 personnel in single-service or joint staffs
worldwide. Each staff was commanded by a general officer or a flag officer with at
least a one-star (O7) rank. MCCS Staff respondents included officer and enlisted
personnel from all services; but, owing to the nature of high-level staffs, the respon-
dents were mainly senior NCOs and officers. More than half of the respondents to
the MCCS Staff survey were officers in the rank of major or lieutenant commander
and above.

Response options for each item in both surveys ranged from STRONGLY DIS-
AGREE (a value of 1}, Disagree (2), slightly disagree (3), slightly agree (4), Agree
(5), and STRONGLY AGREE (a value of 6). All questions were phrased so that a
positive answer was considered one that was conducive to a strong climate or a
healthy culture.

Note that no finding in the text area of this study was made solely on the basis
of survey data. In addition to the data from the two versions of the survey, CSIS
analysts drew on focus-group discussions (more than 125 in all) with groups of 5—
8 officers or NCOs in selected units. Both of these sources were buttressed by sec-
ondary sources, recent internal climate-survey data made available by the
individual services, and discussions with experts within the confines of study con-
terences and workshops.

The following tables summarize the results of the two MCCS surveys.

Table A.1 MCCS Results, by item number (11,680 respondents)

Mean 5D, Hem  Texiof Statement

5.29 1.05 1 i am proud to serve in America’s armed forces.

407 137 2 . -Wehave high standards of discipling in this uniit. B T
394 1.32 3 Members of this unit are physically and meniaﬂ; fit {o perform t?%elr duties

under all conditions.
389 - 143 4 - We have a lotof teathwork’ going-on in'this unit.
316 1.76 5 in my unit, we are rarely surprised by mexpec’ceé F%"é:SsDﬂS or taskmgs
3700 - 154 & People are treated fairly in this unit..
3.68 1.36 7 Military traditions and values mean a lot to most peap ein thls zmsf
389" 153 g Promotions in the juitior eniisted grades inthis unit are done faiily.
4.28 1.28 9 Leaders in this unit have the necessary authority to carry out their
responsibilities.

4.88 14 10 - If necessary 16 accomg} lish a cembatf ifesavmg messssn Lam prepared fo put -
: AR RIS my Hife on-the ling. - i S
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Table A.1 MCCS Resuits, by item number (11,680 respondents) {(continued)

Mean S.D. fem Text of Statement

5.08 1.17 11 My job is important in accomplishing the mission of this unit.

3.67 1.53 12 Excellence in this unit is properly acknowledged and rewarded.

376 1.40 13 We have a clear sense of mission and priorities in this unit,

4.18 1.38 14 Senior officers in this arganization set a positive example in their behavior.

4.41 1.42 15 I 'am confident that my unit commander trusts me.

330 1.62 16 This unit has sufficient personnel to de our job effectively.

516 1.10 17 The American military plays an important role in the world today.

436 1.33 18 Our erganization is serious about honesty and integrity.

433 1.58 19 My immediate supervisor does not “play favorites.”

414 1.49 20 I can trust the other members of my team to do their share of the work, in war
or in other operations.

418 1.34 21 People in this unit are encouraged to learn new skills and concepts,

317 1.45 22 Our branch of service is attracting high-quality, motivated recruits.

4.44 1.11 23 I have confidence in the other American military services that we might work
with in joint operations,

356 1.68 24 I can do well in this unit and still devote sufficient time to family/personal life.

2.76 1.57 25 People in this unit are not “stressed out.”

3.54 1.48 26 The training in this unit is realistic and challenging.

3.32 1.56 27 We have high morale in this unif.

3.90 1.3% 28 tembers of this unit believe it is appropriate for us ta be involved in a variety

_ of operations—from “humanitarian” o combat,

4.05 1.40 29 NCO's/Petty Officers in this unit take care of their people.

4.46 1.322 3¢ Even in today’s highly technical armed forces, military ritual and tradition are
essential parts of our culture.

427 1.45 31 My immediate supervisor lets me know how well | am dc\mg my job, and how |
might enhance my performance.

413 1.38 32 This unit has the spirit-and courage needed to perform any mission assigned.

409 1.37 33 Commissioned officers in this unit set a good example of professional behavior,

3.69 1.45 34 Commissioned officers in this unit put mission and people ahead of their'own
ambition.

4.49 1.16 35 Male members of units that | am familiar with would carry their share of the
load irr wartime/hazardous operations.

3.93 1.36 36 tam proud of the NCO/Petty Officer leaders in this unit.

37z 1.51 37 Female members of units that | am famifiar with would carry their share of the
load in wartime/hazardous operations.

477 1.35 38 The armed forces have a right to expect high standards of me-when | am off-

) duty as well as on-duly: )

379 1.49 32 Leaders in this unit are willing to fisten to ideas from their subordinates.

3.83 137 40 In this unit we are encouraged to take reasonable risks in an effort to improve
performance. (We do not have a “Zero- defects” mentality,)

368 1.60 41 You can “tell it fike it is” in our unit; we don't hide bad news.

3.63 1.40 42 in my experience, active and reserve units work well together.

5.08 1.13 43 The essential mission of America’s armed forces is to be prepared to win in
combat.

413 1.33 44 This unit appreciates and supports méivsdﬁal initiative ancé rescw{:efulr;ess in

. accomplishing the mission,

433 1.19 45 Our organization can adjust to new techmlogles and changing dectrme

4.42 137. 46 if I cotid not maintain profsc;en{y in my wartime skills t would be Iess mterested
inamilitary career.

4.21 1.36 47 My leaders evaluate my performance on the job competently and fairly.

4.31 1.46 48 My immediate supeivisor sets d good example of professional behavior.

2.61 1.57 49 My military income allows me to provide adequately for my family.

379 1.40 50 In general, 'members of this unit who'are junior torme are csmmitted to dothelr

' best.

4.11 1.40 51 When we are deployed, the families have access 1o a support system that
meets their needs.

3.99 1.47 52 t have confidence in this unit's ability to perform in’ wartime/combat,

4.13 1.25 53 This unit would work smoothly with units from other military services.
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Table A.1 MCCS Results, by item number (11,680 respondents} (continued)

Mean 5D, item Text of Statement
3.80 129 54 . The people we are retaining in service ﬁa\:e tﬁe skills and coramitment needed
to sustain unit excellence.
4.16 1.27 55 Senior officers in this organization are tactically and technically proficient.
3.9% 126 56 =0y leaders consider the future, exp! ﬁ{sng rsew doctring, tactics, e{gwpmem‘.
and procedures.
4.24 1.71 57 My family would support my making t?le armed forces a career.
413 1.40 58 This unitiis flexible, and can adapt quickly to changing situations.
497 1.26 59 | can rely on my immediate subordinates to use good judgment and initiative in
carrying out their assigned missions.
457 1.43 &0 | have & deep personal commitment and a strong desire 10 serve the ﬁ&ﬁ(}ﬁ asd
: ‘member of the armed forces, -
4.32 1.22 &1 My immediate subordinates have the skills and intellect to handle their ass;gr;ed
duties.
230 1.54 &2 This unit routinely is provided adequate material resources {parts, suppffes
funds} nieeded to accomplish our assigned missions.
3.4% 1.45 63 If { make a request through channels, | know somebody will listen and inform
me about my request.
292 1.43 64 Personal interests and wishes of military personnel must take second plac
operational s'eqss;rements : :
3.18 1.58 65 Married and single personnel it this unit ha\fe reasonably simitar qualities of life.
2.27 1.50 66 i receive pay, alfowances, and other benefits comparable to individuals in
civilian life who have my skills and responsibilities.
4.26 1.26 &7 My immediate subordinates would react professionally in a combat/hazardous
situation,
4324 1.29 &8 In-this umit; we learh from our mistakes and get better.
3.42 1.72 &9 Ay standard of living is as good as, if not better than, others my age who are
not in the armed forces,
3.87 1.41 70 Commissioned officers in this unit take care of their people.
3.83 1.45 71 I [ took a prudent risk, did my best and failed, my superiors wou eﬁ support me.
339 1.49 72 individuals being assigned to our unit from initial entry training come to us well
: : indoctrinated with thestandards and values of-our service,
349 1.48 73 Single parents in this unit are able to carry their share of unit duties while also
providing adeguate care for their children.
3.97 1.42 74 If | ever get into a tight spot, 1 can éepeﬁd fmpeagie in'my unitto take action
' . “tothelp. .
4.14 1.50 75 This unit does not have problems with racism or racial discrimination,
4.30 1.46 76 “This unit doss not have g}mbiems with sexual misbehavior or sexual
: discrimination.
4.41 1.34 77 Leaders in this unit do not i;a erate d;shc}nest or unethical behavior from
anybody.
391 150 78 Overall, T am satisfied with service in the armed forces.
3.79 1.39 74 When my Service's senior leaders say something, you can believe it is true.
4.10 1.28 B0 - - My Service’s semior leaders have the will to make the tough, sometimes
) : unpopular, decisions that are i the best long-term interest of the service.
3.47 152 81 in my Service people are given the flexibility needed to balance the demands of
wark and personal or family life.
381 135 82 ~In'my Service an aimosphere s? trust exas%s beﬁfvees leaéers and their
‘ : subordinates. :
3.61 1.35 83 My Service has a culture w?}ere pesp!e can expiere bettef‘ ways of demg things,
and can challenge traditions or policies that seem outdated.
4.00 129 B4 The Active Ccmponeﬂts of my Service. are appro;:nate!y trained fer theiy
B ' assigned wirtime missions.
4.21 1.15 85 Within my Service | can depend on the other brascﬁes! com;&oaentsispeaaét!es
to effectively carry their share of the load.
364146 86 My Service has a promotion syster that is generally fair and relizble.
3.89 1.31 87 My Service does not gensrate such a competitive climate that teamwa{k takes
second place to individual ambition.
367 -

1.4

LR

Peorilein my Service can maﬁﬁ an henesi: mssta%(e wsthaut it ruining thezr T

careen
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Table A.1 MCCS Results, by item number (11,680 respondents) (continued)

Aean s.D. ftem Text of Statement

361 1.38 89 The Reserve Components of my Service are appropriately trained for their
assigned wartime missions.

396 1.38 20 My Service has the ﬂembshty and resources to handle “pedcekeeping” and =

E other non-combat mass;ons wztheui s:gmfscant%y éegradmg its wamme S
: readiness,

4.19 1.48 91 in my Service, [ believe ‘that fecan achleve my full potentzaﬁ in rank and
responsibility.

3.99 1.29 92 Emphasis on joint education, doctrine, and training has conbributedto the
effectiveness of my Service.

3.70 1.33 93 My Service responds to the changing conditions and needs of its ;}ersormei

378 1.47 g4 Most civilians have a great deal of respect for the armed forees. e

397 155 95 Civilian society would be better off if it adopted more of the mifitary values and
customs.

415 1.28 96 Maost members of the armed forces have-respect for American civilian sodiely:

435 1.30 57 People in my hometown have high regard for America’s armed forces.

4.83 145 98 Whenever L have the opportunity, { socialize wsth civiliaris as well as- wath
military friends. :

410 1.81 9% Public service, whether in the mliztafy or in something like a domestu: ?eaf.e

Corps, should be required of all American citizens.

Table A.2 MCCS Results, by mean (11,680 respondents)

Mean S5.D. ftem Teut of Statement

5.29 1.05 1 | am proud to serve in America’s armed forces.
516 110 17 The American military plays an important role in the world today,”
5.08 117 11 My job is important in accomplishing the mission of this unit.
508 113 43 The essential mission of America’s afmed fcrs:es is 16 be prepared to win iR
cornbat. i :
4.88 1.41 10 If necessary to accomplish a cambatﬂ;fesavmg mission, | am prepared to puf
my life on the line.
4.83 1.15 98 . Whenéver | have the opportunity, | Sodialize with cwsi;ans as well as. wﬁh
rmititary friends, :
4.77 1.35 38 The armed forces have a rlght o expect high standards of me when am fo—
duty as well as on-duiy.
467 143 &0 F have a deep personal commiitment and 4 strong desire to'serve the ﬁatmn as a
member of the armed forces.
4,49 1.16 35 Male members of units that | am familiar w:th would carry thelf sha{e of the
load in wartime/hazardous operations.
446 1.32 . 30 Even in today’s highly technical armed forces, mahtary ritual ar;d traé:twn at
, o essential parts of our culture, ~ :
4.44 1.11 23 { have confidence in the other Amerlcaﬁ m;hiaa'y services thsi we might work
with in joint operations.
442 -1.37- 46 1 1 could not maintain praﬁﬁeﬁcy in my wartlme skzi!s i wos.;lci be Iessz terested
RIS i A military career, - e
4,41 1.42 15 I am confident that my unit commander trusts me.
441 134 - 77 . Leadersin this unit do nat tolerate dushﬁﬂest or uﬂeihscai behavsor frcm
: 7 - anybody.
4.36 1.33 18 Our G!ganszat;oﬁ is serious about hcﬂesty and :ntegnty
435 1.30 97 People in'my hometown have high reégard for America’s armed forces, 7277
433 1.58 12 My immediate supervisor does not “play favorites.”
4.33 1420 45 .. Our organizalion can adjust to new technologies.and ehanging doctine. 7o
432 1.22 &1 My immediate subordinates have the skills and intellect to handie their assugned
duties.
431 . 146 48 . Myimmediate supervisor setsa good example of professional behavior. 5 1
4.30 1.46 76 This unit does not have problems with sexual misbehavior or sexual

discrimination.
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Table A.2 MCCS Results, by mean (11,680 respondents) {continued)

fean  S.D. Item Text of Statement

428 1.28 9 Leaders in this unit have the necessary aut?&orsty o carry out theilr
responsibilities.

427 1.45 31 My immediate supervisor lets me know hew weil | am doing my job, and how }
might enhance my performance.

4.26 1.26 67 My immediate subordinates would react professionally in a combat/hazardous
siiuation.

4.24 171 57 My family would support my making the armed forces a carcer.

4,24 1.29 &8 In-this unit, we learn from our mistakes and: get better.

4.21 1.36 47 My leaders evaluate my performance on the job competently and fairly.

4.21 1.15 85 Within my Service | can depend on the other branches/components/specialiies
to effectively carry their share of the load.

419 1.48 91 In my Service, | believe that { can achieve my full ;mtenteat in rank and
responsibility.

418 1.38 14 Senior officers in this organization set a positive example in their behavior

418 1.34 21 People in this unit are encouraged 1o learn new skills and concepts.

447 1.26 59 - t can rely on my immediate subordinatesfo use good jaégmer%t and mltsatsve in
carrying out their assigned missions.

4,16 1.27 55 Senior officers in this organization are tactically and techmcaxiy proficient.

4.15 1.28 96 Most members of the armed foress have respect for American civilian socety.

4.14 1.49 20 | can trust the other members of my team fo do their share of the work, in war
of in other operations.

4.14 1.50 75 This unit does not have problems with racism or racial discrimination.

4.3 1.38 32 This unit has the spirit and courage needed to perform any mission assigned.

4.13 1.33 44 This unit appreciates and supports individuat inftiative and ;esowcefuiagss in
accomplishing the mission.

4,43 1.25 53 This unit would work smoothily with units from other military services.

413 1.40 58 This unit is flexible, and can adapt quickly {o changing situations.

411 1.40 51 When we are deployed, the families have access to a support system that
meets their needs.

490 1.28 80 My Service's senior leaders have the will to make the tough, sometimes
unpopular, decisions that are in the bestlong-term interest of the service.

4.10 1.81 99 Public service, whether in the military or in something like a domestic Peace
Corps, should be required of ali American citizens.

4.09 137 33 Commissioned officers in this unit set a good example of professional behavior.

407 1.37 2 We have high standards of discipline in this unit.

4.05 1.40 29 NCO's/Petty Officers in this unit take care of their people.

4.00 1.29 84 The Active Components of my Service are appropriately trained for their
assigned wartime missions,

399 1.43 4 We have a lot of teamwork going on in this unit,

3.99 147 52 | have confidence in this unit's abil ity to perform in wartime/combat.

399 .26 56 Qur feaders consider the future, -explosing new docirine, tactics, equipment,

‘ and procedures.

399 1.43 64 Personal interests and wishes of military personnel must take second place fo
operational requirements.

399 1.28 92 “Emphasis-on joint education, dottrine, anef training has zsntnimteé to ti}e :

-effectiveness of my Service,

3.97 1.42 74 i [ ever get into a tght spot, | can deg}ené on people in my unit o take action
to help.

357 1.55 95 Civilian society would be better off i it adapted more of the mihiary values aﬂd

-customs,

3386 1.38 90 My Service has the flexibility and rescurces to handle * peacekeepmg” and
other non-combat missions without significantly degrading its wartime
readiness.

384 132 3 Members of this unit are physicall y and mentally fitto perform thesr datne< :

: under all conditions. i

383 1.36 36 | am proud of the: NCG!Peﬂy Officer Ieaéess in this unit.

397 150 78 Owverall, | am satisfied with service in the armed forces.

380 1.36 28 Members of this unit believe # is appropriate for us to be invelved in a variety

of operations——from “humanitarian” to combat.
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Table A.2 MCCS Resulis, by mean (11,680 respondentis) (continued)

Mean S.D. ltem Text of Statement

3.90 1.29 54 The people we are refaining in service have the skills and commitment needead
to sustain unit excellence.

3.89 1.53 8 Promotions in the junior enlisted grades in this unit are done fairy.

389 1.31 87 My Service does not generate such a competitive climate that teamwork takes

S : second place to individual ambition.

387 1.41 70 Commissioned officers in this unit take care of thelr people.

3.83 1.37 40 In this unit we are-encouraged to take reasonable risks in an effort to improve
performance. {We do not have a "Zero defects” mentaliy))

3.83 1.45 71 If 1 tock a prudent risk, did my best and failed, my superiors would support me.

3.81 1.35 B2 . In my Service an atmosphere of trust exists between leadlers and their
subordinates.

379 1.49 39 Leaders in this unit are willing to I;s{en to ideas from their subord;ﬁates

379 1.40 50 in general, members of this umt who are junior to me are committed to do their
best.

379 1.39 79 When my Sew:ce s senjor %eade;fs say semethsng, you can believe it is true.

378 147 94 Most civilians have a great deal-of respect for the armed forces.

376 1.40 13 We have a clear sense of mission and priorities in this unit.

372 1.51 37 Female members of unfts that I am familiar with would carry their aha{e of the
load in wartime/hazardous opérations.

370 1.54 & People are freated faidy in this unit,

3.70 1.33 93 My Service responds to the changing conditions and needs of its personnel.

3.69 1.45 34 Commissioned officers in this unit put mission and people ahead of their own
ambition.

3.68 136, 7 Military traditions and-values mean a lot to most people in this unit.

3.68 1.60 41 You can “tell it like it is” in our unit; we don't hide bad news.

367 153 12 Exceltence in this unit is properly acknowledged and rewarded,

3.67 1.41 a8 People in my Service can make an honest mistake without it ruining their
career.

3.64 1.46 86 My Service has a promotion systemn that is generally fair and reliable.

3.63 1.40 42 i my experience, active and reserve units work well together,

3.61 1.35 B3 My Service has a culture where people can exploré better ways of doing things,
and can chalfenge traditions or:policies that seem oiddated.

361 1.38 89 The Reserve Components of my Service are appropriately trained for their
assigned wartime missions,

356 1.68 24 I can do well in-this unit and still devote sufficient time to family/personal life.

3.54 1.48 26 The training in this unit is realistic and challenging.

349 145 . 63 i I'make a request-through ch&ﬁneis, i kﬁcw somebody wilt listen and inform
me about my request.

3.49 1.48 73 Single parents in this unit are able to carry their share of unit duties while also
providing adequate care for their children,

3.47 1.52 21 In'my Service people are giveirihe flexibility needed to ba ance the demands of
work and personal or family jife. .

3.42 1.72 69 My standard of living is as good as—if not better thaﬁwothers my age who are
not in the armed forces.

3.39 1.49 72 “Individuals being assigned to our unit fromyinitial entry training cometo us weﬁ

: ‘ S indoctrinated with the standards and values of our service.. .

3.32 1.56 27 We have high morale in this unit.

330 162 " 16 This unit has sufficient personnel to do.our job eHectively.

318 1.58 65 Married and single personnel in this unit have reasonably similar qualities of life,

317 145 22 Our branch of service &5 attracting high-quality, motivated recruits.

3.16 1.76 5 in my unit, we are rarely surprised by unexpected missions or taskings.

2.80 154" 62 _This unit routinely is provided adeqgiiate matérial resources {parts, supplies,
funds) needed to accomplish our assighed missions.

276 1.57 25 People in this unit are not “stressed oul.”™

2.61 157 49 My military income allows meé to provide adequately for my family.

2.27 150 66 i receive pay, allowances, and other benefits comparable to individuals in

civilian life who have my skills and responsibilities.
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Table A.3 MCCS Results, mean by pay grade (11,680 respondents)

ftem Total E4-E4 E5-E6 E7-EG 0103 Ods
Number 41.680" 7,195 2,716 730 682 299
1 529 505 552 5.71 572 572
2 4.07 400 3.35 441 4.46 5,01
3 3.94 3.80 1.98 441 430 479
4 2,99 3:81 4.03 4.60 468 4.93
5 3.16 3.15 3.07 3.33 3.28 3.48
6 3.70 3.4% 3.85 453 466 4.84
7 3.68 3.49 3.75 4.28 435 475
8 3.8% 3.60 4,13 4.69 477 4.93
9 4.28 419 4.27 460 465 456
10 4.88 4.68 5.11 537 5.36 542
11 508 4.9 5.29 552 535 5.45
12 3.67 344 3.81 4.40 4.39 465
13 3.76 3.66 3.72 4.14 4.21 459
14 418 417 4.11 4.37 4.64 4.92
15 4.41 434 456 491 497 514
16 3.30 3.36 347 320 3.15 375
17 516 5.06 5.28 538 538 549
18 4386 423 T 449 4.81 4.80 503
19 4.33 4.08 458 5.03 4.89 514
20 414 2.87 439 4.84 4.85 513
21 4.18 402 4.25 4.65 4.71 5.00
22 3.17 307 3.09 3.56 370 4.25
23 4.44 435 452 469 4.66 4.85
24 356 337 3.73 4.16 158 415
25 2.76 2.49 2.96 3.49 352 3.75
26 354 © 342 353 3.95 401 4.40
37 3.32 3.13 3.33 4.01 4.05 4,53
28 3.30 374 4.01 4.33 426 458
29 4.05 3.79 4.35 4,68 4.60 472
30 4.46 426 466 4.30 495 508
31 427 4.21 428 4.53 440 4,69
32 4.13 3.95 419 4,66 478 502
33 4,09 4.02 4.00 4,25 4.76 4.86
34 3.69 3.57 3.64 3.84 450 457
35 4,49 4.32 4.64 489 499 548
36 3.93 3.59 428 4.74 473 4.90
37 3.72 3.55 3.72 420 4.24 474
38 B 450 511 5.31 5,38 5.39
39 3.79 3.50 4.01 4.48 4.72 482
40 : 3.83 . 373 3.82 4,10 4,25 4.50
41 3.68 3.52 3.70 415 430 454
42 T - B © 349 -0 400 3.84 4710
43 5.08 497 5.22 5,30 530 540
44 4.13 393 4.27 4.63 . 473 498
45 433 4.20 4.42 4.69 4.73 493
a6 - 4,42 4.32 451 457 477 . 4.64
47 421 4.03 436 470 4.68 484
48 4.39 4.41 4.46 488 4.91 513
49 261 2.31 2.63 3.43 3.87 4492
50 379 3.52 3.93 452 4.54 4.84
51 4.11 4.06 4.05 428 4.36 4,44
52 389 3.85 4,01 4.41 4.54 4,88
53 4.13 3.96 4,22 4,58 4.65 4.94
54 : 3.80 378 3.97 475 4.18 - 466
55 446 4.04 4.20 4.39 4.67 4.82

56 - 389 - 3.82 410 433 4.56 472
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Table A.3 MCCS Resulis, mean by pay grade (11,680 respondents) {(continued)

ltem Total E1-E4 E5-£6 E7-E9 01-03 Od+
Mumber 11,680* 7,195 2,716 730 682 299
57 424 396 455 507 476 4.86
58 , 413 3.95 4325 4.64 476 4.96
59 4.17 3.92 437 4.81 478 5.08
50 : 4.67 435 5.07 540 5.33 5.44
61 432 4.09 455 4.82 487 5.07
62 2.90 2.82 295 3.17 3.00 3.51
63 3.49 3.37 3.54 3.85 3.80 4.19
84 3.99 . 3.87 . 409 4.29 4.36 4.41
65 3.18 2.97 3.28 3.92 3.84 4.05
66 2.27 2.24 219 238 2.54 2.91
67 426 4.06 438 4.75 4.87 507
68 424 4.10 432 4.56 4:66 4.89
69 3.42 3.40 3.35 3.54 3.58 3.80
70 3.87 3.73 383 417 477 4.91
71 3.83 3.65 3.95 4.25 4.38 4.59
72 339 3.46 3.92 3.46 3.54 3.82
73 3.49 3.38 3.59 3.75 3.69 3.87
74 3.97 3.80 4.00 450 4.60 477
75 414 3.98 418 4.73 478 4.90
76 4.30 4.17 436 473 468 477
77 4.41 430 447 4.75 4.80 4.98
78 3.91 3.59 4.24 4,78 450 4.99
79 3.79 3.65 3.90 414 4.21 436
80 410 4.01 4.20 434 4.31 435
21 3.47 3.30 3.60 4.01 3.08 4.08
82 3.81 3.64 3.91 4.29 4.45 4.58
a3 3.51 3.45 C 3.7 4.08 411 435
84 400. . 380 ¢ 4.08 424 433 4:51
85 4.21 4.10 4.39 4.41 4.48 4.63
86 o364 256 3.56 3.98 417 4.47
87 3.89 3.78 3.97 4.21 4372 432
88 3.67 3.58 3.71 3.99 403 4.08
89 3.61 3.56 3.60 .85 355 4.03
90 395 3.99 2.98 3.90 3.65 3.97
91 419 4.09 4.21 459 4.5 4.52
=7 3.99 3.85 413 435 437 439
93 3.70 3.59 376 403 4.03 429
94 - 378 3.68 3.85 4.02 409 431
95 3.97 3.73 430 456 4.6% 477
9% 445 L 404 4.5 4.51 433 . 4,53
97 435 4.22 450 4.66 463 4.75
98 L. 483 476 4.87 4.98 505 5.03
99 4.10 3.86 440 4.73 450 4.73

* The sum of the individual rank groupings is less than the total number who took the survey because
58 respondents did not provide their ranks.
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Table A.4 MCCS Staff Results, by item number (819 respondents)

Mean  S5.D. fem Text of Statement
567 .65 i | am proud to serve in America's armed forces,
497 095 2 _Members of this staff are physically and mentally fit to perform their duties in

wartime/combat.

4 50 1.22 3 We have a lot of teamwork going on in this staff.
328 183 4. - Weare rarely surprised by tunexpected missions or taskings.
4.50 1.08 5 Military traditions and values mean a lot to most people in this staff.
457 140 & Leaders in this staff are provided the necessary authority to carry out tﬁexr
B e “responsibiiities.
5.30 .99 7 If necessary to accomplish a combat/lifesaving mission, | am prepared fo put
my life on the line.
418 1:25 8 Excelience on this stafl is praperly acknowledged and rewarded.
4.18 1.24 g We have a dear sense of mission and priorifies.
Sy SRR B 10 Senior officers in this organization set a positive example in their behavior.
4.67 1.24 11 My education and training have prepared me well to do my assigned job.
485 . 096, 12 Our organization is serious about honesty and integrily.
4.73 1.08 13 People on this staff are encouraged to learn new skilis and concepts.
477 A6 14 | am confident that the leaders of this staff trust me.
414 1.53 15 t can do well in this assignment and still devote sufficient time to my family/
personal life.
3.23 1854 - .16 This staff has sufficient personnel to do our job effectively.
382 1.31 17 We have high morale on this staff.
4580 446 .18 Members on this staff believe it is appropriate for us to be involved in 2 wide
ek DR P " variety of operations—from “humianitarian” to combat,
4.81 1.12 19 Even in today's highly technical armed forces, mifitary ritual and tradition are
essential parts of our culture.
3445443 20 -People on this staff are not “stressed out.”
4.74 0.97 21 Officers on this staff set a good example of professional behavicr.
489 428 22 " Dfficers on this staff put mission and people ahead of their own ambition,
5.45 0.87 23 The armed forces have a right to expect high standards of me when | am off-
duty as well as on-dudy.
445 4350024 - Leaders in this headquaﬁers are w;}img to listen to ideas from ‘their
B e ~“suberdinates.
411 1.24 25 In this staff we are erzcouraged to take reasonable risks in an effort to i improve
performance. (We do not have a “zero defects” mentality.)
4.08 136 26 .- -You can “tell it like it is" in this staff; we don't hide bad news.
4.34 1.21 27 in my experience, active and reserve units work well together.
BA7 U DEB 728 - The essential mission of America’s armed forces is to be prepared to win in
: combat.
5.13 .84 29 ! have confidence in the other American rmhtary services that we might work
_ with in joint operations.
492 094 30 .- Thisheadqguarters can adjust to new technologies and changing doctrine. _
4.50 1.24 31 i | could not maintain proficiency in my wartime skills | would be less interested
in a military career.
4.62. 9430032 ..My leaders evaluate my performance on the job competently and fairly.
426 1.22 33 We share good ideas and current information regularly among the staff
sections.
480 - 098 - 34 Ingeneral, members on ti’ns swﬁ who are ;anser 0 me are committed to do
Lo o theic best :
4.85 0.91 35  have confidence in thrs staﬁ’ s abi hty to pen‘erm in w&mme/’comi}a‘é
483 089 36 - Thisstaff would work smoothly with organizations from other military services,
4.90 096 37 | can trust the other members of my team to do their share of the work, in war
or in other operations.
405 88 . Thisstaff appreciates and supports’ mdi\f;duai initiative and re}mzrcefuiﬁ'zecs in
G Ve L accomplishing the mission.
4.28 111 39 The people we are retaining in service have the skills and commztment needed
to sustain unit excellence.
483 085 - 40 - Seniorcfficers on this staff afe tactically and technically proficient.
456 0.90 41 Seror officers in this headqguarters consider the future, exploring new doctrine,

tactics, equipment, and procedures.
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Table A.4 MCCS Staff Results, by item number (819 respondents) (continued)

Mean S.D. ftem Text of Statement

459 1.02 42 This organization is flexible, and can adapt guickly to changing situations.

5.39 0.91 43 I have a deep personal commitment and a strong desire to serve the nation as a
member of the armed forces.

499 0.84 44 } can rely on.my immediate subordinates to.use good judgment and initiative in

: carrying out'their assigned missions.

4.98 0.85 45 My immediate subordinates have the skills and intellect to handle their assigned
duties.

457 1.19 46 Personal interests and wishes of military personnel must take second place to

: : -operational requirements..

3.83 1.26 47 Senior leaders in this organization are aware of the issues and concesns of ’ihe
personnel at the lower levels of the organization.

430 1.33 48 - My immediate leader lets me know how well § am doing my job, and how |

. might enhance my perfarmance;

4,90 0.89 49 My immediate subordinates would react professmna lyina combat/haza{dm}s
situation.

458 1.06 50 In this staff, we iearn from obr mistakes and get better.

4,88 1.04 51 Leaders on this staff do not tolerate dishonest or unethical behavior from
anybody.

435 1.2 52 if 1 took a prisdent risk, did my best and failed, my superiors would support me.

436 1.18 53 Commissioned officers on this staff take care of their people.

458 1.09 54 if { ever getinto a tight 'spot, | can depend on people in this staff to {ake action
1o help,

4.12 1.23 55 [ do not sense any parochialism that inhibits the effectiveness of work on this
staff.

4.00 t.37 56 This staff devotes its eriergy mcsty to mpsrtant substantive issues, not-to

. "look good” projects.
498 1.01 57 This headgularters does not have problems with racism or rac;al discrimination.
4.93 093 58 This headquarters does not have probiems with sexual m;sbeﬁavzer or sexual
: L discrimination.s

457 1.03 59 Civilian agencies with which we work seem fo have a good understaﬂdmg of
the military profession.

3:42 156 80 My standard of living is ds good as—if riot better than——others my age who are
not in‘the armed forces!

421 1.25 &1 Decisions in this headguarters are not mﬁuenced snapprop;’;ateiy by external
societal trends or issues.

3.87 12362 Qur higher headq:;arters provsdes timely guidance to frame the issues and set
priorities,

2.63 1.43 63 | receive pay, allowances, and other benefits comparable to individuals in
civiliar fife who have my skills and responsibilities.

4.82 .93 64 This-staff has the spirit dand courage to perform any mission assigned.

4.44 1.33 65 Adlin all, 1 am satisfied with this assignment on the staff.

47227 133 66 “Emphasis o joint education, training, and dcctrme has cantﬁbu’sed fo the

' : “effectiveness of my Service.

429 1.22 &7 When my Service's senior leaders say somet?img you can believeit's true.

4.26 1.25 68 1 My Service's senior leaders have the will'to make tough, sometimes unpopudar

. : decisions that-are it the-best long-term interest of the service,

3.68 1.42 &9 in my Service people are provided the flexibility needed to balance the
demands of work and personal or family iife.

4:31 18 - 70 in my Service an atmosphere of trust ex;sis between §eaders ané their

- _ S M euhigrdingtes:

4.19 1.18 71 My Service has a culture where people can explore better ways of dsmg things,
and can challenge traditions or policies that seem ouidated.

4.53 1.02 72 The Active Components of my Service are appropnateiy trained for their

IS RPN ‘assigned wartime missions. 2

4.67 G.92 73 Within my Service | can depend on the other b;'anches/components/spemaities
to effectively carry their share of the load and to cooperate in operations or
support.

T4 T The costoms and policies of my Service Tacilitate individoal intelleciiial growth

4,27

1.68 0

asrequired to prepare suﬁlaent nambers of ofﬂcers to handle assignmentsat
the strategic level.
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Table A.4 MCCS Staff Results, by item number (819 respondents) (continued)

Mean S.D. Hem Text of Statement

3.96 1.27 75 My Service does not generate such a competitive climate that teamworlc takes
second place to individual ambition,

3.79 1.28 76 People in'my Service can make an honest mistake witheut it ruining their -
career.

3.71 1.24 77 The Reserve Components of my Service are appropriately trained for their
assigned warlime missions.

3.50 1.47 78 My Service has the versatility and resources to handle “peacekeeping™ and -

} other non-combat missions without significantly degrading its overall readiness.

3.91 1.36 74 My Service has a promotion system that is generally fair and reliable.

4589 0.98 80 The customs and policies of my Service-would support and facifitate my
effectivenass as a productive; objective member of a jointstaff.

4.66 1.29 81 My future value to my Service would be enhanced by my complating a tour on
a joint or combined staff,

4.24 1.43 82 Even if civilian society did not appreciate the commitment and unselfishness -
that are essential military values, our armed forces could stifl maintain their
traditional standards.

4,18 1.42 83 host civilians have a great deal of respect for the armed forces.

4.53 1.20 84 Civilian society would be better off if it adepted more of the milifary values and
customs.

4,20 1.10 85 Most members of the armed forces have a great deal of respect for civilian
society.

455 102 86 People in my hometown have high regard for America's armed forces.

5.06 0.86 87 Whenever | have the opportunity, | socialize with civilians as well as with
mifitary friends.

4.63 1.58 88

Public service, whether in the military or in'something like a domestic Peace -
Corps, should be required of all American citizens. ;

Table A.5 MCCS Staff Results, by mean (819 responses)

Mean 5D, Hem Text of Statement

5.67 0.65 1 I am proud to serve in America’s armed forges,

547 .88 28 The essential rission of America's armeff forces Is to be prepared o win'in
combat.

5.45 0.87 23 The armed forces have a right to expect high standards of me when | am off-
duty as well as on-duty.

539 0.91 43 I have a deep personal commitment and a strong desire fo serve the nation as a
member of the armed forces.

5.30C 05.99 7 i necessary to accomplish a combat/Hifesaving mission, | am prepared to put
my iife on the fine.

513 .84 29 ! have confidence in the other American military services that we might work

_ with In joint operations,

5.06 0.86 a7 Whenever [ have the opportunity, | socialize with civillans as well as w;fh
military friends.

4.99 0.84 44 icanrely onmy immediate siibordinates fo use gssé ;udgmem and iﬁzt ative in

S carrying out thelr assigned missions, :

498 0.85 45 My immediate subordinates have the skills and intellect to handle their assigned
duties.

498 101 57 - This-headquarters does riot have problems with racism or racial discrimination.

4,96 0.90 4% Senior officers in this headquarters consider the future, exploring new doctrine,
tactics, equipment, and procedures.

4.95 .56 12 Our organization is serfous about honesty and integrily. ]

483 0.93 58 This headguarters does not have problems with sexual misbehavior or sexual
discrimination.

49272094 30 This headquarters ¢an adjust to new technologies and changing doctrine.

4.91 0.95 2 Members of this staff are physically and mentally fit to perform their duties in
wartime/combat.

490 096 37 tcan trust the Sther members of my team 16 do their share of the woriq in war

or in other operations,
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Table A.5 MCCS Staff Results, by mean (819 responses) (continued)

Mean S.D. ftem Text of Statement

490 0.89 49 My immediate subordinates would react professionaily in a combat/hazardous
situation.

4.88 1.04 51 Leaders on this staff do not tolerate dishonest or unethical behavior from

i anybody.

485 0.91 35 I have confidence in this staff's ability to perform in wartsme/‘combat

483 .89 36 This staff would work smoothly with organizations from other military services,

4.83 0.95 49 Senijor officers on this staff are tactically and technically proficient.

4.82 093 64 This staff has the spirit and courage to perform any mission assigned.

481 1.12 18 Even in today’s highly technical armed forces, military ritual and tradition are
essential parts of our culture.

4,80 .98 34 In general, members ory this staff who are junior to me are committed fo do
their best

477 1.16 14 { am confident that the leaders of this staff frust me.

4.74 0.97 21 Officers on this staff set a good example of professional behavior.

473 1.08 13 People on this staff are encouraged to learn new skills and concepts.

472 1.12 10 Senlor officers in this organization set a positive example in their behavior.

4.67 1.10 6 Leaders in this staff are provided the necessary authority to carry out their
responsibilities.

457 1.24 11 My education and iraining have prepared me well to do my assigned job.

467 0.92 73 Within my Service | can depend on the other branches/components/specialties
to effectively carry their share of the load and to cooperate in operations or
support.

4.66 1.29 81 My future value o iy Service would be enhanced by my completing a touron
a joint or combined staff.

4.65 1.02 86 People in my hometown have high regard for America's armed forces.

463 1.58 88 Public service, whether in the military or in something like a domestic Peace
Corps, should be required of all American citizens.

462 1.13 32 My leaders evaluate my performance on the job competently and fairly.

4.61 1.05 38 This staff appreciates and supports individual initiative and resourcefulness in
accomplishing the mission.

459 1.02 42 This organization is flexible, and can adapt quéck!y to changing sﬁa;at;ogs

459 0.98 80 The customns and policies of my Service would support and facilitate my
effectiveniess as a productive, objective member of a joint staff.

4.58 1.06 50 in this staff, we learn from our mistakes and get better.

458 1.09 54 if | ever get into a tight spot, { can depend on people in this staff o take action
to help.

457 1.19 46 Personal interests and wishes of military personnel must take second place to
operational requirements.

4.57 103 59 Chvilian.agencies 'with which we work seem o have a good understanding of
the military profession.

4.53 1.02 72 The Active Components of my Servuce are appm;}r;aiely trained for their
assigned wartime missions.

453 1.20 84 Civilian sodiety would be be’der oﬁ‘ if it ado pteé more 03‘ the military values and
customs,” -

450 1.22 3 We have 5 lot of teamwork going on in this staff.

4.50 1.08 5 Ailitary traditions and values mean a lot to most people in this staff.

4.50 1.16 18 Members on this staff believe it is appropriate for us to be involved in a wide
variety of operations—from “humanitarian” fo combat,

4.50 1.24 31 11 could not maintain proficiency in my wamme skills | would be less interested

‘ ‘ _ in'a military career, -

4.45 1.25 24 Leaders in this headgquarters are wﬂ%mg te jisten to sdeas from their
subordinates.

4.44 1.33 &5 Al inall, T am satisfied with this assignment on the staff.

4.36 1.18 53 Commissioned officers on this staff take care of their people.

4.35 121 52 if 1 took a prudent risk, ditl my best arid failed, my superiors would support.me.

434 1.21 27 in my experience, active and reserve units work welf together,

4.31 1.18 70

In my Service an afmosphere of trust exists between leaders and their
subordinates, : : :
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Table A.5 MCCS Staff Results, by mean (819 responses) (continued)

Mean S.D. tem Text of Statemeant

4.30 1.33 48 My immediate leader lets me know how well | am doing my job, and how |
might enhance my performance.

429 1.22 &7 When my Service's senior leaders say something, you can beliewit’s true.

428 1.11 39 The people we are refaining in service have the skills and commitment needed
to sustain unit excellence.

427 1.08 74 The customs and palicies of my Service facilitate individual intellectual growth

as required to prepare sufficient numbers of officers fo handle assignments at
the strategic level.

4.26 1.22 33 We share good ideas and current information regularly among the staff
sections.

4.26 1.25 &8 Py Service's senior leaders have the will to make tough, sometimes unpopular,
decisions that are ini the best long-term interest of the service.

4.24 1.43 82 Even if civilian society did not appreciate the commitment and unselfishness
that are essential military values, our armed forces could still maintain their
traditionat standards,

4.22 133 66 Emphasis on joint education, training, and doctrine has coniributed to the -~
effectiveness of my Service, :

421 1.25 &1 Dedisions in this headquarters are not influenced Inappropriately by external
societal trends or issues.

4,20 1.10 85 Most members of the armed forces have a great deal of respect for civilian -
society.,

4.18 1.24 9 We have a clear sense of mission and priotities.

4.19 1.18 71 My Service has a culture where people can explore betier ways of doing things,
and can challenge traditions or policies that seem outdated.

418 1.25 g Excelience on this sta¥ is properly acknowledged and rewarded.

4.18 1.12 83 Most civilians have a great deal of respect for the armed forces.

414 1.53 15 I can do well in this assignment and still devote sufficient time to my family/
personal life,

412 1.23 55 i do.not sense any parochialism that inhibits the effectiveness of work on this
staff.

4.11 1.24 25 In this staff we are encouraged to take reasonable isks in an effort {0 improve
performance. (We do not have a “zero defects” mentality.)

4.09 1.28 22 Officers on this staff put mission and people ahead of their own ambition,

4.08 1.36 26 You can “tell it like i s in this staff, we don't hide bad news.

4.00 1.37 56 T%}!s staff devotes its energy mostly to é'np{xiant substantive issues, not io

"look good” projects.

396 127 75 My Service does not generate such a competitive climate that teamwm'k takes
second place {o individual ambition.

3.92 1.31 17 We have high morale on this staff.

3.9 1.36 79 My Service has a promotion systern that is generally fair and reliable.

3.87 1.23 &2 Our higher heaéqua,rters provides Himely guidance to frame the issues and et
priorities.

383 1.26 47 Senior leaders in this organizaticm are aware of the issues and concerns of the
personnel at the lower levels of the organization.

3.7% 1.28 76 People inmy Service can make an honest mistake without it ruining their
career.

37 1.24 77 The Reserve Compeneﬁts of my Service are appropriately trained for their
assigned wartime missions.

3.69 142 69 in my Service people are provided the flexibility neeéed 1o balande the
demands of work and personal or family Jife.

350 1.47 78 My Service has the versaility and resources o handle "peacekeeping” and
other non-combat missions without significantly degrading its overall readiness.

3.42 1566 - - 60 My standard of | rvmg is 85 good as—itnot bettef t?&aﬁ»ﬂthess my age wi'se are
notinthe armed forges.

3.28 1.53 4 We are rarely surprised by unexpected missions or taskrr;gs.

3.23 1.54 16 This staff has sufficient personnel to do our job effectively. ’

311 143 20 Peaple on this staff are not “stressed out.”

2.63 {receive pay, allowarites, and other berefits comparable 1o individuals'in

1.43

a3

civifian iife whao have'my skills and responsibilities,
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Table A.6 MCCS Staff Resuits, mean by pay grade (819)

ftem Total E1-E9 01-03% 04 0506
Number 819 312 77 212 218
1 567 553 5.62 5.73 5.81
2 4.91 4.69 4.89 5.00 513
3 4.50 4.31 464 4,54 4.66
4 3.28 3.66 3.07 3.40 3.02
5 4,50 4.40 4.43 4.45 4.68
6 4.67 4.68 4.62 4.63 4.72
7 530 4.99 5.51 5.41 555
8 4.18 404 429 4.23 4329
9 4.19 4.49 4.04 3.99 4.00
10 472 459 4.66 471 4.94
11 4.67 4.58 452 4.65 4.82
12 495 4.85 4.88 5,02 503
13 473 474 4.97 459 478
14 477 4.67 4.79 473 4.94
15 414 4.71 3.96 3.73 3.83
16 3.23 3.63 274 3.25 2.85
17 3.92 3.97 3.95 3.88 3.87
18 4.50 4.54 440 454 4.45
19 4.81 4.64 4.71 4,50 4.98
20 3.11 3.08 317 ERE 3.13
21 4.74 4.48 4.82 4.83 4,98
22 4.09 387 4.01 413 4.38
23 5.45 5.27 5.48 5.54 558
24 4.45 4.23 447 443" 476
25 4.11 414 4.09 3.99 4.20
26 408 . 3.78 - 416 418 4.36
27 4.34 4.49 4.26 417 4.34
28 5.47 5.24 5.53 562 5.63
29 513 5.05 5.04 517 5.23
30 4.92 494 486 4.85 5.00
31 4.50 410 4.99 467 4.73
32 4.62 . 459 448 453 474
33 4.26 4.21 437 4.22 4.32
34 4,80 4.43 4.92 492 5.15
35 4.85 4.75 4.71 4.86 5.03
36 4.83 4.81 477 4.79 4.94"
37 4.90 4.70 492 493 5.16
33 4.61 4.56 461 456 474
39 4.28 4.24 3.97 4.27 453
40 4.83 4.69 4.82 4.89 4.94
41 4.96 494 4.99 4.91 5.03
42 459 4710 4.57 447 454
43 539 5.23 5.24 5.48 559
44 499 480 “BG2 =501 522
45 4.98 4.83 4.91 497 521
46 S4By 439 A5 4.63 476
47 3.83 3.69 3.89 3.82 4.02
48 430 442 4.32 443 4.30
49 4.50 4.88 5.03 4.91 5.18
50 458 . 4.51 442 453 487
51 4,88 4.66 4.92 4.96 5.10
52 435 4.34. 4.307 4,26 4.47
53 436 4.16 4.34 439 463
54 458 . 442 458 4,58 482
55 4.42 425 4.03 4.10 4.0
56 4.00° 407 3.84 384 4147
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Table A.6 MCCS Staff Results, mean by pay grade (819} (continued)

Hem Total E1-EQ o903 04 0506
Number 819 312 77 212 218
57 498 4.70 511 509 5.24
58 4.93 4,72 497 5.08 5.09
59 457 4.62 4.41 467 4.46
80 3.42 350 3.47 3.7 .43
51 4,21 4.26 3.90 416 430
62 3.87 426 3.62 3.74 357
63 2.63 2.45 2.89 2.75 2.68
64 L 4.82 474 4.86 - 4.81 492
55 4.44 447 437 4,40 4.49
&6 4.232 ' 431 413 413 473
57 4329 440 4.25 437 4.18
68 426 452 430 4.07 4.06
63 3.68 416 3.13 3.37 353
70 431 4.29 4.16 4.29 439
71 4.19 437 4.96 3.96 447
72 4.53 -4.55 432 4.36 S 472
73 467 470 451 4.62 474
74 CA427 4519 3.87 413 ‘ 425
75 3.96 412 4.00 3.71 3.96
76 3.79 : 4.02 3.59 356 3.72
77 371 3.97 3.38 3.59 3.63
78 3.50 412 3.17 3,08 3.5
79 3.91 3.76 4.05 3.78 4.19
80 , 459 4.67 455 448 : 459
89 4.66 4.53 4,88 477 4.63
g2 " 4.24 4.38 424 405 ‘ 4,24
23 4.18 418 3.84 422 4,25
84 453 438 453 450 478
85 420 437 3.97 407 4.16
86 465 4.69 436 4.67 476
87 506 516 5.04 5.00 4.98
88 4.63 431 490 4.80 4.81

* 0103 category also includes warrant officers.



APPENDIX B

The Surveys

W, URING 1998 AND 1999, the MCCS team from CSIS surveyed more than
112,500 respondents (unit and staff surveys combined) of all ranks, prima-
M 1ily in operational units in the Army (active and reserve), the Marine
C orps, and the Coast Guard, seeking insights into their attitudes, expectations, and
perceptions. The survey—administered by CSIS at 40 locations in the United
States, Korea, Hawaii, and Europe~—comprised 99 items and looked at organiza-
tional climates and at basic cultural factors within selected operating units.
Optional comments were also submitted by several hundred respondents.

A slightly modified version of the MCCS (a staff version) was also given to
respondents at seven headquarters commanded by a one-star general or flag officer
or higher. This effort yielded insights from a group of more senior personnel serv-
ing in staff positions. A total of 819 individuals from the different staffs participated
in this 88-item survey. Members from all the armed forces were included on these
staffs, and 53 percent were officers at the grade of major {O4) or higher. Adminis-
tration of the questionnaire usually took approximately 45 minutes. Respondents
marked their answers on separate answer sheets.

Both surveys and the answer sheet* are reproduced on the following pages.

* Reprinted with permission. @ David Campbell, Ph.D.,

o8
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PL.EASE DONOTMARE OWTHIS
BOOEILET.
(WE PLAN TO USE I'T AGAIN.Y ngi

The Center for Strategic and International Studies {CSI8] will be using this version of the MCCS as one source of
dat= from a varlely of armed forves units in support of the American Milltary Culture in the 217 Century study. No
individuals, unlis, or unll locations will be identified In the repori. Individuat participation s voluntary.

A report will be avaliable next yeur. Your organization may receive some prelimingry deta ot an earller tinse.

The authors and CSIS gratefully acknowledge the significont contribution to the development of this vevsion of the
MCCS by the faculty and students of the Industrial College of the Armed Forces, National Defense University.

MCCS Version 4.1
@ 1998 David Campbell, Ph.D.
Center for Creative Leadership
Colorado Springs, Colorado 30906
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Note that some guestions seem similar to others. This is intended to make the survey more reliable
By providing more than one question on a particular topic

Please fake a look at the answer sheet. Make sure that you are filling out the same question number
on the answer shest that you are reading in this booklet.

1. lam proud to serve in America’s armed forces;

2. We have high standards of discipline in this unit.

3. Members of this unit are physically and mentally i to perform their duties under all
conditions.

4. We have a lot of teamwork going on in this unit.

§. In my unit, we are rarsly surprisad by unexpected missions or taskings.

8. People are treated fairly in this unit.

7. Military traditions and values mean a lot to most people in this unit.

8. Promotions in the junior enlisted grades in this unit are done fairly.

9. Leaders in this unit have the necessary authority to carry out their responsibilities.

10. ¥ necessary to accomplish a combat/lifesaving mission, | am prepared to put my life
on the line.

FEREX IR A A AR ST R KRR AT E TR R AT R AR AR AN E B R R TR A A NF F RN F IS ET AR F TSNS AR AT R F bk hw Fowek

11. My job is important in accomplishing the mission of this unit.

12. Excelience in this unit is properly acknowledged and rewarded.

13. We have a clear sense of mission and priotities in this unit.

14. Senior officers in this organization set a positive exampie in their behavior.

15. 1 am confident that my unit commander trusts me.

16. This unit has sufficient personnel to do our job effectively.

17. The American military plays an important role In the world today.

18. Our organization is serious about honesty and integrity.

12. My immadiate supervisor does not “play favorites.”

20. Fean trust the other members of my team 1o do their share of the work, in war or in
other operations.

[ * Please check often to be sure that the line on the answer sheet corresponds to the numbered guestion! * !

21. People in this unit are encouraged to learn new skills and concepts.

22. Our branch of service is attracting high-guality, motivated recruits.

23. I have confidence in the other American milifary services that we might work with in
joint operations.

24. | can do well in this unit and still devote sufficient time to family/personal life.

25. People in this unit are not “stressed out.”

26. The training in this unit is realistic and challenging.

27. We have high morale in this unit.

28. Members of this unit believe it is appropriate for us to be invoived in a variety of
operations—from “humanitarian” to combat.

28 NCO’s/Petiy Officers in this unit take care of their paople.

30. Even in today’s highly technical armed forces, military ritual and tradition are essantial
paris of our culture,

RE R R R A ERAE LT TE XN SRR A AL BT AT AR AR AR TR R LS SN TR R AN L E IR R TSR A F RS A AN TN A T RSN F

31, My immediate supervisor lets me know how well  am dolng my job, and how § might
enhance my performance,

32. This unit has the spirit and courage needed to perform any mission assigned.

33. Commissioned officers in this unit set a good example of professional behavior.
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34. Commissioned officers in this unit put mission and people ahead of thelr own
ambition.

35. Male members of units that | am familiar with would garry their share of the foad in
wartimefhazardous operations.

36, | am proud of the NCG/Petty Officer leaders in this unil.

37. Female members of units that | am familiar with would carry their share of the load in
wartimefhazardous operations.

38. The armed forces have a right to expect high standards of me when | am off-duty as
well as on-duty.

38. Leaders In this unit are willing fo listen to ideas from thelr subordinates.

40, In this unit we are encouraged to take reasonable risks in an effort to improve

performance. (We do nof have a “Zero defects” mentality.)

A R R R A A R A A R R R L R R R A S S R R AL E R E R E R E R R

41, You can “teli it like it i5” in our unit; we dor’t hide bad news.

42. In my experience, active and reserve units work well together.

43. The essential mission of America’s armed forces is to be prepared to win in combat.

44, This unit appreciates and supports individual initialive and rescurcefulness in
accomplishing the mission.

45, Qur organization can adjust {o new technologies and changing doctrine.

48. §f | couid not maintain proficiency in my wartime skiils | would be less interested in a
military career.

47. My leaders evaluate my performance on the job competently and fairly.

48. My immediate supervisor sets a good example of professional behavior.

£8, My military income allows me to provide adequately for my family.

56. In general, members of this unit who are junior fo me are commitied {o do their best.
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51. When we are deployed, the famiiies have access to a support system that meets their
naeds.

52. I have confidence in this unit's ability to perform in wartime/combat.

53. This unit would work smoothly with units from other military services.

54. The people we are retaining in service have the skills and commitment needed to
sustain unit excellence.

55. Senlor officers in this organization are tactically and technically proficient.

56. Our ieaders consider the fulure, exploring new doctrine, tactics, eguipmenti, and
procedures.

£7. My family would support my making the armed forces a career.

58. This unit is flexible, and can adapt guickly o changing situations.

59. 1 can rely on my immediate subordinates to use good judgment and initiative in
carrying out their assigned missions.

60. 1 have a deep personal commitment and a sirong desire to serve the nation as a
member of the armed forces.

AR R R R R R R S R s A E R R R RS E R E R R R R R NN

61. My immediate subordinates have the skills and inteflect to handle their assigned
duties.

62. This unit routinely is provided adequale material resources {parts, supplies, funds)
needed fo accomplish our assigned missions.

83. if | make a request through channels, | know somebody will listen and inform me about
my request.

64. Personal interests and wishes of milliary personnel must take second place to
operational requirements.

65, Married and single personnel in this unit have reasonably similar qualities of life.

68. | receive pay, aliowances, and other benefits comparable fo individuals in civilian life
who have my skills and responsibilities.

101
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67. My immediate subordinates would react professionally in a combat/hazardous situation,

68. In this unit, we learn from our mistakes and get better.

3. My standard of living is as good as- if not betfer than- others my age who are not in the armed
forces.

70. Commissioned officers in this unit take care of their people.

**'i'******t’**!'\'***i**‘ﬁ§*v\‘***i‘ﬁ********‘k****#*******%**********i’*i‘*

71. #1took a prudent risk, did my best and failed, my superiors would support me.

72. individuals being assigned to our unit from initial entry training come fo us well indocirinated
with the standards and values of our service.

73. Single parents in this unit are able to carry their share of unit duties while also providing
adequate care for their chiidren,

74. I 1aver get into a tight spot, | can depend on people in my unit {e take action to help.

75. This unit does not have problems with racism or racial discrimination.

76. This unit does not have problems with sexual misbehavlor or sexual discrimination.

77. Leaders in this unit do not tolerate dishonest or unethical behavior from anybody.

78. Overall, | am satisfied with service in the armed forces.

The following questions, numbers 73-93, relate to your views of the overall situation in your
particular Service—Army, Navy, Marines, Air Force, or Coast Guard.

78. When my Service’s senior leaders say something, you can belisve it is true.
80. My Service’s senior lsaders have the will to make the fough, sometimes unpopular, decisions
that are in the best long-term interest of the Service.

ERFF AR TR T R R R R R R R R AR BN R ER AR RN R A AT A AAARLE AR R SRS T AR E RS ®o® R d

81. In my Service people are given the flexibility needed fo balance the demands of work and
personal or family life.

82. In my Service an atmosphere of trust exists between leaders and their subordinates,

83. My Service has a culture where people can explore belter ways of doing things, and can
challenge traditions or policies that seem outidated.

84. The Active Components of my Service are appropriately trained for their assigned wartime
missions.

85. Within my Service | can depend on the other branches/componentsispecialties o effectively
carry their share of the load and to cooperate in operations or support.

86. My Service has a promotion system that is generaliy fair and reliabis:

87. My Service does not generate such a competitive climate that tsamwork takes sscond place o
individual ambltion.

885. People in my Service can make an honest mistake without ¥ rulning their career,

83. The Reserve Components of my Service are appropriately trained for thelr assigned wartime
missions.

80. My Service has the flexibility and resources fo handie “peacekeeping” and other non-combat
missions without significantly degrading ifs wartinme readiness.

'k******i"i'*****‘k%5‘1‘1\"Ir'A"J\'***************A‘ﬂr*ﬁ****%************ﬁ******

91. in my Service, | believe that | can achieve my full potential in rank and responsibility.

§2. Emphasis on joint education, doctrine, and training has contributed to the effectiveness of my
Service.

83. My Service responds to the changing conditions and nseds of its personnel.

L The following questions, numbers 84-99, are from an important related study of mititary culture.

|

94. Most civilians have a great deal of respect for the armed forces.

85. Civillan soclety would be better off if it adopted more of the milifary values and customs.

96. Most members of the armed forces have a great deal of respect for American civilian society.

§7. People in my hometown have high regard for America’s armed forces.

98. Whenever | have the opportunity, | socialize with civilians as well as with military friends.

§8. Public servics, whether in the military or in something like a domestic Peace Corps, should be
required of all American citizens,

E Thanks for your participation.  Your individual or unit responses will not be disclosed.
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TLMER-CENMPEEL.L.

(MCCS)
[Staff Version]

FPLEASSE DO NOT AR ON THI® BOOE I ET.
(N EPILAN TOUBE IT BGATIRN. .Y TELA W E:

The Center for Strateglc and International Studies (SIS} will be using this version of the MOCS a5 one sowes of
dats from a variety of ermed forces unifs in support of the American Milltary Culttre In the 217 Century study. Mo
inglviduals, unlts, or unX locations will be identified in the report. Individual participation 16 veluntary.

& report will be avallable next year. Your organization may recelve some prelliminary data ot an sarfior tine,

The authors and (SIS gratefully aclmowledge the significant contribution to the development of this version of the
MCCS by the faculty and students of the Industrial College of the Armed Forces, National Defense University.

MCCS Version 418
@ 1998 Davié Campbeli, Pa.D.
Center for Creative Leadership
Colorado Springs, Colorago 80206
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This is the Ulmer-Campbell Military Climate/Culture Survey Version 4.1 B (Staff)
Please read each statement and en the separate snswer sheet indicate how much you agree oy disagree,
SA- STRONGLY AGREE A- Agree a- slightly agree  d- slightly disagree D- Disagree SD-STRONGLY DISAGREE
NA- Not Applicable or Do Not wish to Answer

L Note that some guestions are similar to othars. This is intended to enhance topic reliability. ﬁv‘

Please ook atf the answer sheet and maks sure vou are filling out the spme number answer as the guestion,

I am proud 1o serve in America’s armed forces.

Members of this staff are physically and mentally fit fo perform their duties in

wartime/combat.

We have a lot of teamwork geing on in this staff,

We are rarely surprised by unexpected missions or taskings.

Military traditions and values mean a lot fo most people in this staff.

Leaders in this staff are provided the necessary aathority to carry out their responsibilities.

If necessary to accomplish a combat/lifesaving mission, I am prepared to put my life on the

line.

8. Excellence on this staff is properly acknowledged and rewarded.

Y. We have a clear sense of mission and priorities.

10. Scaior officers in this organization set a positive example in their behavior.

*%**************%****iﬁ*******-¥~6y$#*******$*$*4==€'>;

11. My education and training have prepared me well to do my assigned job.

12. Our organization is serious about honesty and integrity.

13. People on this staff are encouraged to learn new skills and concepts.

14, 1am confident that the leaders of this staff trust me.

13. Ican do well in this assignment and still devote sufficient time to my family/personal life.

16. This stafl has sufficient personnel to do our job effectively.

17. We have high morale on this staff.

18. Members on this staff believe it is appropriate for us to be involved in a wide variety of
operations— from “humanitarian” to combat.

19. Even in today’s highly technical armed forces, military ritual and tradition are essential parts

of our culture,

20. People on this staff are not “stressed out.”

[y

SRR

21. Officers on this staff set a good sxample of professional behavior.

22. Officers on this staff put mission and people ahead of their own ambition.

23. The armed forces have a right to expect high standards of me when 1 am off-duty as weli as
on-duty.

24. Leaders in this headquarters are willing to listen to ideas from their subordinates.

25. In this staff we are encouraged to take reasonable risks in an effort to improve performance.
{We do not have a “zero defects” mentality)

26. You can “tell it like it is” in this staff, we don’t hide bad news.

27. Inmy experience, active and reserve units work well together.

28. The essential mission of America’s armed forces is to be prepared to win in combat.

29. Thave confidence in the other American military services that we might work with in jomt
operations.

30. This headquarters can adjust to new technologies and changing dostrine.

$**$**9?#*********************#ﬂs*****************

31. Iff could not maintain proficiency in my wartime skilis T would be less interested in a
military career.

32. My leaders evaluate my performance on the job competently and fairly.



THE SURVEYS 105

33, We share good idess and current information regularly among the staff sections.

34. In general, members on this staff who are junior to me are committed to do their best,

35. 1 have confidence in this staff”s ability to perform in wartime/combat.

36, This staff would work smoothly with organizations from other military services.

37. 1can trust the other members of my team to do their share of the work, in war or in other
operations.

38. This staff appreciates and supports individual initiative and resourcefulness in accomplishing
the mission.

39. The people we are retaiing i service have the skills and commitiment needed fo sustain unit
excellence.

45, Senior officers on this staff are tactically and technically proficient.

41. Senior officers in this headquarters consider the future, exploring new docirine, tactics,
equipment, and procedures.

42. This organization is flexible, and can adapt quickly to changing situations.

43. T have a deep personal commitment and a sirong desire to serve the nation as a member of the

armed forces.

44. 1 can rely on my immediate subordinates to use good judgment and indtiative in carrying out

their assigned missions.

45, My immediate subordinates have the skills and intellect to handle their assigned duties.

46. Personal interests and wishes of milifary personnel must take second place to operational

fequirements.

47. Senior leaders in this organization are aware of the issues and concerns of the persoanel at

the lower levels of the organization.

48. My immediate leader lets me know how well [ am doing my job, and how I might enhance

my performance.

49. My immediate subordinates would react professionally in a combat/hazardous sitnation.

5. In this staff, we leamn from our mistakes and get better.
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51. Leaders on this staff do not tolerate dishonest or nnethical behavior from anybody.

52. If I took a prudent risk, did my best and failed, my superiors would support me.

53. Coramissioned officers on this staff take care of their people.

34, If 1 ever get info a tight spot, [ can depend on people i this staff to take action to help.

55. 1 do not sense any parochialism that inhibits the effectiveness of work on this staff.

56. This sraff devotes its energy mostly to important, substantive issugs, not o “look good”
projects,

57. This headguarters does not have problems with racism or racial discrimination,

58. This headguarters does not have problems with sexual misbehavior or sexual discrimination.
59. Civilian agencies with which we work seem to have a good understanding of the military
profession. ‘

66. My standard of Hving is as good as—if not better than—others my age who are not in the
armed forces.
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61. Decisions in this headguarters are not influenced mappropriately by external societal trends
Ot issues.

62. Our higher headguarters provides timely guidance to frame the issues and set priorities.

63. 1receive pay, allowances, and other benefits comparable to mndividuals in civilian life who
have my skills and responsibilities,

64. This staff has the spirit and courage to perform any mission assigned.

65. AH in all,  am satisfied with this assignment on the staff,
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§L The following questions pertain to your branch of Service sverall.

66. Emphasis on joint education, training, and doctrine has contributed to the
effectiveness of my Service.

67. When my Service’s senior leaders say something, you can believe it's true.

68. My Service's senior leaders have the will to make tough, sometimes unpopular,
decisions that are in the best long-term inferest of the service.

9. In my Service people are provided the flexibility needed to balance the demands of
work and personal or family life,

70. In my Service an atmosphere of trust exists between leaders and their subordinates.
********#***&****************?&********ﬁs*************
71. My Service has a cuiture where people can explore better ways of doing things, and
can challenge traditions or policies that seem ouldated.

72. The Active Components of my Service are appropriately trained for their assigned
wartime missions.

73. Within my Service | can depend on the other branchesfcomponents/specialties to
effectively carry their share of the load and to cooperate in operations or support.

74. The customs and policies of my Service facilitate individual intellectual growth as
required to prepare sufficient numbers of officers to handle assignments at the strategic
level,

75. My Service does not generate such a competitive climate that teamwork takes
second place fo individual ambition.

76. People in my Service can make an honest mistake without it ruining their career.
77. The Reserve Components of my Service are appropriately trained for their assigned
wartime missions.

78. My Service has the versatifity and resources to handle “peacekeeping” and other
non-combat missions without significantly degrading its overall readiness.

79. My Service has a promotion system that is generally fair and reliable.

80. The customs and policies of my Service would support and facilitate my
effectiveness as a productive, objective member of a joint staff.

81. My future vaiue to my Service would be enhanced by my completing a tour on a
joint or combined staff,

[ The foliowing questions are from an important related study of military culture.

82. Even if civilian society did not appreciate the commitment and unselfishness that are
essential military values, our armed forces conld still maintain their traditional standards.
83. Most civilians have a great deal of respect for the armed forces.

84. Civilian seciety would be better off if it adopted more of the military values and
customs.

83. Most members of the armed forces have a great deal of respeet for civilian society.
86. People in my hometown have high regard for America’s armed forces.

87. Whenever [ have the opportunity, 1 secialize with civilians as well as with military
friends.

88. Public service, whether in the military or in something like a domestic Peace Corps,
should be required of ail American citizens.

Thanks for your participation. Your individual or unit responses will not be disclosed.
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The term "unit"which is used in many questions means: Army and Marines — & company, battery, roop, separate detachment, or staff section; Navy
and Ceast Guard— a ship, aviation squadron, separate detachment, or staff section; Ajr Force — 2 squadron, separate detachment, or staff section.
The term "erganization”means the next larger elenient or next higher ectislon, i you believe the question doses not applyioyou, orifyoudo not

wish to answer, fill in the NA {Not Applicabie) response.

These are the possibie responses to each guestion:
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Do not make any other marks on the answer shest. i you change a response, erase the prior response.
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