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2013 Center for Army Leadership Annual Survey of
Army Leadership (CASAL): Army Civilian Leaders
Executive Summary

Purpose

The Center for Army Leadership (CAL) conducts an Annual Survey of Army Leadership (CASAL)
on the quality of Army leadership activities and the effectiveness of leader development
experiences. Since 2009, survey administration has also included Department of the Army
civilians. CASAL has been a dependable source to inform senior leaders about the level of
leader quality and any upward or downward trends. The information affords leaders the option
to make course corrections or take advantage of strengths and opportunities. Other stake-
holders and individuals have access to feedback specific to their interests.

Method

Standard scientific approaches are used for survey development, sampling, data collection and
analysis. Survey items are chosen based on past usage, input from stake-holders and
development of new issues. The 2013 data collection extended from November 14 through
December 10, 2013. CASAL was administered to 17,762 Army civilians, of which 5,649
participated for a response rate of 31.8%. A successive screening approach to identify civilians
in leadership positions resulted in a final sample of 2,006 managers and 2,971 first line
supervisors. Sampling practices produced results with a margin of error of +/-1.3% represented
for the 39,218 Army civilian managers and supervisors represented in the population. Data
analysis includes assessment of percentages by supervisory level, analysis of trends,
comparisons across experience and demographics, coding of short-answer responses,
correlations and regressions. Secondary source data are consulted to check and clarify results.
This report discusses Army civilian leader findings and serves as a supporting document to the
technical report of CASAL main findings (Riley, Hatfield, Freeman, Fallesen, & Gunther, 2014).

Summary of Civilian Leader Findings

For most items, percentages are used to summarize the level of responses and show trends
across time. As a starting point, results are considered favorable if the positive response choices
(e.g., effective plus very effective) sum to 67% or greater. Unfavorable levels are considered to
be negative categories with 20% or more responses. Across five years of CASAL several
common patterns have emerged as a backdrop to understand specific findings.
e Favorability tends to increase with the supervisory level and length of service of the
respondent.
e Civilian leader ratings for their superiors’ effectiveness tend to be less favorable than
ratings by uniformed leaders.
e The data reflect that some concepts and requirements assessed by CASAL are more
relevant to Soldiers and are less relevant to Army civilian leaders.
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The following sections provide summaries of the key topics assessed for Army civilian leaders.

Working Environments

Civilian leaders are positive about the environment in which they work. About four-fifths of
managers and first line supervisors have favorable attitudes towards organizational factors such
as the ability of their unit/organization to perform its mission, effective collaboration of team
members and treating one another with respect.

A less favorable indicator is that one in three civilian leaders report workload stress is a serious
problem. While stress has a verifiable negative impact on leader well-being and work quality,

seeking help for stress-related problems is better accepted and encouraged than it was in 2011.

Satisfaction and Commitment

Civilian leaders demonstrate strong commitment to their teams and immediate work groups
because of a sense of personal loyalty, and agree their assigned duties are important to their
unit or organization. Two out of three civilian leaders feel informed about decisions that affect
their work responsibilities, a finding that is trending upward in recent years.

Less than half of civilian leaders report high morale while one in four reports low morale. These
results show a marked decline in morale compared to previous years. The change is
undoubtedly linked to the fiscal climate of the federal government and especially the
Department of Defense. In 2013, Army civilians experienced pay and hiring freezes, budgetary
constraints and furloughs. Career satisfaction also shows a decline from previous years, from a
high of 88% in 2009 to 74% in 2013. The decline of satisfied civilian leaders accompanies a
corresponding decline in satisfaction among civilian employees. The decreases can create
added challenges for leaders to address employee engagement and any declines in work
quality.

Leadership

Around 70% of managers and first line supervisors rate their superiors, peers and subordinates
as effective or very effective leaders. Since 2009, no more than 10% of civilian leaders have
rated their peers or their subordinates as ineffective leaders, and no more than 17% of civilian
leaders have rated their superiors as ineffective.

Civilian leaders are rated favorably by subordinate supervisors and managers across all
leadership attributes (ADRP 6-22). The highest rated attributes are Expertise in Primary Duties,
Confidence & Composure, the Army Values, Technical Knowledge and Self-Discipline. The lowest
rated attributes are Total Fitness (physical, health, psychological, spiritual, behavioral and
social), Interpersonal Tact and Innovation. The ratings of leadership competencies are moderate
to strong. Civilian leaders are rated most favorably in behaviors such as Getting Results,
Preparing Oneself, Stewardship of the Profession, developing a quick understanding of complex
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situations and setting the standard for integrity and character. Developing subordinates is a
persistent area for improvement for both civilian and uniformed leaders. Other areas falling
below a threshold of two-thirds favorable responses include building effective teams (61%),
building trust (63%), leading by example (64%) and creating a positive environment (64%).

Results also confirm that the demonstration of effective leadership attributes and
competencies by civilian leaders makes a significant and positive difference to organizational
and individual outcomes, such as team cohesion, individual motivation, work quality,
commitment and morale.

Influence

Influence is at the core of the Army’s definition of leadership. More leaders use methods of
influence to gain commitment from others compared to leaders who use methods that require
compliance. More than 69% of civilian leaders effectively demonstrate rational persuasion,
collaboration, apprising, legitimating and participation. Fewer leaders are rated effective at
using exchange (54%) and inspirational appeals (57%).

Trust

Conceptually, trust is the basis for effective relationships between leaders and those they
influence. From 80% to over 90% of civilian leaders hold moderate, high or very high trust in
their subordinates, peers and superiors. Ratings of trust in one’s immediate superiors are
strongly associated with positive ratings of their superior’s values, empathy, getting results and
building trust. Civilian leader trust-building is positively associated with subordinate motivation,
work quality, commitment and morale. Levels of trust are lower for respondents’ superiors two
levels up; reasons given include poor communication, integrity issues, and lack of presence or
interaction. CASAL results show that trust is high in organizations with climates that empower
its members to make decisions pertaining to their duties, allow and encourage learning from
honest mistakes, and uphold standards (e.g., professional bearing, adherence to regulations).

Mission Command

About two-thirds of respondents assessed their civilian leaders as effective at demonstrating
behaviors reflecting the principles of mission command. Favorable implementation of mission
command is also indicated by ratings that civilian subordinates are enabled to determine how
best to accomplish their work and that they are encouraged to learn from honest mistakes.
Civilian leaders report less familiarity with mission command doctrine compared to uniformed
leaders.
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Civilian Leader Development

Operational job experiences continue to be the most favored (74% rating it effective) of the
three leader development domains. This is followed by the self-development and institutional
domains. Consistent with past assessments, informal practices (such as opportunities to lead
others and on-the-job training) are viewed as having the largest positive impact on the
respondents’ development as leaders.

Civilian leader engagement in their subordinates’ development continues to show room for
improvement. Fifty-four percent of civilian leaders are rated effective at developing their
subordinates and 46% are rated effective at creating or calling attention to leader development
opportunities. Performance counseling (formal and informal) occurs inconsistently and the
perceived impact on development remains low. About one in four civilian leaders (27%) receive
counseling only at rating time, while 14% indicate they never or almost never receive it. From
20% to 32% of managers and first line supervisors indicate their immediate superior does not
take time to talk with them about how their work is going, how to improve their duty
performance, or what they should do to prepare for future positions. Less than one-third of
civilian leaders currently have a mentor (29%); twice as many (62%) indicate they provide
mentoring to others. Of those who receive mentoring, 70% rate it as having a large or great
positive impact on their development.

Civilian Education System (CES)

Sixty-four percent of the surveyed managers and first line supervisors have completed a Civilian
Education System (CES) course at some point in their Army career, leaving one in three who
have not. About half of civilian leaders (52%) rate institutional courses as effective or very
effective in developing them for higher levels of leadership or responsibility. Many graduates
rate the quality of the education they received in CES as good or very good (72%). Most civilian
leaders agree course content was up to date with the current operating environment, though
courses receive moderate ratings in their effectiveness for improving leadership (54% rating
effective or very effective). Three-fourths of CES resident course graduates rate instructors
effective at modeling doctrinal leadership and providing effective leadership feedback to
learners. The level of rigor or challenge posed by all courses shows room for improvement,
particularly courses offered entirely via distributed learning (DL). The Supervisor Development
Course (SDC) is viewed as relevant to the current duties of civilian and uniformed supervisors
who complete it, though less than half rate the course effective at improving leadership. The
two courses that fall below a two-thirds threshold of favorable response on the relevancy of
course content to one’s current job are the Foundation Course and the Advanced Course.

Leader Development Programs

The 2013 CASAL examined five leader development programs available to Army civilians
including the Army profession, career maps, 360° assessments, Army Career Tracker and Army
Training Network.
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Ninety-three percent of civilian leaders report having some or greater understanding of the
essential characteristics of the Army Profession. Fewer (19% of managers, 14% of first line
supervisors) were aware of the America’s Army — Our Profession (AA-OP) program. Of the 8% of
civilian leaders who indicated that their organization conducted AA-OP training, 41% reported it
had a moderate, large or great impact on their unit/organization.

One in four civilian leaders have accessed and used a civilian career map. Of users, about half
(53%) indicate they have been effective or very effective in helping to plan career development.

Sixteen percent of civilian leaders reported having been assessed through the Multi-Source
Assessment and Feedback (MSAF) program. Three out of four assessed civilians indicate the
experience was effective at increasing their awareness of their strengths and developmental
needs, and half rate it effective for improving their unit or organization. Civilian leader usage of
the leadership training materials offered in the Virtual Improvement Center (VIC) continues to
be low (3%).

Usage of the Army Career Tracker (ACT) has increased steadily since 2011. Forty-two percent of
civilian leaders have accessed and used ACT, and of these, 48% rate it effective at providing a
single point of access to career development information.

Twenty-two percent of civilian leaders have used the Army Training Network (ATN), which they
rate as effective at providing resources for planning and executing self-development (61%), unit

training (59%), and unit leader development (51%).

Distributed Learning (DL)

CASAL surveyed the perceptions that civilian leaders have about their — and their subordinates’
— use of required DL. Access to DL is not viewed as a problem for most civilian leaders, as 80%
of managers and 77% of first line supervisors indicate it is sufficient. However, time available
for required DL during the duty day is an issue for many — only 38% agree they have sufficient
opportunity to complete required DL during duty time, while 45% indicate they do not have
time. Two out of three civilian leaders completed required DL themselves in the previous
month with the average time being nine hours. Only 43% of civilian leaders agree that DL
enhances subordinates’ abilities to perform their duties.

Conclusions

Army civilian managers and first line supervisors hold favorable attitudes toward climate and
commitment; however, there are indications of problems with workload stress. The decline in
morale among civilian leaders should continue to be monitored. The considerable decline in the
percentage of civilian leaders who are satisfied with their careers is a concern. A majority of the
assessed areas of leadership are rated favorably with notable and persistent exceptions —
developing subordinates, building trust and building effective teams. Nearly two in ten civilian
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leaders do not receive formal or informal performance counseling, three in ten do not receive
feedback on job performance, and seven in ten report having no mentor.

Informal leader development practices and domains are preferred over formal leader
development activities. Consistent with findings for uniformed leaders, universal leader
development programs, like training on the profession, Multi-Source Assessment and Feedback,
civilian career maps, Army Career Tracker and Army Training Network have value to many
leaders but generally are under-subscribed. Less than half of civilian leaders report that
required distributed learning improves their subordinates’ abilities to perform their duties.
Courses within the Civilian Education System (CES) are rated favorably for the quality of
education, but are rated less highly on challenge and leadership improvement.

The decline since 2009 in the number of civilian leaders satisfied with their careers and the
increase in reports of workload stress are not direct issues of leadership or leader development
quality. However, these trends do represent unfavorable perceptions by leaders that can affect
their work and that of their subordinates . Slight declines of 3% in three leader attributes —
resilience, service ethos and total fitness — while other leader attributes are generally
increasing, provide additional indication that the effects of stress are being felt by more civilian
leaders. Given that many leaders are not supported effectively by development there may be
additional impacts, such as decreased engagement, work quality, trust and cohesion. While
these connections are speculative, they provide insight into weak signals that could portend
concerns for Army civilian leaders.
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2013 Center for Army Leadership
Annual Survey of Army Leadership (CASAL):
Army Civilian Leaders

Introduction

This report discusses Army civilian leader results of the 2013 CASAL, and is meant to serve as a
supporting document to the technical report of main findings (Riley, Hatfield, Freeman,
Fallesen, & Gunther, 2014). In 2005, CASAL was established by the Center for Army Leadership
(CAL), Combined Arms Center (CAC), to assess and track trends of leader perceptions on leader
development, the quality of leadership, and the contribution of leadership to mission
accomplishment. Since fall 2009, survey administration has also included Department of the
Army civilians. The 2013 CASAL was administered to 17,762 Army civilians, of which 5,649
participated for a response rate of 32% and an overall margin of error of +/-1.3%. Findings for
Army civilian leaders are addressed in three areas:

e Quality of Leadership

e Climate and Situational Factors within the Working Environment

e Quality of Leader Development.

Demographics

The sample of Army civilian leaders that responded to the 2013 CASAL approximated the Army
civilian workforce with regard to gender and ethnic origin (Office of the Assistant G-1 for
Civilian Personnel, 2013). The reported education level of survey respondents exceeded the
levels of the DoD workforce, with 30% holding bachelor degrees (compared to 24% of
population) and 38% holding graduate or professional degrees (compared to 12% of
population) (Defense Civilian Personnel Advisory Service, 2012).

Sixty percent of the respondent sample (63% of managers; 59% of first line supervisors)
previously served in the military. The average tenure of civilians in their current organization
was 135 months; average time in current position was 64 months; average time in current
grade or pay level was 75 months; and average time reporting to current leader or supervisor
was 35 months.

Further, there were two points at the beginning of the survey that required participants to
indicate whether or not they were in a position represented by a bargaining unit and/or union.
Data were not collected from participants who indicated bargaining unit and union membership



because the Federal Service Labor-Management Relations Statute excludes supervisors from
being included in a Federal sector bargaining unit.

Determination of Supervisory Status

The 2013 CASAL sampling plan targeted Army civilian leaders, supervisors and managers. A
random sample of participants was drawn from a current population database of all Army
civilians based on a supervisory status variable that excluded non-supervisory employees. Prior
to conducting data analysis, CASAL determinations of supervisory status relied on a
combination of self-reported data (i.e., position, GS level, supervisory responsibilities) to
determine civilian supervisory cohort membership. Similar to previous years, a multi-step
process that examined consistency of responses on survey items was used.

A civilian leader is defined as an Army civilian who holds direct supervisory responsibility for
other Army civilians and/or uniformed personnel. For the purposes of this research, civilian
leaders are classified into one of two groups: managers or first line supervisors. To be included
in one of the supervisory cohorts, civilian respondents had to respond ‘yes’ that they directly
supervised subordinates (either civilian or uniformed personnel or both) and provide the
number of direct report subordinates they supervised (greater than zero). Respondents who
also indicated their direct report subordinates were supervisors themselves were classified as
managers, while those who indicated their subordinates were not supervisors were classified as
first line supervisors. As a final determining factor, an item on the survey asked respondents to
select a response that best represented their current position. These responses included short
definitions of supervisory responsibilities, and were used to classify any remaining respondents
not yet classified due to missing data for the other items. The result of this successive screening
approach defined a cohort of civilian leaders for whom data were included in the analyses
discussed in this report.

e Managers — supervise direct reports who are also supervisors (N = 2,006)

e First line supervisors — supervise employees that are non-supervisors (N = 2,971)

Data Analysis Methods

CASAL includes items that capture both quantitative (select choice) and qualitative (short
answer) responses. Most multiple choice items ask participants to respond on a scale of 1-5,
where 5 is the most favorable (e.g., very effective, strongly agree) and 1 is the least favorable
(e.g., very ineffective, strongly disagree), with a neutral middle point (3). To ease the
interpretation of results, the five point response categories are collapsed into three point
scales. For example, responses of ‘5’ (strongly agree) and ‘4’ (agree) are collapsed and reported



as the percentage of participants who “agree or strongly agree.” Thus, most charts in this
report display the percentage of favorable, neutral and unfavorable responses for an item or
rank group. The assessment of leadership in this report focuses on civilian respondents’ ratings
of other civilians leaders. A section on satisfaction with military and civilian leadership briefly
covers the ratings of military members whose immediate superior was an Army civilian and
civilians whose immediate superior was a military leader.

A useful rule of thumb in analyzing CASAL data is the two-thirds favorability threshold, whereby
item results that receive two-thirds or more favorable response (e.g., 67% agreement or
effectiveness) are considered positive. Items where favorable response falls below this
threshold and/or receive 20% or more unfavorable response are considered areas for
improvement. Similarly, a 6% difference in results between years is a useful guideline for
identifying meaningful change over time. While these rules of thumb may be applied as general
guidelines to data interpretation, each item warrants its own consideration. Several factors
impact the interpretation of item favorability and change, including the sampling error for each
sub-group, cohort and component being examined, and in some cases, variation in the way
items are worded between years. Additional statistical analyses are performed to aid in the
interpretation of the survey domains and to draw out higher level meaning across items.

Organization of Findings

Findings on the quality of leadership, climate and situational factors within the working
environment, and civilian leader development include consideration of Army civilian leader
respondents, a cohort determined in the data through the screening process described above.
For ease of interpretation, item findings are generally presented as percentages of favorable,
neutral, and unfavorable ratings. Within each sub-section of this report, key findings are
highlighted in text and summarized in call-out boxes. Each major section of the report ends
with a short summary that provides a recap of the most important findings.

Where appropriate, trend comparisons are made to CASAL findings from past years (Riley &
Fallesen, 2013; Riley, Conrad, & Keller-Glaze, 2012; Riley, Keller-Glaze, & Steele, 2011; Riley &
Steele, 2010). Comparisons to CASAL results pertaining to attitudes, opinions and ratings of
active duty uniformed leaders are made when useful or for confirmation (Riley et al., 2014).
Statistically significant differences between these groups, where relevant, are referenced in
footnotes throughout this report. CASAL findings are also supplemented with results from other
surveys that have assessed similar topic areas. Two recent survey initiatives that assessed
factors common to CASAL are the 2013 Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey (United States
Office of Personnel Management) and the 2013 Army Civilian Attitude Survey (Deputy Chief of
Staff, G1). Results of these surveys are discussed where applicable.



1. Quality of Leadership

This section discusses CASAL results for several perspectives of leadership performance and
quality. The quality of civilian leadership was assessed through ratings of effectiveness for
superiors, peers and subordinates as leaders; overall levels of satisfaction with civilian and
military leadership; and ratings for one’s immediate superior or supervisor. Leadership
performance was examined through existing doctrinal frameworks including the Army core
leader competencies and the leader attributes. A new area of focus for CASAL is the effective
use of influence methods by civilian leaders.

1.1 Perceptions of Leader Quality

CASAL has consistently captured favorable perceptions regarding the quality of leadership in
the Army. The 2013 survey found that a majority of Army civilian leaders rate their superiors,
peers and subordinates as effective leaders (see Figure 1). A larger percentage of managers rate
those with whom they work as effective leaders than do first line supervisors. The disparity in
favorable ratings between these cohorts is a pattern consistent with past CASAL results.

e Seventy percent of managers rate their superiors as effective leaders, compared to 62%
of first line supervisors.

e A majority of managers and first line supervisors view their peers as effective leaders
(78% and 69%, respectively).

e FEighty percent of managers rate their subordinates as effective leaders, compared to
66% of first line supervisors. These differences are not unexpected as first line
supervisors oversee non-supervisory civilian employees that are less likely to hold
formal leadership responsibilities.

e Overall, small percentages of civilian leaders rate their peers (7%) and subordinates (6%)
as ineffective leaders. A slightly larger percentage of managers and first line supervisors
rate their superiors as ineffective leaders (14% and 19%, respectively).



Figure 1. Effectiveness Ratings of Superiors, Peers and Subordinates as Leaders.

Satisfaction with Military and Civilian Leadership

The 2013 CASAL sought to identify new insights regarding satisfaction with the quality of
leadership in units and organizations, specifically with regard to cross-cohort perceptions (i.e.,
uniformed respondent satisfaction with Army civilian leadership and vice versa). Overall, 65% of
civilian leaders are satisfied with the quality of military leadership in their current organization,
while about one-sixth (17%) are dissatisfied. Army uniformed respondents show comparable
levels of satisfaction with the military leadership in their unit or organization (65% satisfied;
18% dissatisfied). Smaller percentages of both civilian (61%) and AC uniformed respondents
(57%) are satisfied with the quality of the civilian leadership in their current organization.
Dissatisfaction with either type of leadership is within 3% for civilians and within 1% for
uniformed respondents (see Table 1).

Table 1. Satisfaction with the Quality of Military and Civilian Leadership in the Army.

uality of Military Leadership in uality of Civilian Leadership in
CASAL Respondents Q v v P Q v P

Current Unit/Organization Current Unit/Organization
65% Satisfied 57% Satisfied
Active Duty Uniformed Cohort
18% Dissatisfied 19% Dissatisfied
First Line Supervisors) 17% Dissatisfied 20% Dissatisfied



Several multiple regression analyses® were conducted to determine the factors that
significantly explain levels of satisfaction with military leadership and civilian leadership in units
and organizations. Attitudes regarding the current working environment and perceptions of
leadership quality within units and organizations were examined to determine what impact, if
any, these factors have in reported levels of satisfaction for both military leadership and civilian
leadership.

Results of these analyses show that the factors examined (e.g., characteristics of working
environments, quality of leaders in the unit, respondents’ current morale) explain a significant
amount of variance in ratings of satisfaction for both civilian and military leadership. Further,
these factors explain more variance for within-group ratings of satisfaction with leadership (i.e.,
civilian respondents’ satisfaction with civilian leadership, R* = .65, p < .001) compared to cross-
group ratings of satisfaction (i.e., civilian respondents’ satisfaction with military leadership, R?=
.43, p < .001). This finding also extends to uniformed respondents; within-group rating (R* = .73,
p < .001) compared to cross-group ratings (R* = .35, p < .001). These findings suggest that both
civilian and uniformed leader satisfaction in the quality of leadership across cohorts is
influenced by other factors not examined by CASAL.

Results of the 2013 Army Civilian Attitude Survey provide additional indicators of civilian leader
satisfaction with the quality of leadership in Army organizations. The survey found that while
64% of civilian supervisors agreed they have a high level of respect for their organization’s
senior leaders, only about half (51%) indicated they were satisfied or very satisfied with policies
and practices of their senior leaders. Further, two-thirds (68%) agreed that their organization’s
leaders maintain high standards of honesty and integrity while just over half (52%) agreed that
in their organization, leaders generate high levels of motivation and commitment in the
workforce (Civilian Personnel Evaluation Agency, 2013).

! Multiple regression analyses were conducted using the enter method and examined the following variables to
determine their impact on levels of satisfaction with the quality of military and civilian leadership: agreement that
members of unit/organization are committed to performing at a high level; agreement that members of
unit/organization are allowed and encouraged to learn from honest mistakes; agreement that unit members are
empowered to make decisions pertaining to performance of their duties; agreement that members of
unit/organization work collaboratively to achieve results; agreement that standards are upheld; Disagreement that
discipline is a problem in the unit/organization; agreement that senior leaders in unit would take action to address
an ethical violation, if reported; overall level of trust among unit members; severity of stress from a high workload;
effectiveness of peers as leaders; effectiveness of superiors as leaders; respondent’s current level of morale; and
respondent’s agreement he/she is committed to team or immediate work unit due to sense of personal loyalty.
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Civilian Leader Effectiveness

At a more specific level, CASAL results show that a majority of civilian leaders with civilian
supervisors2 hold favorable perceptions about their effectiveness as a leader. As a broad
measure, two-thirds of civilian leaders (65%) agree or strongly agree their immediate superior is
an effective leader, while 17% disagree. Further, 57% rate their immediate superior as ‘best,
among the best, or a high performer’ compared to other leaders in a similar grade or position;
18% rate their superior as ‘worst, among the worst, or a marginal performer’ compared to
others. The results of both of these indices of immediate superior effectiveness show no
change since 2012.

Results of the 2013 Army Civilian Attitude Survey also support CASAL findings on leader
effectiveness. The survey found that 77% of civilian supervisors agreed or strongly agreed that
overall, their immediate supervisor/team leader was doing a good job. Further, 68% agreed the
manager above their immediate supervisor was doing a good job (Civilian Personnel Evaluation
Agency, 2013).

CASAL results show strong positive relationships between perceptions of immediate superior
effectiveness and several subordinate and team outcomes. Civilian leaders who view their
immediate superior as effective also tend to indicate that their superior has had a positive
impact on team cohesion (r = .82), team discipline (r =.79), subordinate motivation (r=.79) and
subordinate commitment (r =.72). Leadership quality is further evidenced through the
percentage of civilian leaders rated effective in demonstrating the core leader competencies,
the leader attributes, and various other leadership behaviors. Discussions on Army leader
performance across the doctrinal competencies and attributes are presented in the following
sections.

1.2 Leadership Requirements Model

CASAL serves as the Army’s benchmark in assessing leader effectiveness on the core leader
competencies and attributes described in the Leadership Requirements Model (ADRP 6-22).
Within the 2013 CASAL, 77% of civilian leaders indicated their immediate superior or supervisor
is an Army civilian (23% indicated they report to a uniformed leader). This section presents
findings on civilian leader effectiveness in demonstrating doctrinal competencies and attributes

2 CASAL data show fewer instances of civilian leaders reporting to a uniformed leader supervisor (n=987; 23% of
civilians) and vice versa (n=583; 6% of uniformed leaders). Specific results for these working relationships are not
included in this discussion.



and identifies strengths and areas for improvement for civilian leaders. Comparisons to ratings
of uniformed leader effectiveness on the competencies and attributes are also made.

Core Leader Competencies

Between 54% and 75% of civilian leaders rate their civilian immediate superior effective or very
effective on the ten core leader competencies (see Figure 2). Gets Results (75%) and Prepares
Self (75%) are the competencies in which civilian leaders are rated effective by the largest
percentage of