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The‘numbeﬁ of Captains leaving the Army éfter'their initial
commitment ié higher than ever and has grown to the point that -
the future of the Army may be at risk. These young officers
represenf the core leadership foundation the Army will carry
into the néxt cenfury; The Army, as én institutioﬁ, cannot
afford ﬁo lose our future‘to the civilian sector at this
crifical‘juncture in‘history. -

A iarge ﬁumber of factors are contributing to our inability
to keep our young officers in the Army. They range fﬁom lower
benefits and pay to greater family separation and excellent job
market opportunities. They are asked to move more often than
ever béfore and they live‘in substandard housing.

The Army needs to pay our Captains what‘they are worth,
‘return to the pre-1980 rétirement system, and iﬁcrease the basic
allowance for housing, Further, the service ébligation for West
Point aﬁd full scholarship ROTC cadets should be increased tov‘
seven years, permanent change of station toﬁr lengths iﬁcreased

- to at least three years, and regional home stationing allowed.
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WHERE HAVE ALL OUR CAPTAINS GONE?

An Analysis of Why Junior Army Officers Are Leaving the Service.

The number of Captains leaving the Army after their initial

commitment is higher than ever and has grown to the point that

" the future of the Army may be at risk. These young officers

represent the core leadership foundation the Army will carry

into the next century. They are the intellectual basis that

- must pin our hopes on as the high-tech Army—After—Next looms

we

on

~the horizon. The Army, as an institution, cannot afford to lose

our future to the civilian sector at this critical juncture in

‘history.

BACKGROUND

Attrition and retention have long been areas of concern

~the Army. Since the end of the draft and the institution of

all-voluntéer forcé, we héve faced the yearly challenge of»
ensuring the‘right-number of soldiérs and officers‘remain iﬁ
force. ﬁ

‘This study focuses on the junior Captain portiéﬁ of:the

overall officer population. - Although retention of all ranks

for

the‘

the

is

important, the focus is deliberately on this segment primarily

because this group of officers form the foundation of our

“future.



Today’s junior Captain represents that portion'of our Army
that will signiﬁicantiy effecf us in the future. These officers
joined the Army between 1992-1996 and represent the generation
of battalion commanders Qho will take command between 2010 and
2015. They are the fﬁture battalion and brigade commanders who
will train the Arﬁy—After—Next.

These cohort year groups are historically significant
because they are expected to lead eur Army in an era thet is
predicted to be radically different from the Army we know today.
This group of officers is expected to implement the Army~After;

Next at the grass root, battalion level.

WHERE THEY COME FROM

The junior Captain manning the force today not only carries
the burden of the future like all that came before, but does so
carrying some additional weight. |

This segment of our population is cemmonly cailed
“Generatien X”. They were born between 1965 ahd 1983 and are
significantly different from the previous "“Baby Boomer”
generation. They demand independeﬁce and they distrust
institutions yet they are as driven as any generation.l They are

characterized as the “me first”, slacker generation yet they are

2

intently focused and unafraid of both technology and change.




.Generation XAbrings to the military an entixely neﬁ outlook that
-must‘be understood and dealt with by our senior leaders.

Cohort year groups ‘92-'96 begéh the;r military training
.between 1988 and 1992 in the midsf of one of the mbstv
‘devastéting officer'reductiéns the Army has ever experiénced.
_While'Cadets at the Military Academy or in ROTC programs, their
first introduction to the Army was, for the most part, negative.
'In théir most forﬁidable yearé they‘heard and saw first handvthe
"worstvthat céuld possible happen to our officer corps.

Many witnessed their ROTC instructor or West Péint Tacticél
Officer receiving a “pink slip” from the Army. The militéry
»figufe that they most admired in many caées was asked tb'leavev
:aftef 10-12 years of dedicated service. This left a lasting
impression particularly when it came time td make caréer
~decisions. It left many of these officers asking why would
anyone waste.ten years of their life and would the Army really
Iprpvide the stable career environment they wereilooking er?3
For tqo many'the answer has been no.

At the same time‘these.cohort year groups experienced the
'drawdown, the rules changed regarding their benefits.

Retirement benefits Were'reduced for the second time before most
graduated from college and they began to see a steady cut in
medical and dental programs. Annual pay raises during this

period did not keep pace with inflation and in fact lagged far



behind their civilian counterparts.4 This contributed
substantially to the negative attitude widely held by a large
number of junior Captaips; |

The changes in the Officer Efficiency Report (OER) and the
Officer Personnel Management System (OPMS) also had a direct
impact on the career choices of the cohort ‘92-796 officer. They
afe the segment of the officer corps that will test the first
new OER in nearly twenty yéars. . They are also the group that
will determine if OPMS XXI will work. Both new systems,
although well intended, have a second order effect on the mind
of the junior officer. Both new programs add futufe uncertaiﬁty
to a personnel management system that is ofteﬁ viewéd with a
good deal of sképticism. OPMS XXI and the new OER represént
much needed improvements but at the same time add to the anxiety
of the junior Captain.

It is not surprising why many junior officers have decided
to leave the service. The cards seem stacked against them from
the’beginning both in terms of changes in potential career
advancement and because their earliest years with the military
- were marked with turmoil. When‘we take into account the
attitude our young officer brings into the military and add to
that the environment that influenced this group during‘their‘
early military service, the éutcome is not surprising. More are

leaving and our future is potentially at risk.




WHAT THE STATISTICS SAf

:'Recently released figures indicate.Captains are leaving the
‘service now at only slightly more than the pre—drawdoWn rates of
- fiscal years 1987 and 1988. A study éonductéd in Septembér 1998
;by the‘Officer'of the DepthFChief of Stéff'for Personnel

 (DCSPER) concluded that Captain loss rates in FY 96498 were only
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'slightly higher (9%) than the pre-drawdown rate (8%). Figure 1

below shows the results of that study.6 It is interesting to

ACC FY87 FY88 FY9% FY97 FY98
COL 16.8% 16.1% 14.5% 16.3% 17.9%
LTC 116% 11.0% 97% 11.1% 12.5%
MAJ  44% 45% 42% 43% 3.4%
CPT 10.8% 9.0% 7.5% 8.4% 10.0%
LT 12.0% 136% 59% 65% 6.3%
2lT  16% 13% 21% 1.8%  1.9%
TOTAL 9.0% 86% 64% 7.4% 7.7%
2LT-COL o

Figure 1

note that the study did not highlight the fact Captains are
getting oqt‘ét ipéreasing rateé.‘ Instéad, it simply showed thét
Captain attrition was now back to the i9é7 level. |

-As léte as Sépfember of 1998 the Army waé nét concefned by
‘the trend that clearly showed an increase in attrition Qver‘the
- previous three Years. By January 1999 howeﬁer, this had
‘changed. In an»inférmation paper published by DCSPER that month
“the Army now was conéerned by thé increase attrition 6f' |
fCaptains. This additional analysis highlighted the fact that

 although current losses were comparable to pre—drawdown_leVels,'

5




the number of Captains leaving prior to their Majors promotion

board was steadily increasihg.7

Figure 2 shows the results of
that analysis.8 Although DCSPER now acknowledged a concern,
their analysis and solutions were incomplete. The analysis did

not show why the junior officer was leaving and if the primary

reasons indicated a patfern. The Army; based on this analysis

@ Total Losses

m Losses before
MAJ Board

FY FY FY FY FY
87 88 96 97 98

Figure 2

proposed three solufions; first, lower the pin-on péint to First
Lieutenant, second, implement énticipated compensation and
retirement initiatives, and third, wait for force structure
initiatives to take effect.’
'DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS

Given this background, the intent now is to first look at
what caused the current shortage, second to explore the detailed
reasons why Captains are getting out to establish any trends,

and finally make several recommendations.




WHY ARE WE 'SHORT CAPTAINS?

The Captain shortage we are experiencing teday in part
etems from two phenomena. ‘First, the Army under‘accessed
‘lieutenants in fiscal years 1992 and 1993. That is, we failed
to accurately predict the correct numbers we would need.
Secdnd,.at the same time there was a pending shertage in future
.Capteins, the Army allowed many lieutenants to leave prior to
fulfilling their Active Duty Service Obligation (ADSO) . This
decision was deliberate based primarily on.the ﬁeed to adapt
quickly to shrinking budgets.
| vPredicting the futu;e only seven years ago Qas ardaunting
task. With the drawdown fully underway and end strength>figures‘
for the force in constant flux, no one could accﬁrately guess
how many Capteins would be‘needed when fhe dust finally settled.
' Nof knowiﬁg the futﬁre, except.for the‘fact-that the Army would
be smaller, led to the deCieions to bring fe&er Lieutehants into
the force.

.Compounding the problem was a perceived future overage of
Captains as fhe Army downsized. To alleviate that potentiai
problem ﬁhe Army aliowed officers to leave‘before their serviee
ebligation date. Add to this the economic boom in the early
part of this decade and the stage was set for the shortages we
are experiencing now?bThe Army leadership, for good :easoﬁs at

the time, made some decisions that ultimately caused shortages.



It was not known at the time what impact these two policies
would be only a few short years later because the personnel
system, by its nature, does not offer.immediate feedback. It
takes time for decisions to be felt and because we»operafe so
close to the margin when it comes to maintaining the correct
number of‘officers, a mistake of only 200-300 officers can cause
lasting effects.10

It is hard to criticize the Army for mistakes made during a
difficult time in our history; In the final analysis our senior
leaders did the best they cou;d withvthe information théy had at

the time decisions were made.

PERSONNEL POLICY AFFECTING RETENTION

Recent shortages do however'bring up sometimes
controversial personnel policies particularly concerning our
long standing practice of “up of out” and the current Active
Duty Service Obligation length.

'The “up or out” policy, that is the notion that an officer
must be eligible for promotion to stay in the Army, in an
environment that is so compefitive is now, more ﬁhan ever,
impacting our ability to méintain a quality junior grade

officer.ll

In the civilian sector a computer programmer 1is
allowed to do that job until retirement without penalty; In the

Army if you are a competent Captain or Major but not selected




for promotion,you are forced to leave. This is a tremendous
waste of training'and talent that we can no longer afford to
simpiy cast off especially with regard to technical skills
required in the new information age.

‘The Army recognized that not every offieer would grow up to
be the next Chief of Staff and that vital talent was leaving the
service. This recognition, in part, was the reason the Offieer
Personnei Management System XXI'was developed. ‘The officer who
may not be competitive-in a combat arms branch (armor, infantry,
artillery) could choose a different career path competing
against a different set of officers. In this way theLArmvaould

help mitigate self-imposed attrition.?

The cast-off becomes thev
produetive resource.

The cnrrent Active Duty Service Obligation length is
another policy contributing to shortages. A four or fivexyear
commitment to serve in the Army may no longer be:suffieient
given the cost of a West Point or ROTC‘education; Cost data
compiled by West Point and shown below in figure 3;>highlights
the high cest"ofveducating'and training a Lieutenant today.13
‘That cost riow seems ont of proportion to the benefit received by
the Army‘in terme of length of service. Representative Howard
Coble (R-NC), the sponsor a House bill to increase service

obligation for academy graduates to eight years, says the extra

three years of service are necessary for academy graduates to




fully repay théir education, which is valued between $215,000
and $27O,00.14 While Congressman Coble's figures are higher than
West Point's, the important point is there is a growing belief

that education expense and servicé obligation are not balanced.

Expense/

Expense/Commissioned

Expense/
Student/'Year  Degree Lieutenant

Cadet Command ,
Claremont McKenna $19,844.00 $81,956.00 $154,90
College ‘ : .
College of William and $10,082.00 $41,639.00 $114,58
Mary . '

~Cornell $21,693.00 $89,592.00 $162,54
Davidson College $19,743.00 $81,539.00 $154,48
Duke $31,287.00 $129,215.00 - $202,16
Georgetown $20,911.00 $86,362.00 $159,31
Johns Hopkins $61,715.00 $254,883.00 $327,83
MIT $37,372.00 $154,346.00 $227,29
Princeton $32,417.00 $133,882.00 $206,83
Notre Dame $15,873.00 $65,555.00 $138,50
University.of $26,605.00 $109,879.00 $182,82
Pennsylvania ‘ '
University of Virginia $14,131.00 $58,361.00 $131,31
Wake Forest $49,036.00 $202,519.00 $275,46
USMA $39,056.00 $154,275.00 $201,33

Figure 3

The short service obligation invites the West Point or ROTC

cadet to use a subsidized education to further real career

intentions. These intentions often are not likely to include 20

or 30 years of service to our country as a commissioned officer.

Scholarships have become a stepping stone to a life’s work

on Wall Street or in business.

A recent study by the Office of

Economic ‘and Manpower Analysis shows the percentage of West:

Point cadets that finish 6 years of service at just under 60%

10
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§

which is down from nearly 80% during the Reagan years of buildup

(figure 4).B Supporting the contention that service obligation

%0 Compleimg 6 Years

Clime d E wmid Mesywres dasl : ; USMA Class

Addaudl

Figure 4

is not foremost in tpe minds of many junior officers. Figure 5
‘below shows that only 42% of all company grade officers recently
surveyed intend to make the Army a céieér. Of most concefn
however is only 29% of our junior officers plan to stay beyond
thei: current obligation and another 29% plan to leave after

their current obligation.16 These attitudes are largely driven

11




Company Grade Intentions

60
>
8 40
®
e 20
]
o
0

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998

—e—Stay to Retirement
—m— Stay Beyond Current Obligation
—a—Leave After Current Obligation

Figure 5

by other factors discussed later but are influenced by the

relatively short service obligation currently imposed.
THE COMPENSATION FACTORS

Pure-personhel policies do not however tellbthe whole.
story. Compounding the accession and éarly out problems of the
past is the longer lasting issue of why so many young officers
want to get oﬁt as they feach the end of their initial service
obligation. Two broad cétegories emerged from recent studies by
the Army Research Institute and the Office of Ecdnomiq and
Manpower Analysis. The first category is relative compensation,
which includes; Captain’s bése pay, military housing, and the
retirement systems. The second category concerns the currént

attitudes about the utility of serving in the military, these

12




uinclude; pérmanent change of station moves, unagcompanied tburs,
‘family time, and the impact,of the strong economy.
| PAY AND BENEFITS |
’Baée pay for tﬁe Captain has followed é declining trend
éince the‘end‘of the Vietnam War. In fact since‘1986 base pay
has lbst, in terms 6f réal income, nearl§ $19 per year (see
f'ig‘ure}6)._17 Base pay has deqlined not only in te?ms ofbreal
dollars bﬁt in terms of related civilian'education as well.

Captain’s pay in the mid-1980s was comparable to a civilian’s

Captam’s Base Pay

1993 Dollars

$20,000 d}_@g@% S &5. BB &V b P o B ohe @ &

w-wn
Janof Given Year
Climeu - CFT Yooy 1MeDallas  Unaar P TYQHY 198 Dalais) R

Figure 6
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pay with a technical engineering degree. That however is no
longer the case. Over the past fifteen year’s the base saléry
of our Captain has grown closer to the average American income

than to the salary commanded by an engineer with a bachelor of

CPT’s Pa:;.r Vs Mlddle Class Fsmul}r Income

1998 Dollars

Figure 7

science degree.]8 The net effect of the decline in pay over time

and fhe relative strength of that pay is our officer now find’s
himself on the lower edge of the middle class (figure 7).
.Where once he lived near the upper”limit of the middle class;
the juniof officer today has the spending power nearly

equivalent to the lower middle class of our country.

14




Clearly fhe base pay of therCaptain is below that of»hié 
civilian equivalent. Few would argue that'we‘ask muCh‘moﬁé of
our junior officer than our civilian counterparts ask of their
junior employees. In addition to occasionally risking.his life,
our Officef works 50-60+ hour weeks, is fréquently on céll 24
hours a day, and haé much more responsibility than most junior
managers. It ié not unusual to find the‘fypical Army officer at
his desk during a portion of his weekend. 'To not properly
compensate for this demanding job simply means that the Army
will not be able to keep our future in uniform;

Basic monetary compensatidn iérthé‘singie most Significaﬁt
cause of the great exodus of Captains.  In the spring 1998
Sample Survey of Military Pefsonnel, basic pay was the number
one reaéon for leaving the Army.20 The Army must elevate the

junior officer back into middle-class status.

MILITARY HOUSING

Military‘housing plays an ever-increasing role in the
decision to léave the service. Over the past two decadesvthe
~average size of a civilian home has risen from 1375‘sq.—ft to
2120 sg.-ft while militafy housing size haé remained constant.
,The Captain today lives in a hbuse that is comparable in sizé to

the average civilian house in 1970. Put a different way, the

15



average size civilian house of 1996 is the military houée'the
general officer is living in today.-21

Housing, as pait of the overéll standard of living and
quality of life issﬁes, plays an important pért in shaping the
attitudes of our junibr officers. In the most recent survey of
the officer population, the Army Research Institute found the
trend toward increasing dissatisfaction with both the Army
standard of liviné and quality of life. This trend is

consistent over at least the past eight years. Figure 8 shows

Officers Reportihg Army.
- Conditions Better Than Civilian

\

40% _306%
30%
20%
10%

0%

1992 - 1996 1998
Those Leaving the Army

m Standard of Living gy Quality of Life

Figure 8
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that of‘the officers who are leaving the service foqay, only 16%
believe the standard of living provided by the Afmy‘is better |
_than in the eiviiiah world and only 9% believe the Army quality
 oflife is better.22

Military housing has not kept up with modern demand. In
‘our society today the demand is for larger housiﬁgvthat has many
more amenities than ever before. Like the autemobile where
Ccruise conﬁrol used‘to be.an option_and is noh standerd, housing
“perks” like square footage and two-car Qarages are now standard
equipment. Ih many instances on-post housing has hot‘been
renovated, enlarged, or improved Sincenthe Vietnam era. it used
fo be that living on—pdst meant you lived in a Style and qnder
eonditions better than your in the civilian community. Now it

means accepting ‘quarters that are below the minimum standard

accepted by middle-class society.

RETIREMENT BENEFITS

Since 1980 the officer retirement system has chenged twice.
First.toa sysfem called High‘ThreeAthen to the chrrent eystem’
called "RE}:DUX".Z:3 -Figure 9 is a graphie depiction of the
differences iﬁ the three retirementvsystems. The "REDUX" system
clearly falls well behind the previous tﬁo especially in terms
of total retirement‘pay per year. Regardless of how long fhe

officer is retired, the "REDUX" retirement plan consistently

17
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Figure 9

allows substantially less yearly péy than the other two systems.
When the first officers retire under the "REDUX" plan in 2011,
the net present value of their plan will ge 24% less then
officers who'retife under the High One plan.24

Military retirement benefits and particularly retirement
pay have long been the envy of the world. Réceiving one-half of‘
your base pay for life after 20 yearé of dedicated Servicé was a
major drawing card for many of us still in uniform. Two
consecutive changes in the retirement plan over the past 18

years have left an indelible mark on our officer corps. The

question concerning retirement benefits on the most recent

18




survey showed a significaht'change in attitude. Many more
officers, as shown in figure 10, now believe civilian retirement -

benefits are better than the Army’s. Regardless of career

Percent Who Believe Civilian
Retirement Better

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

m 1992

71998

Career Intentions

Figure 10

aspirations, the negative attitude toward the "REDUX" retirement
plan is significant and growing.25 The retirement issue alone is
now one of the top three reasons young officers are leaving the

service.26

19




THE ARMY ENVIRONMENT

The second major aspect effecting retentiop is the currenf
military work environment itself. People maké choices based on
their overall level of happiness or $atisfaction and over the
last decade, the satisfaction and thus desire to serve in the

military has declined. Several factors contribute to this

decline.

FREQUENT MOVES
The trend toward more frequent permanent change of station
(PCS) moves leads the list of factors most effecting desire to

serve. While a Lieutenant in his first assignment can expect to

Captains Reluctantto AcceptlLength of
Tour

60%

50%

40%
30% m1996
1% 1998
10% 0

0%

Career Intentions

- Figure 11
remain stable for up to three years, all other officers are

. : 2
moving, on average, every two years.7 From the most recent. -

20




survey, 48% of all jun;or officers indicated they were unwilling
to acceﬁt this increased ﬁoving burden. This percentage is upv”
significantly,from the previous two surveys (figure 11).28 In
“contrast, the same survey found that more bfficers are wiiling
to accept the overail'number 6f PCS moves exbected iﬁ a career.”va
The'problém is not moving but how often.

The fact that we move more frequéntly than ever before has
a iérger impact on retention. This isbespecially tfﬁe for the
Captaih wh§ is likely married to a professional.30 Gone are the
‘officers who could not wait for the next PCS move because,it
meant a new challenge in an eXciting place like Germany or4
Colorado. Gone are the four-year tours facingﬁthe Warséw Pact
in West Germany. Today the PCS move means being uprooted and
sent to Korea of Turkey probably without your family and
ptébably for more théﬁ one year. Even ‘if you move today.to.a
place 1like Germany, the chaﬁces of ending up‘ih:a peacekeépiné
mission»like qunia are very high. This ié'not an incentive but
- a stérk reality that does not sell very wellvfo the Captain

leaning toward civilian life.

TiME AWAY FROM THE FAMILY
Unaccompanied'tours are another aspect that has
significantly impacted attitudes. Results from a recent study

show that 75% of all>Captains that intended to leave the service

21



were very reluctant to accept any number of unaccompanied tours

This is partic@larly alarming given the current

(figure 12).%

‘Captains Reluctantto Accept
Unaccompanied Tours

mmi1992

& o m1996
=) : :

\,00 éo.\ beé' &OQ. _ -1998

Careerintentions

Figure 12

state of world affairs and the fact that most predictions see

more small-scale contingency operations in the Army’s future

rather than fewer.>

During the last several years, Operating Tempo (OPTEMPO),
Personnel Tempo (PERSTEMPO), and unit undermanning have led to

3

longer hours and more frequent deployments.? This has a direct

impact on family time that this generation of officer feels is
important. An o&erwhelming majority the officers surveyed
stated they were very reluctant to accept the frequency'with
which family plans would be disrupted by Armyvrequirements.
Further, that same majority was reluctant to accept the number

of weeks per year ore would typically spend away from home .>*
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Figure 13 shows those survey results. PERSTEMPO and OPTEMPO are
significant factors contributing to the decision to leave the

Army.
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Figure 13-

vTHE IMPACT FROM THE ECONOMY

- While military pay and compensation and certain work
‘environment factors affect our ability to retain top quality
Céptains one cannot ignore the U.S. economy. "“Not since the
early 1960’s has the U.S. economy had such low inflation and low.
~unemployment. It is the best economy in 30 years;"35 Since the
early i990's the feeling amoﬁg YOung officersvcoﬁcerning the
ease of:finding a goéd civilian job has remarkabiy increased.
The 1998 survey by ARI (figuré 14 below) points out clearly that
the vast majérity of Caétains, regardless of their Army céreer'
‘ihtentions, think they can easily find work outside the Army.36
The econoﬁy is such that job security offered by the military‘is

no longer a major deterrent to leaving the service.
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Figure 14
The difficulty that our young officers find leaving the

service was likewise born out_by a reéently updated ARI survey
database.’” The findings show that a good ecénomy is a two-edged
sword for the military. Not only are the Captains confident of
their ability to get the good civilian job but that drifes down
their reluctance to leave the Army. Figure 15 shows therurvey
results of asking Captains how difficult it would be to leave
the Army in the next year or so, given your own personal or
family situation.®® The trend over the past seven years is
clearly growing méking it increasingly very difficult to retain

our future.
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SUMMARY

A lérge number of factors are contributing to our inability
tb kgep oﬁr young officers in the Army; They range from lower
beﬁefits and pay to greater family separation and excellent job
market opportunities.'.“The juniof officers are slipping into
. the lowér middle class, while the standard of living for

39 They are asked to move more

 contempo£ary peers is rising.
often than ever beforévand théy live in substandard housihg.
The question th is what should’we}do?v | |
RECOMMENDATIONS
In the éverall analysis it appears that‘retaining quality

Captaihs‘and ensuring we can do so in the future will require

some changes. This issue is clearly not simply a matter of
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Generation X attitude differences, but based on real facts that

cannot be dismissed.

PERSONNEL POLICY

‘ It is time to look seriously at some of our’personnel
policies and bring themvin liné With modern reality. The Army
does not enjoy the same popularity with the X Generation as it
did with previous groups. This in part has caused recruiﬁing
and retention problems that our personnel system has yet to
adjust. Several time-honored policies‘require modifibation to
meet the demands of the next century and to compete with our
civilian brethren.

It is time to look seriously at extendiﬁg the obligation
for West Point and full scholarship ROTC Cadets. From a'ﬁure
cost versus benefit standpoint (né discount factprs, present or
future values included) of a West Point edqcation, as an
example, the Service'obligation should be extended to seven
years. Figure 16 shows this relationship graphically. The cost
tQ the Army of producing an officer through West Point is
approximately‘SZOl;OOO.m‘»If you count the base salary of that
officer as the yearly benefit to the Army, it takes about seven
years for the costs to equal the benefits. We shbuld as least

expect an equal payback for our investment.
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The notion of “up or out” has outlived its’usefulness.' Why
is it unacceptable for a Captain who haé been passedlover for
promotion to remain.in the serviée? The answer is that in these
times of increased éompetition with the civilian world it is all
right to selectivély contihue Captains on éctive duty. Here is
‘ é_pe;son who likes thé Army and wants to be in the Army but
‘missed the promotion cut by perhaps only a few people. To
‘separate him ffom the Army is not éost effective simply because
of the fime and treasury expended to train and maintains that
1offi¢ér.‘,We need td look very clbsely at whom wé separate so
that:quality people are retained and the Qurden on the systeﬁ is
at léaSt‘partially mitigated.> After all the Army pay chart
_extends‘to 26 yeérs for a Captain for a reason. ~Why not
selectively coﬂtinue_Captains and offer a fifteen-year
rétirement package? OPMS XXI addresses this problem as

mentioned before by allowing officers to select specific career
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paths where they feel most competitive. This combined with

selected continuance and an early retirement plan should help.

PAY, HOUSING, AND RETIREMENT

In order to expect to compete with the civilian sector we
must pay our officers what they are worth. Without a reasonable

compensation package we cannot expect our younger officer to

stay in the Army. As mentioned before this is the most

important aspect of the retention problem and the one that must

be addressed first.
Base pay must be increésed to a level that guarantees our

officer corps maintains an income comparable to civilians with

similar education.. This equates fo about $8000 per yéar as

shown in figure 17." That means a lump sum of $152M just to
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bring all of the Army’s Captains base pay in line with their
civilian counterparts, but well worth the investment in our
future. A similar réise across the officer corps would cost
about $450M annually.42 |

In fact steps are already underway to address the pay'
problem. In early January 1999, Senator John Warner of Virginia
prdpoéed legislation thaf woﬁld raise pay effective Januaiy 2000

® If the higher

by at least 4.8% and.perhaps as much as 10.3%.
end is realized for three consecutive yearé, then the pay issue
may be.solved; | |

The decisiqnyneeds to be made onbwhat to dd about onfpoét
~housing. This is én’issue that has been neglected for so long
that fixing‘the problem by upgrading or increasing military
housing is too costly to contemplate. The iésue is éomparablé
housing not on-post housing. EXcept for a small'percentage of
the'military workforce (key and essential persénnel)} wé‘no
" longer needvto house officers on post. Paying dﬁr soldieis an
éppropriate héusing alléwance that allows them to buy or rent
the‘same type of house their‘civilian counterpart lives in is
probably‘sufficient.- Thé exéct amount of compensation is
debatable bﬁt a fifst attempt might raise the basic ailowance
for housihg fbr a:Captain to that of a Lieutenant Colonel or
about $238 éer Captain (37% increase). If every Captain in the

Army lived off post that amounts to $4.5M annually, a small fee
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but again one worth instifuting and oné that gets right to the
heart of the problems we face. To raise all officer housing
allowances a'similar percentage would cost about $370M
annually.44

Chaﬁge the retirement system for all officers back to the
original pre—i980 “High One” system. This system worked, was a
tremendous inceﬁtive to stay in the Army, and was an‘effectife
recruiting tool. Senator Warner’s legislation calls‘for a
return to the Qriginal High-One retirement system with an option

to take an immediate $30,000 bonus and continue with "REDUX".45

PERMANENT CHANGE OF STATION MOVES

The trend toward mpre frequent moves must be reversed. We
must account for the factlﬁhat more officers are marfied to
professional spouses, which makes frequent moving difficult.
Regional stationing is an idea whose time has come. Rather thén
move an officer évery two years allvovef the globe, allow that
same.officer to home station in‘the region of his choice. By
repeatedly assigning an officer béck to his home region after‘
overseas tours, we bettgr accoﬁnt foi the dual income family,
help the officer build equity in his,home, and foster some form
of stability.

Opening up voluntafy assignments is another method of

stabilizing the officer corps. By allowing individual
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volunteers to accept assignments, many moves could potentially
‘be eliminated. The second and third order effects of such
policy are not enumerated here but rather the point is that -

something positive needs to be done to reverse this trend.

TIME AWAY FROM FAMILY

| Unaccompanied tours is an issﬁe that is perhapsyﬁhe most
diffiéult, “There wiil probably always be a signifiéant number
of o&erseas unaCcompaﬁied tours. The Army as an institution
cannot completely influence the decisibnvtd sﬁation soldiérs»in
‘harms way, but we cah make that stationing more palétable. |
‘Theie éie many seivice members who would like nothing béttef
-fhan to spend a fwenty-yéar éareer in Korea. The solﬁtion is
obvious,‘let them. Of those’neededvthat are not so inclined,
make the iollow on éssignmentiattréctive:or ailow for hoﬁe
‘stationing, gradUaté school, oi some otﬁer'incentive. Overseas
paybincentives and income tax relief are other ideas that cOuid
help. |

Another answer to unaccompanied tours is to make them fair

across the board and theréforé predicable. Evefy foicer‘shOﬁld
know and understand that one unaccompanied.tour.will be_requiréd
in the first eight years of his career. That knowledge, for
:this generation df officér, is needed and appreciated. This may

sound trivial but again'SOmething needs to be done to address
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this issue which is high'on‘the list of topics driving the young'
officer out of the Army. |

Operating and personnel tempo are other areas that need
attention but are diffiéult to reduce because the Army does not
always control our destiny. PrediCtability is the best way to
deél with this. Bosnia-is a good examplé of the Army predicting

for the 15% Cavalry and 10™ Mountain Divisions their rotations

into the Balkans.46

More or this is needed throughout the Afmy
and éspecially at Battélion level. 1If the training Schedule
says 150 field training days per year then that should be
enforced and the soldiers, including Captains will respond
favorably. |
CONCLUSIONS

The counter argument against implementing changeIWill
undoubtedly come and inevitably be made for‘the same historical
reasons; first, we cannot fiscally éfford to implement change
and second we cannot afford to lower the institution’s
standards. The right answer however is that we must change our
ways of doing business when it comes to retaining our future
leaders. . The(altérnative is a hollow leadership nucleus.that is
ill prepared to fight the battles of the next century.

We ﬁust in the end adapt to the changing economic

environment by offering our soldiers better opportunities than

the perspective civilian employer. We must look at this
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challenge_as not giving in to a generation of non-patriotic
officers but as an azimuth change to reflect reality. If we are

to retain the experience needed in the next millenium, we must

pay for it now. J

33



34




ENDNOTES
, ! Bryant Jordan, “Generation X,” Air Force Times, 14 July
1997, 14.

2 Ernest Blazar and Gidget Fuentes, “Cover Story,” Navy Times,
5 May 1997, 13. : v ‘

3 1LT(P) Jeff Casucci of 2miBattalion, 18*® Field Artillery,
interview by author, 9 June 1998, Fort Sill, OK.

* Office of Economic and Manpower Analysis, Where Have All The
Captains Gone? (West Point, N.Y.: United States Military
Academy, August 1998), 9,11.

5 LTC Doug McAllaster, “Officer Retentlon,” memorandum for
senior Army leaders, Washington, D.C., 16 September 1998.

% CPT John L. Thurman, “Loss Rate Comparlson,” information
paper for senior Army leaders, Washington, D.C., 16 September

1998.
7

LTC Al Sweetser, “Army Competltlve Category Captain loss
rates,” information paper for senior Army leaders, Washington,
D.C., 14 January 1999. :

 Ipid., 2.

° Ibid., 1.

10 e Al Sweetser of the Office of the Deputy Chlef of Staff
for Personnel, interview by author, 22 January 1999, Washington,
D.C. -« ' '
M 1pid. ‘

12 The material in this paragraph was taken from, “An Officer
Corps for the 21°° Century, OPMS XXI”, chain teaching slide
packet. , _

B MAJ David N. Fralen, “Investment in a Commissioned Officer
- USMA and ROTC,” information paper for General Sulllvan, West
P01nt NY, 23 April 1998

Mary Boyle, "Service Academy Grads Could Face 8-year
Hitch," The Patriot-News, 23 February 1999, sec. A, p.5.

> 0Office of Economic and Manpower Analysis study, 31.

16 June Jones, Attrition Among Active Component Army Captains.
Alexandria, VA.: U.S. Army Research Institute, December 1998, 7

7 0ffice of Economic and Manpower Analysis study, 9. '

8 1bid., 11.

' 1pid., 10. | ,

20 1TC Morris Peterson, “Tracking Reasons for Leaving the Army
(Before Retirement) - Spring 1998,” information paper for senior

Army leaders,‘Washington, D.C., 20 October 1998.
2l 0ffice of Economic and Manpower Analysis study, 17.
2 Jones, ARI study, 23 and 28.

35



2 REDUX is not an official Army acronym but a term used for

thezlatest retirement plan enacted in 1986.

* Office of Economic and Manpower Analysis study, 19.
25

26
27
28
29
30

Jones, ARI study, 29.

Peterson, 2.

Office of Economic and Manpower Analysis study, 27.
Jones, ARI study, 37.

Jones, ARI study, 38. ‘

June Jones of the Army Research Institute, interview by
author, 21 January 1998, Washington, D.C.

! Jones, ARI study, 32.

32 Department of Defense, Report of the Quadrennial Defense
Review May 1997 (Washington D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1997), 11.

3 OPTEMPO refers to the pace or frequency of Army unit
operations while PERSTEMPO refers to the pace of personnel
activity within those unit operations.

4 Jones, ARI study, 33,34. : -

3 0ffice of Economic and Manpower Analysis study, 5.

36 " Jones, ARI study, 40.

7 The Army Research Institute began the Survey on Officer
Careers (SOC) project in 1988 with the Longitudinal Research on
Officer Careers (LROC) Survey. This survey was conducted again
in 1989, 1990, 1992, 1996, and 1998. The data used in this
paper was taken from the 14 December 1998 updated ARI database.

8 Jones, ARI study, 41. :

39 Office of Economic and Manpower Analysis study, 35.

40 Fralen, 4.

Y office of Economic and Manpower Analysis study, 11.

2 The figures $152M and $450M were derived using strength
data presented in a noontime lecture at the Army War College by
the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff Personnel, October 1998.

3 Joseph Robinson robinsonj@awc.carlisle,army.mil, “Military
Retirement & Pay Equity Act of 1999,” Electronic mail message to
Michael Clark clarkm@awc.carlisle.army.mil, 22 January 1999.

* The figures used in this section were derived from current
Army pay and allowance tables and the strength figures as quoted
in the October 1999 lecture. :

5 Robinson, 2.

46 "1%t Cavalry Division to provide Army presence in Bosnia,"
Army Public Affairs News Release, Army News Service, (21 April
1998): 1.

36




- BIBLIOGRAPHY

Jordan, Bryant. “Generation X.” Air Force Times,v14 July 1997,
p. 12-15. ‘ '

Blazar, Ernest and Fuentes, Gldget "COver Story." Navy Times, 5
May 1997, p. 12-17.

‘Casucci, Jeff,'2m’Battalion, 18 Field Artillery.vInterview by
author, 9 June 1998, Fort Sill, OK.

~Office of Economic and Manpower Analysis. Where Have All The
Captains Gone? West Point, N.Y.: United States Military
Academy, August 1998, p. 1-35.

‘McAllaster, Doug.i“Officer Retention.” Memorandum for Senior
Army Leaders. Washington, D.C., 16 September 1998.

Thurman, John L. “Loss Rate Comparison.” Information Paper for
Senior Army Leaders, Washington, D.C., 16 September 1998.

| A

Sweetser, Al. “Army Competitive Category Captain loss rates.”
Information Paper for Senior Army Leaders, Washington, D.C.,
14 January 1999.

- Sweetser, Al, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel
Interview by author, 22 January 1999, Washlngton, D.C.

U.s. Department‘of the Army. An Officer Corps for the 21°t
Century, OPMS XXI. Chain Teaching Slide Packet.

'Fralen, David N. “Investment in a Commissioned officer - USMA
and ROTC.” Information Paper for General Sullivan. West
Point, N.Y. 23 April 1998 '

‘Boyle, Mary. "Service academy grads could‘face 84year hitch."
The Patriot-News, 23 February 1999, sec. A, p.5.

Jones, June. Attrition Among Active Component Army Captains.
Alexandria, VA.: U.S. Army Research Institute, December
1998, p. 1-38.

Peterson, Morris. “Tracking Reasons for Leaving the Army (Before
Retirement) - Spring 1998.” Information Paper for Senior
Army Leaders. Washington, D.C., 20 October 1998.

Jones, June, Army Research Institute. Interview by author, 21
January 1998, Washington, D.C.

39




Department of Defense. Report of the Quadrennial Defense Review
May 1997. Washington D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1997). ' :

Robinson, Joseph. robinsonj@awc.carlisle,army.mil. “Military
Retirement & Pay Equity Act of 1999.” Electronic mail
message to Michael Clark clarkm@awc.carlisle.army.mil, 22
January 1999. ' -

"1%t Cavalry Division to provide Army presence in Bosnia." Army
Public Affairs News Release, Army News Service, (21 April
1998): p 1-2. -

38




