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Preface

Several recent studies, including one authorized under the 2002 
National Defense Authorization Act, have indicated the need for the 
U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) to update the practice, policy, and 
law applied to joint officer management and Joint Professional Military 
Education (JPME) to meet the demands of a new era more effectively. 

In 2003, DoD asked the RAND National Defense Research Insti-
tute to undertake an analysis that would provide overarching guidance 
on officer education and development in joint matters. The results of 
that effort were documented in Framing a Strategic Approach for Joint 
Officer Management1 and in a companion report, Framing a Strategic 
Approach for Reserve Component Joint Officer Management.2 

One of the goals of the current project, which builds on the ear-
lier effort, is to operationalize this strategic approach for joint officer 
management in the active component through extensive data analysis 
and complex modeling. As a lead-in to this effort, in summer 2005, the 
research sponsor and another organization conducted the Joint Officer 
Management Census survey (the JOM survey) of individuals serving in 
billets that were likely to either require prior joint experience or provide 

1	  Harry J. Thie, Margaret C. Harrell, Roland J. Yardley, Marian Oshiro, Holly Ann Potter, 
Peter Schirmer, and Nelson Lim, Framing a Strategic Approach for Joint Officer Management, 
Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, MG-306-OSD, 2005.
2	  Harry J. Thie, Margaret C. Harrell, Sheila Nataraj Kirby, Al Crego, Roland J. Yardley, 
and Sonia Nagda, Framing a Strategic Approach for Reserve Component Joint Officer Manage-
ment, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, MG-517-OSD, 2006.
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officers with joint experience. An earlier report3 provided an overview 
of the survey responses, including the extent to which officers believe 
that their assignments provide them with joint experience or require 
them to have prior joint education, training, or experience. 

This report uses data from the 2005 JOM survey to examine fur-
ther the demand for and supply of “jointness” in billets. These billets 
include those on the current Joint Duty Assignment List (JDAL), for-
mally recognized in law as providing joint experience and thus eligible 
for joint duty credit; those in external organizations with some billets on 
the JDAL; and internal service billets that are currently excluded from 
consideration for joint duty credit. The report focuses on three areas: 
(1) analyzing the characteristics that measure “jointness” of a billet and 
using that analysis to identify billets that could be recommended for 
inclusion in the JDAL; (2) determining whether sufficient numbers of 
officers with joint education, training, and experience are likely to be 
available to satisfy DoD’s needs; and (3) exploring whether and how 
the experiences of selected communities of officers—for example, those 
assigned to billets dealing with acquisition matters—differ from those 
of their peers. As such, this report should be of particular interest to 
military personnel managers dealing with joint officer management 
issues or particular communities of officers. Findings from the analy-
ses were provided to the sponsor and used in developing DoD’s new 
strategic plan for joint officer management and JPME, issued in April 
2006,4 and the implementation plan for the new joint officer quali-
fication system, issued in March 2007.5 Because the work presented 
here predates the new system now being implemented, we present the 
recommendations as they were initially provided to the sponsor. Many 
of these recommendations have been incorporated into the new joint 
officer qualification system. 

3	  Sheila Nataraj Kirby, Al Crego, Harry J. Thie, Margaret C. Harrell, Kimberly Curry 
Hall, and Michael S. Tseng, Who Is “Joint”? New Evidence from the 2005 Joint Officer Man-
agement Census Survey, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, TR-349-OSD, 2006.
4	  DoD, Strategic Plan for Joint Officer Management and Joint Professional Military Educa-
tion, 2006.
5	  DoD, Joint Qualification System Implementation Plan, March 2007. 
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Summary

Background and Purpose of Project

Since 1991, successes in Iraq (Operations Desert Shield and Storm), 
Bosnia, and Afghanistan (among others), and more recently in Opera-
tion Iraqi Freedom, have testified to the effectiveness of the joint mili-
tary force and its warfighting potential. The ways in which joint offi-
cers are currently educated and trained are largely governed by Title IV 
of the Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1986 (GNA).6,7 However, it is increas-
ingly recognized that the current approach to joint matters needs to 
evolve from its current static format to a more dynamic approach that 
broadens the definitions of joint matters and joint qualifications and 

6	  Public Law 99-433, Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 
1986, October 1, 1986.
7	  Throughout this report we use the term joint as shorthand to refer to the management of 
officers with education and assignments in joint matters. DoD defines joint matters as 

Matters related to the achievement of unified action by multiple military forces in opera-
tions conducted across domains such as land, sea, or air, in space, or in the information 
environment, including matters relating to national military strategy; strategic planning 
and contingency planning; command and control of operations under unified com-
mand; national security planning with other departments and agencies of the United 
States; and combined operations with military forces of allied nations. In the context of 
joint matters, the term “multiple military forces” refers to forces that involve participa-
tion from the armed forces and one or more of the following: other departments and 
agencies of the United States; the military forces or agencies of other countries; non-
governmental persons or entities. (DoD, “DoD Joint Officer Management Program,” 
DoD Instruction 1300.19, August 21, 2008.)
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allows for multiple paths to growing joint officers.8 DoD’s most recent 
strategic plan for joint officer management and joint officer develop-
ment states eloquently,

Joint Task Forces (JTFs) now define the way we array our armed 
forces for both war and operations other than war. The effective-
ness of joint operations is no longer simply the integration and/or 
interoperability of two or more military services; it requires the 
synergistic employment of forces from multiple services, agen-
cies, and nations. Non-governmental agencies and commercial 
enterprises must now be routinely combined with these tradi-
tional military forces and the interagency component to achieve 
national objectives. Such a dynamic and varied environment 
demands flexibility, responsiveness, and adaptability not only 
from the individual Soldiers, Sailors, Airmen, and Marines, but 
also from the processes supporting them.9

In 2003, DoD asked the RAND National Defense Research Insti-
tute to undertake an analysis that would provide overarching guidance 
on officer training and development in joint matters. The results of 
that effort were documented in Framing a Strategic Approach for Joint 
Officer Management.10 That work indicated that the next step in the 
approach to joint officer management was to implement the strategic 
plan, a step that would require extensive data on the billets that require 
or provide joint experience. The prior report outlined a plan to collect 
the relevant data. 

This plan was implemented by the sponsor office, which con-
ducted a Web-based survey of individuals serving in joint or potentially 

8	  U.S. General Accounting Office, Joint Officer Development Has Improved, But a Strategic 
Approach Is Needed, Washington, D.C., GAO-03-238, 2002; Booz Allen Hamilton, Inde-
pendent Study of Joint Officer Management and Joint Professional Military Education, McLean, 
Va., 2003.
9	  DoD, Strategic Plan for Joint Officer Management and Joint Professional Military Educa-
tion, 2006, p. 3.
10	  Harry J. Thie, Margaret C. Harrell, Roland J. Yardley, Marian Oshiro, Holly Ann Potter, 
Peter Schirmer, and Nelson Lim, Framing a Strategic Approach for Joint Officer Management, 
Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, MG-306-OSD, 2005.
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joint billets in the summer of 2005. These billets included those on the 
current JDAL, formally recognized in law as providing joint experience 
and thus eligible for joint duty credit; those in external organizations 
with some billets on the JDAL; and internal service billets nominated 
by the services as “potentially joint” that are currently excluded from 
consideration for joint duty credit.11 

A companion report by Kirby et al. provides an overview of the 
survey responses.12 In the current report, we use data from the 2005 
survey to examine the demand for and supply of “jointness” in billets. 
The report focuses on three areas: (1) analyzing the characteristics that 
measure “jointness” of a billet and using that analysis to identify bil-
lets with joint content; (2) determining whether sufficient numbers of 
officers with joint education, training, and experience are likely to be 
available to satisfy DoD’s needs; and (3) exploring whether and how 
the experiences of selected communities of officers—for example, those 
assigned to billets dealing with acquisition matters—differ from those 
of their peers. 

Findings from these analyses were provided to the sponsor and 
used in developing the DoD’s new Strategic Plan for Joint Officer 
Management and Joint Professional Military Education, issued in April 
2006,13 and the implementation plan for the new joint officer quali-
fication system, issued in March 2007.14 Because the work presented 
here predates the new system now being implemented, we present the 
recommendations as they were initially provided to the sponsor. Many 
of these recommendations have been incorporated into the new joint 
officer qualification system.

11	  Internal service organizations are those that consist almost exclusively of personnel from 
a single service, and whose command structure is of that service (e.g., combat units, service 
staff). External organizations are those that include individuals from multiple services, and 
whose command structure is inclusive of multiple services (e.g., defense agencies, combatant 
commands, JTFs, joint staff).
12	  Sheila Nataraj Kirby, Al Crego, Harry J. Thie, Margaret C. Harrell, Kimberly Curry 
Hall, and Michael S. Tseng, Who Is “Joint”? New Evidence from the 2005 Joint Officer Man-
agement Census Survey, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, TR-349-OSD, 2006.
13	  DoD, 2006. 
14	  DoD, Joint Qualification System Implementation Plan, March 2007.
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Findings from the 2005 Joint Officer Management Census 
Survey

The analyses reported in Kirby et al. (2006) used two major classifica-
tion schemes to examine differences in survey responses. In the first 
scheme, billets were characterized as JDAL billets, non-JDAL billets 
in external organizations that have some JDAL billets, or internal ser-
vice billets. The second scheme analyzed billets according to the major 
billet organization in which the billet was located. The survey gath-
ered information by asking about billet characteristics that are gener-
ally regarded as defining jointness. This information included the types 
of tasks, whether or not the billet was supervised by the same service, 
the frequency and number of interactions with organizations and indi-
viduals from other services, the perceived need for prior joint experi-
ence or joint education, and the types of joint experience provided by 
the billet.

Four tasks were selected as representing “highly joint” activi-
ties: (1) providing strategic direction and integration, (2) developing/
assessing joint policies, (3) developing/assessing joint doctrine, and 
(4) fostering multinational, interagency, or regional relations. Close to 
80 percent of JDAL officers performed one or more of these tasks, and 
27 percent of JDAL officers performed at least three of these tasks. In 
contrast, only 45 percent of officers in internal service billets performed 
any of these joint tasks, and less than 10 percent of officers in internal 
service billets performed three or more of these tasks. 

The analysis also considered the extent to which officers were 
interacting with organizations or personnel from other services. Offi-
cers in JDAL billets reported the highest frequency of interactions with 
organizations in other services. When considered by organization, offi-
cers working in Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) or Joint Staff 
billets had the most non-own–service organizational interactions com-
pared with officers in internal service billets. Likewise, officers in JDAL 
and non-JDAL external organization billets had more reported interac-
tions with individuals from other services than did officers in internal 
service billets. Related to this, close to 80 percent of JDAL billets and 
75 percent of non-JDAL external billets were supervised by personnel 
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from another service, compared with about 20 percent of internal bil-
lets surveyed.

In terms of joint experience (multiservice, multinational, and 
interagency), the analysis found that 87 percent of officers in JDAL 
billets reported that they gained significant experience in multiservice 
matters, and 65 to 75 percent reported gaining significant experience 
in multinational and interagency matters. Officers in non-JDAL exter-
nal billets were more likely to gain multinational than multiservice 
or interagency expertise. Officers serving in service-nominated billets 
were less likely to gain these types of expertise, compared with other 
surveyed officers.

The survey asked officers whether Phase II JPME (JPME II) and 
prior joint experience were either required or desired to perform the 
duties of the billet successfully. The majority of all officers surveyed, 
regardless of organization, reported a need for joint education and 
experience. Even 70 to 80 percent of officers serving in internal service 
billets indicated such a need.

Identifying Attributes of Joint Billets

One of the main purposes of the new study was to examine and iden-
tify the characteristics of joint billets with a view to developing criteria 
that could be used to classify future billets as suitable for the JDAL. 
We used a number of different classification methods to try to iden-
tify clusters of variables that appeared to characterize “joint” billets; 
to check the robustness of these findings across different samples and 
different techniques; and to identify “misclassified” cases, in particu-
lar, groups of non-JDAL billets in external organizations and service-
nominated billets that appeared to share the attributes of JDAL billets. 
We started with one major underlying presumption—that JDAL bil-
lets characterize “joint” billets, so non-JDAL billets that rank high on 
similar characteristics might be billets that could qualify their incum-
bents for joint duty credit. 

We explored three main avenues in our research: (1) classification 
techniques, such as classification and regression tree analysis (CART) 
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and nonparametric kernel classification, to identify variables that offer 
some ability to discriminate among groups; (2) exploration of corre-
lations among the data to see if characteristics could be pared down 
to some smaller subset of underlying attributes or “factors” through 
factor analysis; and (3) logistic regression models to identify factors that 
appeared to distinguish JDAL billets from non-JDAL billets and to use 
these factors to identify a set of non-JDAL billets that were “closer” to 
JDAL billets than non-JDAL billets.

These variables used in the analyses included (1) types of tasks 
performed; (2) substitutability of civilians or other service members 
in a given billet; (3) types of knowledge, education, and experience 
required for or provided by the billet; (4) interactions and service with 
organizations and personnel outside of own service; and (5) other char-
acteristics of the billets in terms of assignment, location, and pays.

Table S.1 identifies the variables that were significant in classifying 
and distinguishing among the three types of billets—JDAL, external 
organization, and service-nominated. Because the factor analysis had 
identified natural groupings of the variables, we grouped these variables 
according to the nine factors identified by the factor analysis. Some 
variables were robust across the different techniques in discriminat-
ing billets. These included (1) whether the billet involved serving with 
other military departments; (2) whether the billet was primarily tacti-
cal, operational, or strategic in nature; (3) the types of experiences pro-
vided by the billet, especially multiservice and interagency experience; 
(4) whether the billet involved having frequent interactions with dif-
ferent types of non-own–service personnel;15 and (5) whether the billet 
involved frequent interactions with non-own–service organizations. 

The table does not make an attempt to rank the relative importance 
of the variables across the various methods. Each method, of course, 
uses a different criterion for determining significance. For example, 
CART uses cross-validation and pruning, while logistic regression uses 
traditional significance testing. Ranking the variables in order of impor-
tance could be done through simulation methods, which were outside 

15	  Non-own–service personnel include DoD military or civilian personnel from a different 
service than the referent individual.
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Table S.1
Summary of Variables Selected by Various Analyses as Important in 
Classification of Billets, Organized by Factor

Variable CART
Heuristic 
Approach

Logistic 
Regression  

(JDAL Versus 
Service-

Nominated 
Billets)

Logistic 
Regression 

(JDAL Versus  
Non-JDAL 
External 

Organization 
Billets)

Deployment

Currently serving at 
home base √ √

Currently receiving 
family separation 
allowances

√ √

Currently receiving 
hostile pay

Currently receiving 
hardship pay √

Currently receiving 
combat tax exclusion √

Joint tasks

Perform “develop joint 
doctrine” task √ √

Perform “develop joint 
policies” task

Task of developing joint 
doctrine important to 
job

Task of developing 
joint policies important 
to job

√

Job assessment

Billet gives significant 
experience in 
multiservice matters

√ √ √

Billet gives significant 
experience in 
multinational matters

√ √

Billet gives significant 
experience in 
interagency matters

√ √ √
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Prior joint experience 
desired or required for 
job performance 

√ √

Civilian could perform 
billet duties effectively √ √

Billet summary 
(primarily tactical, 
operational, or 
strategic in nature)

√ √ √

Number of knowledge 
elements required for 
job

√

Number of knowledge 
elements in which job 
incumbent will gain 
proficiency by serving 
in job

√ √

Number of Level 1 
or Level 2 non-own–
service supervisors

√

Job does not require 
unique knowledge of 
own service

√ √

Billet involves serving 
full-time with members 
from another military 
department

√ √ √

Number of types of 
personnel with whom 
incumbent interacts 
frequently

√ √ √

Organizational interactions

Perform “foster 
complex relations” task √ √

Task of fostering 
complex relations is 
important to job

√ √

Table S.1—Continued

Variable CART
Heuristic 
Approach

Logistic 
Regression  

(JDAL Versus 
Service-

Nominated 
Billets)

Logistic 
Regression 

(JDAL Versus  
Non-JDAL 
External 

Organization 
Billets)
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Perform “strategic 
direction and 
integration” task

√

Task of providing 
strategic direction and 
integration important 
to job

√

Serving in a JTF 
Headquarters Staff 
billet

√ √

Serving in a JTF 
subordinate 
organization billet

Serving in a JTF service 
component billet √ √

Multinational assignment

Billet involves full-
time service with 
armed forces of 
another country or 
international military/
treaty organization

√

Assigned 
simultaneously to 
own service and 
joint, combined, 
or multinational 
organization

√

Other variables

JPME II desired or 
required for job 
performance

√ √

Number of non-own–
service organizations 
with whom incumbent 
interacts frequently

√ √

Table S.1—Continued

Variable CART
Heuristic 
Approach

Logistic 
Regression  

(JDAL Versus 
Service-

Nominated 
Billets)

Logistic 
Regression 

(JDAL Versus  
Non-JDAL 
External 

Organization 
Billets)
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the scope of the project. Our purpose here was more limited. We were 
interested in identifying characteristics that appeared to discriminate 
“more-joint” billets from “less-joint” billets across a variety of statistical 
classification methods. The objective was to present policymakers with 
a robust range of characteristics that they could use to identify posi-
tions for which joint duty credit should be awarded or which are good 
candidates for the JDAL. Policymakers may choose to assign different 
weights to the variables in determining jointness, something we were 
not able to do in our analysis. 

There was a good deal of consistency in the variables identified by 
the various methods as important discriminators of billets that resem-
ble JDAL billets. The list of variables may prove useful in develop-
ing guidelines and criteria for evaluating individual billets. Currently, 
officers receive joint credit for serving in positions on the JDAL. As 
we have pointed out elsewhere, one frequent criticism of the current 
system is that officers are serving in non-JDAL assignments that pro-
vide a rich joint experience but do not grant the officers joint credit.16 
Likewise, there are officers serving in assignments on the JDAL that 
may not provide what some would consider a joint experience, either 
because of the content of their work or because of limited interaction 
with other services, nations, or agencies. Our analysis provides evi-
dence to support both these assertions. 

Determining Whether There Are Sufficient Joint-
Experienced Officers to Meet the Demand for Them

We modeled the extent to which there is a sufficient number of officers 
with joint experience to satisfy the demand for such officers. The key 
inputs included the number of billets that require prior joint experience, 
the number of billets that provide officers with joint experience, and 
the management model used to assign, promote, and retain those offi-

16	  Thie at al., 2005; Harry J. Thie, Margaret C. Harrell, Sheila Nataraj Kirby, Al Crego, 
Roland J. Yardley, and Sonia Nagda, Framing a Strategic Approach for Reserve Component Joint 
Officer Management, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, MG-517-OSD, 2006.
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cers. This analysis included excursions for four communities of officers: 
Army Infantry, Navy Surface Warfare officers, Air Force Space and 
Missile officers, and Marine Corps ground officers. For each commu-
nity, we explored two supply situations. First, we considered the impli-
cations if only officers serving in billets currently on the JDAL received 
valid joint experience, and, second, we considered the implications of 
also acknowledging those billets for which survey respondents reported 
that they received significant joint experience. For each community, we 
also explored the implications of three demand situations: demand for 
joint experience that was limited only to today’s critical billets; demand 
to fill all the billets that survey respondents indicated required prior 
joint experience; and demand to fill the billets that survey respondents 
indicated either required or desired prior joint experience. We matched 
each supply possibility to each demand possibility, using three different 
management frameworks (further discussed below).

This modeling and analysis indicates that whether there are suf-
ficient numbers of joint-experienced officers depends more on the 
assumptions made about demand than about supply. There will likely 
not be any difficulty developing and managing sufficient joint officers 
to fill critical billets—those currently acknowledged as requiring prior 
joint experience. It will be more challenging to fill billets that survey 
respondents indicated would benefit from prior joint experience, and it 
does not appear feasible to assign an officer with prior joint experience 
to every billet for which prior joint experience is required or desired. 
One challenge of joint officer management is that so many of the billets 
that might benefit from prior joint experience also provide joint experi-
ence. Thus, one management tradeoff is determining whether to maxi-
mize the performance in those billets by assigning officers with prior 
joint experience, or whether to provide other officers the opportunity 
to gain joint experience.

Our analysis found that it was considerably easier to satisfy the 
identified need for joint-experienced officers if officers could obtain 
valid joint experience from billets that were identified by survey respon-
dents as providing a valid joint experience, rather than only from billets 
on the current JDAL.
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The analysis reported here was based, in part, on the differences 
among the three management frameworks, which determined how 
officers were assigned, promoted, and retained: (1) the managing 
leadership succession model, in which officers are managed as future 
military leaders and thus experience shorter joint assignments and 
higher promotion rates; (2) a managing competencies system, which 
places emphasis on developing intensely experienced officers in joint 
matters and would result in something that might be considered a 
joint cadre that experienced longer and repeated joint assignments; and 
(3) a managing skills system, which would distribute joint experience 
throughout the officer corps.

Throughout this analysis, our determination of “sufficient to meet 
demand” varies by the communities examined and the management 
model employed. For example, the managing leadership succession 
model, in which more officers serve in shorter joint assignments and 
then are retained and promoted, provides the greatest ratio of joint-
experienced officers to billets. However, other management frame-
works might require lower ratios. For example, joint officers in a man-
aging competencies framework would be expected to serve multiple 
joint assignments, and thus there may be fewer competing opportuni-
ties for each individual officer.

Recommendations

Currently, officers receive joint credit for serving in positions on the 
JDAL. However, our analysis supports two frequent criticisms. First, 
officers are serving in non-JDAL assignments that provide a rich joint 
experience but do not grant the officers joint credit. Second, there are 
officers serving in assignments on the JDAL that may not provide what 
some would consider a joint experience, either because of the content 
of their work or because of limited interaction with other services, 
nations, or agencies. 

In a previous report, we suggested that a point system be con-
sidered in which individuals could petition to receive credit for joint 
duty assignments not currently included on the JDAL by developing 
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portfolios to be evaluated by officer boards.17 The variables associated 
with jointness identified in the statistical analysis in this report would 
provide a good start at outlining the guidelines for putting together 
such portfolios and criteria for evaluating them.

The best management system in terms of feasibility, manage-
ment flexibility, and movement toward the Chairman’s vision for joint 
officer development18 is to recognize that a larger number of billets 
require prior experience and to use a modified JDAL system that allows 
individual officer assessment of joint experience and accredits officers 
accordingly. Our recommendations include the following:

Maintain a billet-based system that is an organization-based •	
system and supplement it with an individual-based system. In 
other words, judge all the billets within an organization to be 
equally joint, and supplement this system with an evaluation of 
individuals’ cumulative joint experiences gained elsewhere.
When implementing an individual-based system, recognize inten-•	
sity of experience when considering those in either non-JDAL bil-
lets or those in JDAL billets with tenure appeals.
Because they include joint content, consider O-3 billets for inclu-•	
sion on the JDAL and consider experience in O-3 billets when 
assessing the joint experience of individuals. 
Consider recency of experience when measuring an individual’s •	
experience. Thus, if a senior officer’s only joint experience was 
gained as an O-3, that prior assignment may not provide sufficient 
prerequisite experience for important senior joint assignments.
Consider managing (and tracking relevant experience) separately •	
for multiservice, multinational, and interagency matters.
Reconsider the exclusion of certain occupational groups from the •	
JDAL.
When determining tenure restrictions for joint credit, recognize •	
that it is in the best interest of the joint organization to have 

17	  Thie et al., 2006.
18	  Joint Chiefs of Staff, CJCS Vision for Joint Officer Development, Washington, D.C., 
November 2005.



xxxii    A Strategic Approach to Joint Officer Management: Analysis and Modeling

longer-tenured personnel, but that the average individual gains 
acculturation and joint experience quickly. Thus, tenure restric-
tions may benefit the organization more but may be less relevant 
to determining who has received a valid joint experience.

Many of these recommendations have been incorporated into the 
new joint officer qualification system implemented in October 2007.
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Abbreviations

CART classification and regression tree analysis

CENTCOM U.S. Central Command

COCOM combatant command

CSA combat support agency

DMDC Defense Manpower Data Center

DoD U.S. Department of Defense

GNA Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1986

JDAL Joint Duty Assignment List

JOM survey Joint Officer Management Census survey

JPME Joint Professional Military Education

JPME II Phase II Joint Professional Military Education

JPO Joint Program Office

JSO Joint Specialty Officer

JTF Joint Task Force

OSD Office of the Secretary of Defense
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Chapter One

Introduction

Background and Purpose of Project

Since 1991, successes in Iraq (Operations Desert Shield and Desert 
Storm), Bosnia and Afghanistan (among others), and more recently 
in Operation Iraqi Freedom, have testified to the effectiveness of the 
joint military force and its warfighting potential. The ways in which 
joint officers are currently educated and trained are largely governed 
by Title IV of the Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1986 (GNA).1 However, 
it is increasingly recognized that the current approach to joint mat-
ters needs to evolve from its current static format to a more dynamic 
approach that broadens the definitions of joint matters and joint quali-

1	  Throughout this report we use the term joint as shorthand to refer to the management of 
officers with education and assignments in joint matters. The U.S. Department of Defense 
(DoD) defines joint matters as 

Matters related to the achievement of unified action by multiple military forces in opera-
tions conducted across domains such as land, sea, or air, in space, or in the information 
environment, including matters relating to national military strategy; strategic planning 
and contingency planning; command and control of operations under unified com-
mand; national security planning with other departments and agencies of the United 
States; and combined operations with military forces of allied nations. In the context of 
joint matters, the term “multiple military forces” refers to forces that involve participa-
tion from the armed forces and one or more of the following: other departments and 
agencies of the United States; the military forces or agencies of other countries; non-
governmental persons or entities. (DoD, “DoD Joint Officer Management Program,” 
DoD Instruction 1300.19, August 21, 2008.)
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fications and allows for multiple paths to growing joint officers.2 DoD’s 
most recent strategic plan for joint officer management and joint officer 
development states eloquently,

Joint Task Forces (JTFs) now define the way we array our armed 
forces for war and operations other than war. The effectiveness 
of joint operations is no longer simply the integration and/or 
interoperability of two or more military services; it involves the 
synergistic employment of multi-component forces from multiple 
services, agencies, and nations. Non-governmental agencies and 
commercial enterprises must now be routinely combined with 
traditional military forces to achieve national objectives. Such a 
dynamic and varied environment demands flexibility, responsive-
ness, and adaptability not only from the individual Soldiers, Sail-
ors, Airmen, and Marines, but also from the processes which support 
them.3

The RAND National Defense Research Institute was asked in 
fiscal year 2003 to undertake an analysis that was intentionally broad—
looking beyond joint manpower issues to establish the context for offi-
cer development in joint matters. That analysis was designed to con-
ceptualize a strategic approach for officer development in such matters. 
The intent of such a strategic approach is to provide overarching guid-
ance on officer training and development in joint matters to best meet 
DoD’s mission and goals in the context of evolving combatant com-
mand (COCOM) and service requirements, revolutionary changes in 
technology, and a dramatic cultural shift in the military that require the 
services to move from differentiation to integration of their workforces. 
Thus, a strategic approach to human resource management determines 
which critical workforce characteristic(s) are needed, given missions, 
goals, and desired organizational outcomes; assesses the availability 

2	  U.S. General Accounting Office, Joint Officer Development Has Improved, But a Strategic 
Approach is Needed, Washington, D.C., GAO-03-238, 2002; Booz Allen Hamilton, Inde-
pendent Study of Joint Officer Management and Joint Professional Military Education, McLean, 
Va., 2003.
3	  DoD, Strategic Plan for Joint Officer Management and Joint Professional Military Educa-
tion, 2006, pp. 2–3. Italics added.
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of the characteristic(s) now and in the future; and suggests changes 
in management practices for personnel with those characteristic(s) to 
minimize gaps between need and availability. 

The results of that earlier effort are documented in Framing a 
Strategic Approach for Joint Officer Management,4 which presented the 
findings of the joint officer analysis, a conceptual strategic approach 
for joint officer management, and recommendations to implement the 
strategic plan. That report also pointed out that the next research step 
to operationalize or implement the strategic plan for joint officer man-
agement was to gather extensive data on billets that require joint expe-
rience, education, or training and billets that provide such experience, 
and it outlined a detailed plan for gathering the data. 

This plan was subsequently implemented by the research sponsor. 
The sponsor conducted a Web-based survey of individuals serving in 
joint or potentially joint billets in the summer of 2005. Surveyed billets 
included those currently on the Joint Duty Assignment List (JDAL), 
non-JDAL billets in external organizations that have some billets on 
the JDAL, and non-JDAL internal service billets nominated by the 
services.5 A second report6 provided an overview of the approximately 
21,000 responses to the Joint Officer Management Census survey 
(hereafter the JOM survey). The report was designed to set the stage 
for the more complex task of analytic job evaluation—the subject of 
the current report. It examined officers’ responses to questions regard-
ing their backgrounds and assignments, including the extent to which 
officers believed their assignment provided them with joint experience 

4	  Harry J. Thie, Margaret C. Harrell, Roland J. Yardley, Marian Oshiro, Holly Ann Potter, 
Peter Schirmer, and Nelson Lim, Framing a Strategic Approach for Joint Officer Management, 
Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, MG-306-OSD, 2005.
5	  Internal service organizations are those that consist almost exclusively of personnel from 
a single service, and whose command structure is of that service (e.g., combat units, service 
staff). External organizations are those that include individuals from multiple services, and 
whose command structure is inclusive of multiple services (e.g., defense agencies, COCOMs, 
JTFs, joint staff).
6	  Sheila Nataraj Kirby, Al Crego, Harry J. Thie, Margaret C. Harrell, Kimberly Curry 
Hall, and Michael S. Tseng, Who Is “Joint”? New Evidence from the 2005 Joint Officer Man-
agement Census Survey, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, 2006.
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or required them to have had prior joint education, training, or experi-
ence and whether and how these answers differed across the organiza-
tions and/or services in which these billets were located. 

Purpose and Organization of Report

This report uses data from the 2005 JOM survey to examine the 
demand for and supply of “jointness” in billets. As mentioned above, 
these billets include those on the current JDAL, which are formally 
recognized in law as providing joint experience and thus eligible for 
joint duty credit; those in external organizations with some billets 
on the JDAL; and internal service billets that are currently excluded 
from consideration for joint duty credit. The report focuses on three 
areas: (1) analyzing the characteristics that measure “jointness” of a 
billet and using that analysis to identify billets with joint content; 
(2) determining whether sufficient numbers of officers with joint edu-
cation, training, and experience are likely to be available to satisfy 
DoD’s needs; and (3) exploring whether and how the experiences of 
selected communities of officers—for example, those assigned to billets 
dealing with acquisition matters—differ from those of their peers. As 
such, this report should be of particular interest to military personnel 
managers dealing with joint officer management issues or particular 
communities of officers. 

Findings from these analyses and from Kirby et al. (2006) were 
provided to the sponsor and used in developing DoD’s new Strategic 
Plan for Joint Officer Management and Joint Professional Military Educa-
tion, issued in April 2006,7 and the implementation plan for the new 
joint officer qualification system, issued in March 2007.8 Because the 
work presented here predates the new system now being implemented, 
we present the recommendations as they were initially provided to the 

7	  DoD, Strategic Plan for Joint Officer Management and Joint Professional Military Educa-
tion, 2006.
8	  DoD, Joint Qualification System Implementation Plan, March 2007.
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sponsor. Many of these recommendations have been incorporated into 
the new joint officer qualification system. 

The report is organized as follows. Chapter Two presents a brief 
overview of findings from the 2005 JOM survey taken from the Kirby 
et al. (2006) report. The next three chapters deal directly with the three 
central questions highlighted above. Chapter Three examines the char-
acteristics of billets that might suggest their level of jointness. Chapter 
Four considers whether there will be sufficient joint-experienced officers 
to satisfy the demand for them. Chapter Five discusses billets involved 
with acquisition matters and examines how these billets compare with 
JDAL billets in terms of work, experiences, and requirements for joint 
education and prior experience. Chapter Six discusses other related 
issues, such as intensity and duration of experience and accrediting 
officers with joint experience. Chapter Seven provides conclusions and 
recommendations. The supporting appendixes include the JOM survey 
protocol and a description of the joint officer management model. 
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Chapter Two

Findings from the 2005 Joint Officer 
Management Census Survey

Background

The JOM survey addresses the following types of billets:

billets currently on the JDAL•	 1

non-JDAL billets in external organizations that have some billets •	
on the JDAL
internal service billets not on the JDAL that were nominated by •	
the services as likely to provide joint experience or to require joint 
experience or joint education.

Services and external organizations were asked to identify (1) billets 
for which a prerequisite Joint Professional Military Education (JPME) 
course and/or experience gained through a previous joint tour of duty 
might better qualify an officer to perform the mission requirements of 
his or her position and (2) billets that provide officers with significant 
experience in joint matters (for example, billets that provide incum-
bents with multinational, multiservice, or interagency experience) and 

1	  At the time of the survey, a joint duty assignment was defined as an assignment to a 
billet in a multiservice or multinational command/activity that is involved in the integrated 
employment or support of the land, sea, and air forces of at least two of the three military 
departments. The JDAL is a consolidated roll that contains all billets that are approved joint 
duty assignments for which joint credit can be applied. Billets are added to and deleted from 
the JDAL, and there is a validation process to review positions nominated for addition. 
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thus could be deemed to be similar to joint duty assignments. Each 
service used its own criteria for nominating billets. 

Although the intention had been to survey all billets that met 
the criteria above—in other words, to conduct a census of actual and 
potential JDAL billets—the survey actually encompassed a subset of 
billets rather than the census because of an outdated sampling frame 
and some inadvertently excluded organizations. The 30,043 billets that 
were surveyed included 8,475 JDAL billets (out of 9,700 billets in 2004); 
6,384 non-JDAL billets in external organizations (which encompassed 
almost all the billets in most of the organizations with some exceptions, 
most notably intelligence organizations); and 15,184 service-nominated 
billets (which presumably covered all the billets the services designated 
as meeting their criteria). We received a total of 21,214 responses—a 
response rate of 71 percent. However, the response rates varied consid-
erably across types of organizations. 

Categorization of Billets

We used two major classification schemes to examine the differences 
in the responses: 

JDAL status.•	  Billets are categorized into one of three groups: bil-
lets currently on the JDAL; non-JDAL billets in external organi-
zations with some billets on the JDAL; and internal service billets 
(which are not on the JDAL by law) that are nominated by the 
four services.
Major billet organization.•	  Billets are categorized according to the 
organization in which the billet is currently assigned. Those mutu-
ally exclusive groups include the following: 

U.S. Army––
U.S. Navy––
U.S. Air Force––
U.S. Marine Corps––
Joint Staff––
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD)––
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U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM) JTFs––
international organizations––
combat support agencies (CSAs)––
OSD defense agencies ––
other non-OSD defense agencies––
educational agencies––
geographic commands––
force providers––
functional commands.–– 2

About half the billets in the responding sample had been nomi-
nated by the services, 29 percent were JDAL billets, and the remaining 
billets were non-JDAL billets in external organizations. Together, the 
Army and Air Force billets account for 40 percent of the responding 
sample. Navy billets account for a little less than 10 percent of the 
sample, and the Marine Corps accounts for 0.3 percent of the sample. 
The Marine Corps nominated few internal billets compared with the 
other services.

Caveats

Sample sizes are quite small for some groups; thus, our findings should 
be seen as suggestive rather than definitive. Because we are unable to 
correct for nonresponse, it is important to view the findings here as 
being representative of the responding sample and not the entire uni-
verse of joint or potentially joint officers. 

Although we show differences in characteristics of the billets 
nominated by the four services, it is important to remember that these 
billets cannot and should not be directly compared. The services were 
provided with broad criteria for nominating billets; however, how the 
criteria should be operationalized and any additional criteria to be used 
were left up to the individual services. As a result, the billets nominated 

2	  See Table 3.1 in Chapter Three of Kirby et al. (2006) for a crosswalk between organiza-
tions that were surveyed and the categorization used here. 
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by the services are wide-ranging, with the Marine Corps being the most 
selective and most parsimonious in its nominations. Thus, one should 
not expect these billets to be comparable or draw inferences regarding 
how “joint” billets in one service compare with those in another. 

Typical Metrics of “Jointness”

The JOM survey gathered information by asking questions about a 
number of billet characteristics that are generally regarded as defin-
ing jointness: types of tasks performed during a typical work week, 
supervision of the billet by non-own–service or civilian personnel, fre-
quency and number of interactions with non-own–service organiza-
tions and personnel, the need for joint professional education or prior 
joint experience for successful job performance, and types of joint 
experience provided by the billet. There are other measures of jointness, 
but these characteristics are a reasonable subset to use for our analysis. 
We use officers’ responses to these questions to provide a broad-brush 
picture of how billets in various organizations rank along the various 
dimensions. 

Table 2.1 defines the set of indicators used to characterize joint-
ness. Tables 2.2 through 2.4 describe the billets along the various 
dimensions, by JDAL category and billet organization.

Tasks Performed During a Typical Workweek 

Four tasks were selected as representing “highly joint” activities: 
(1) providing strategic direction and integration, (2) developing/
assessing joint policies, (3) developing/assessing joint doctrine, and 
(4) fostering multinational, interagency, or regional relations. Officers 
were much more likely to report doing the first task than the other 
three, as shown in Table 2.2. Close to 80 percent of JDAL officers 
performed one or more of these tasks, and 27 percent of JDAL officers 
performed at least three of these tasks. In contrast, only 45 percent of 
officers in internal service billets performed any of these joint tasks, 
and less than 10 percent of officers in internal service billets performed 
three or more of these tasks. The non-JDAL, non-service billets ranked 
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in the middle, with 60 percent of officers performing at least one of the 
four tasks and 15 percent performing at least three of the tasks. Eighty-
five percent of officers in Joint Staff or OSD staff billets and 75 percent 
of officers in Marine Corps, international organization, force provider, 
and functional command billets performed one or more of these tasks. 
Between 22 and 36 percent of surveyed officers in these organizations 
performed three or more of these tasks.

Based on this set of indicators, JDAL and non-JDAL billets in 
external organizations rank either first or second among JDAL catego-
ries, while internal service billets rank third. When we examine major 
billet organizations, billets assigned to the Joint Staff, OSD staff, edu-

Table 2.1
Definitions of Indicators Used to Characterize “Jointness”

Metric Indicators

Tasks performed 
during the typical 
work week

Percentage of officers providing strategic direction and 
integration

Percentage of officers developing/assessing joint policies
Percentage of officers developing/assessing joint doctrine
Percentage of officers fostering multinational, interagency, or 
regional relations

Percentage of officers performing three or more of these tasks

Interactions with 
non-own–service 
organizations and 
personnel

Median number of non-own–service organizations with whom 
the officer interacts monthly or more frequently

Median number of non-own–service personnel with whom the 
officer interacts monthly or more frequently

Supervision of billet 
by non-own–service 
personnel/civilians

Percentage of officers reporting being supervised by one or 
more non-own–service supervisor/civilian/non–U.S. military 
personnel or civilian

Need for joint 
professional 
education or prior 
joint experience

Percentage of officers reporting that JPME II is required or 
desired for the assignment

Percentage of officers reporting that prior joint experience is 
required or desired for the assignment

Types of joint 
experience  
provided by the 
billet

Percentage of officers reporting getting significant experience 
in multiservice matters

Percentage of officers reporting getting significant experience 
in multinational matters

Percentage of officers reporting getting significant experience 
in interagency matters

Percentage of officers reporting getting significant experience 
in all three areas
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Table 2.2
Rankings of Billet Categories Based on Tasks Performed During the Typical Workweek

Percentage 
of Officers 
Providing 
Strategic 

Direction and 
Integration Rank

Percentage 
of Officers 

Developing or 
Assessing  

Joint Policies Rank

Percentage 
of Officers 

Developing or 
Assessing  

Joint Doctrine Rank

Percentage 
of Officers 
Fostering 

Multinational, 
Interagency, 
or Regional 
Relations Rank

Percentage 
of Officers 
Performing 

Three or More  
of These Tasks Rank

JDAL Category

JDAL billets 59.0 1 37.5 1 32.8 1 31.6 1 27.0 1

Non-JDAL billets 
in external 
organizations

45.2 2 22.8 2 18.8 2 21.3 2 14.6 2

Service-
nominated billets

34.0 3 12.1 3 12.9 3 15 3 8.5 3

Major Billet Organization 

Joint Staff 68.3 2 54.4 1 44.1 2 21.6 8 36.4 1

OSD 77.6 1 45.2 2 22.8 8 24.7 6 25.5 5

CENTCOM JTFs 42.4 12 18.3 12 11.2 15 33.5 3 10.4 12

Army 26.4 15 10.2 15 12.7 13 17.1 11 8 14

Navy 33.1 14 11.8 14 11.5 14 16.4 12 7.9 15

Air Force 40.7 13 13.6 13 13.1 12 12.4 13 9 13

Marine Corps 55.4 5 36.9 6 41.5 4 20 9 23.1 8
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International 
organizations

47.1 10 33.6 7 25.4 7 48.8 1 24.6 6

CSAs 46.3 11 18.8 11 14.8 11 25.1 5 12 11

Other non-OSD 
defense agencies

54.7 6 25.4 10 21.4 9 27.5 4 20.5 9

OSD defense 
agencies

57.1 4 31.7 9 20.5 10 9.3 14 18 10

Educational 
agencies

49.8 9 40.5 4 43.5 3 24.1 7 30.4 2

Geographic 
commands

52.5 7 32.1 8 28.6 6 34.5 2 23.6 7

Force providers 50.7 8 40.1 5 46 1 19.6 10 28.2 4

Functional 
commands

62.3 3 41 3 38.6 5 8.7 15 28.3 3

NOTE: Organizations with equal percentages of officers meeting the particular criterion were given the same rank.

Table 2.2—Continued

Percentage 
of Officers 
Providing 
Strategic 

Direction and 
Integration Rank

Percentage 
of Officers 

Developing or 
Assessing  

Joint Policies Rank

Percentage 
of Officers 

Developing or 
Assessing  

Joint Doctrine Rank

Percentage 
of Officers 
Fostering 

Multinational, 
Interagency, 
or Regional 
Relations Rank

Percentage 
of Officers 
Performing 

Three or More  
of These Tasks Rank
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cational agencies, force providers, and the functional commands seem 
to rank high on these task-based measures of “jointness.” The rankings 
of the others are more mixed, with some ranking high on all tasks per-
formed and others ranking high on the “providing strategic direction 
and integration” indicator. The Marine Corps billets rank higher than 
the other three services in performing all four tasks.

Frequency and Number of Interactions with Non-Own–Service 
Organizations and Personnel 

Officers in JDAL billets tended to interact frequently with the high-
est number of non-own–service organizations (six), whereas officers 
assigned to internal service billets interacted with a median of one (see 
Table 2.3). Officers serving in the OSD or Joint Staff reported inter-
acting with between nine and 13 non-own–service organizations fre-
quently. Officers from the defense agencies, CSAs, and the COCOMs 
reported interacting with five non-own–service organizations. Respon-
dents from CENTCOM JTFs, educational agencies, and international 
organization billets interacted frequently with two to three organiza-
tions. Among the services, officers in Marine Corps billets interacted 
with three non-own–service organizations compared with one for the 
Army and Air Force.

Overall, using the median, JDAL and non-JDAL billet officers 
reported interactions with five types of personnel, compared with two 
for officers serving in the billets nominated by the services. Officers 
serving in CENTCOM JTFs, educational agencies, and geographic 
commands reported interacting frequently with six types of person-
nel (excluding own-service personnel), while all other non-service bil-
lets reported interacting with five types of non-own–service personnel. 
Among the services, the median for the Navy and Marine Corps billets 
was four types of personnel, compared with two for the Army and Air 
Force billets. 

Supervision of Billet by Non-Own–Service Personnel 

Not unexpectedly, close to 80 percent of JDAL billets and about 
75 percent of non-JDAL billets in external organizations are supervised 
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Table 2.3
Rankings of Billet Categories Based on Frequent Interactions with Non-Own–Service 
Organizations and Personnel and Non-Own–Service Supervision

Median Number of 
Non-Own–Service 
Organizations with 

Whom Officers 
Interact Monthly or 

More Frequently Rank

Median Number of 
Non-Own–Service 

Personnel with 
Whom Officers 

Interact Monthly or 
More Frequently Rank

Percentage of Billets 
Supervised by 

Non-Own–Service 
Supervisors or 

Civilians Rank

JDAL Category

JDAL billets 6 1 5 1 78 1

Non-JDAL billets 
in external 
organizations

4 2 5 1 75.4 2

Service-
nominated billets

1 3 2 3 21 3

Major Billet Organization 

Joint Staff 13 1 5 4 77.8 8

OSD 9 2 5 4 94.6 2

CENTCOM JTFs 3 9 6 1 50.1 10

Army 1 14 2 14 8.9 15

Navy 2 12 4 12 29.6 12

Air Force 1 14 2 14 26.8 13

Marine Corps 3 9 4 12 13.8 14
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International 
organizations

2 12 5 4 45.5 11

CSAs 5 3 5 4 83.9 4

Other non-OSD 
defense agencies

5 3 5 4 83.7 6

OSD defense 
agencies

5 3 5 4 96.1 1

Educational 
agencies

3 9 6 1 85.5 3

Geographic 
commands

5 3 6 1 74.5 9

Force providers 5 3 5 4 83.9 5

Functional 
commands

5 3 5 4 79 7

NOTE: Organizations with the same median number of or equal percentages of officers meeting the 
particular criterion were given the same rank. 

Table 2.3—Continued

Median Number of 
Non-Own–Service 
Organizations with 

Whom Officers 
Interact Monthly or 

More Frequently Rank

Median Number of 
Non-Own–Service 

Personnel with 
Whom Officers 

Interact Monthly or 
More Frequently Rank

Percentage of Billets 
Supervised by 

Non-Own–Service 
Supervisors or 

Civilians Rank
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by at least one non-own–service supervisor,3 compared with a little 
more than 20 percent of the service-nominated billets (see Table 2.3).

Officers serving in OSD staff or OSD defense agency billets are 
almost all supervised by at least one non-own–service supervisor, and 
this was true of 75 percent or more of officers assigned to other agencies, 
the Joint Staff, and the COCOMs. Only 45 percent of those serving 
in international organizations reported having at least one non-own–
service supervisor. Of the major billet organizations, the four services, 
particularly the Army and Marine Corps, were the least likely to have 
supervisors from other organizations.

JDAL billets rank first on both indicators (interaction with 
non-own–service organizations and interaction with non-own–
service personnel); Joint Staff and OSD billets rank first or second. 
However, CENTCOM JTF billets rank low on the interactions-
with-organizations indicator but rank very high on the interactions-
with-personnel indicator. Other non-service organizations were in the 
middle, with the services generally ranking last on these indicators, 
with the exception of the Marine Corps.

Joint Experience Provided by a Billet 

JDAL billets provided the most experience in multiservice, multi
national, and interagency matters (see Table 2.4). Overall, 87 percent 
of officers in JDAL billets reported that they gained significant experi-
ence in multiservice matters, and between 65 and 75 percent reported 
gaining significant experience in multinational and interagency mat-
ters. Officers in non-JDAL, non-service billets were much less likely to 
report gaining experience with multinational matters than with multi-
service or interagency matters. Compared with officers in non-service 
billets, officers in service-nominated billets were less likely to report 
gaining experience in these areas. More than 70 percent of the non-
service organizations provide significant experience in multiservice 
matters, and this is also true of Marine Corps billets. By comparison, 
46–52 percent of the Army, Navy, and Air Force billets provide such 

3	  Non-own–service personnel include DoD military or civilian personnel from a different 
service than the referent individual.
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Table 2.4
Rankings of Billet Categories Based on Types of Joint Experience Provided by the Billet

Officers Reporting 
Getting Significant 

Experience in 
Multiservice 
Matters (%) Rank

Officers Reporting 
Getting Significant 

Experience in 
Multinational 
Matters (%) Rank

Officers Reporting 
Getting Significant 

Experience in 
Interagency  
Matters (%) Rank

Officers Reporting 
Getting Significant 
Experience in All 
Three Areas (%) Rank

JDAL Category

JDAL billets 86.9 1 65 1 75.1 2 53.4 1

Non-JDAL billets 
in external 
organizations

79.1 2 56.7 2 75.9 1 47.5 2

Service-
nominated billets

48.9 3 39.6 3 43.8 3 23.5 3

Major Billet Organization 

Joint Staff 89.3 2 57.1 5 74.4 7 51.6 4

OSD 92.5 1 55.8 6 84.6 2 50.6 5

CENTCOM JTFs 82.4 7 81.2 2 71.9 8 63.1 2

Army 49.7 14 50.4 10 42.1 15 28.5 11

Navy 52.3 13 37.2 12 43.6 14 23.8 14

Air Force 46.2 15 31.3 14 45.7 12 19.1 15

Marine Corps 77.1 10 45.9 11 44.3 13 24.6 13

International 
organizations

65.9 12 96.3 1 47.8 11 39.5 9
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CSAs 77.8 9 54.3 8 81.3 5 45.8 7

Other non-OSD 
defense agencies

75.8 11 55.4 7 81.6 4 48.3 6

OSD defense 
agencies

86.4 4 36.6 13 85.1 1 34.8 10

Educational 
agencies

81.4 8 71.7 4 83.1 3 65 1

Geographic 
commands

88.7 3 73.2 3 76.7 6 59.8 3

Force providers 85.9 5 51.5 9 62.1 10 45.8 8

Functional 
commands

82.7 6 30.5 15 62.7 9 26.5 12

NOTE: Organizations with equal percentages of officers meeting the particular criterion were given the same rank.

Table 2.4—Continued

Officers Reporting 
Getting Significant 

Experience in 
Multiservice 
Matters (%) Rank

Officers Reporting 
Getting Significant 

Experience in 
Multinational 
Matters (%) Rank

Officers Reporting 
Getting Significant 

Experience in 
Interagency  
Matters (%) Rank

Officers Reporting 
Getting Significant 
Experience in All 
Three Areas (%) Rank
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experience. Other billets that ranked high on this indicator were edu-
cational agency, OSD defense agency, geographic command, and force 
provider billets.

Almost all officers assigned to international organizations reported 
getting significant experience in multinational matters. Other organi-
zations that ranked high on this indicator include CENTCOM JTFs, 
geographic commands, and educational agencies, with 70–80 percent 
of officers in these organizations agreeing or strongly agreeing that their 
billets provide significant experience in multinational matters.

With a few exceptions, non-service billets provide significant 
amounts of experience in interagency matters. Those serving in OSD 
staff or other agency billets were particularly likely to agree strongly 
with this statement. About 40–45 percent of officers in internal ser-
vice billets reported getting such experience. Ninety percent or more 
of JDAL and non-JDAL, non-service billets provide experience in at 
least one of the three joint areas (multiservice, multinational, or inter-
agency). About half provide experience in all three areas, compared 
with 24 percent of internal service billets. Well over 85 percent of bil-
lets, except for those in the services, provide significant experience in at 
least one of these areas, and, with some exceptions, well over 70 percent 
provide significant experience in two of the areas. More than half of 
the billets in the educational agencies, CENTCOM JTFs, geographic 
commands, Joint Staff, and OSD staff provide significant experience 
in all three areas. Not unexpectedly, JDAL billets rank first on every 
indicator. Educational agencies, CENTCOM JTF billets, and billets 
in the geographic commands rank very high on providing significant 
experience in all three areas.

Need for Joint Professional Education and Prior Joint Experience for 
Billet Assignment 

The majority of officers believed that Phase II Joint Professional Mil-
itary Education (JPME II) and prior experience in a joint environ-
ment were required or desired to perform their duties successfully (see 
Table 2.5).4 Officers in internal service billets were less likely to report 

4	  Large percentages of officers reported that they had no experience with JPME II. For 
example, 52 percent of officers in non-JDAL billets in external organizations indicated that 
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Table 2.5
Rankings of Billet Categories Based on Need for Joint Professional 
Education and Prior Joint Experience in Billet Assignment

Officers Reporting 
That JPME II Is 

Required or Desired for 
the Assignment (%) Rank

Officers Reporting 
That Prior Joint 

Experience Is Required 
or Desired for the 
Assignment (%) Rank

JDAL Category

JDAL billets 91.7 1 88.9 1

Non-JDAL billets in 
external organizations

86.3 2 84.9 2

Service-nominated 
billets

70.9 3 69.9 3

Major Billet Organization 

Joint Staff 90.4 5 86.7 5

OSD 91.8 4 90.5 3

CENTCOM JTFs 84.7 10 85.3 7

Army 77.7 13 73.7 13

Navy 60.7 15 64.4 15

Air Force 69.6 14 69.1 14

Marine Corps 82.5 12 83.6 9

International 
organizations

85.1 9 83.1 11

CSAs 84.3 11 84.9 8

Other non-OSD defense 
agencies

88.1 8 83.2 10

OSD defense agencies 89.9 6 86.3 6

Educational agencies 95.2 1 95 1

Geographic commands 93.3 3 90 4

Force providers 94.2 2 91 2

Functional commands 88.4 7 82.8 12

NOTE: Organizations with equal percentages of officers meeting the particular 
criterion were given the same rank. 
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these views, but even among those officers, between 70 and 80 percent 
believed that such education and experience is required or desired for 
effective job performance. Among major billet organizations, well over 
80 percent of officers in non-service billets and in the Marine Corps 
billets reported that joint education and experience were required or 
desired for the assignment.

Although the ranking reflects these percentages, even among 
those organizations that ranked last, 60–78 percent of officers reported 
a need for joint education and experience. 

Summary

The 2005 JOM survey was designed to elicit information on joint bil-
lets on the JDAL, potential joint billets in external organizations with 
some billets on the JDAL, and internal service billets nominated by 
the services as requiring or providing joint experience. The findings 
provide a rich, descriptive portrait of the experiences of officers in the 
various joint or potential joint billets and lay the groundwork for the 
more detailed analyses in the later chapters.
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Chapter Three

Identifying Attributes of “Joint” Billets

One of the main analytical tasks of this project was to examine and 
identify the characteristics of joint billets, with a view to develop-
ing criteria that could be used to classify future billets as suitable for 
the JDAL. Because our purpose was largely exploratory, we used a 
number of different techniques to try to identify clusters of variables 
that appeared to characterize “joint” billets; to see how robust these 
findings were across different samples and different techniques; and 
to identify groups of non-JDAL billets in external organizations with 
some billets on the JDAL and service-nominated billets that appeared 
to share the attributes of JDAL billets. A fundamental tenet of belief 
underlying the analyses is that JDAL billets characterize “joint” billets, 
so non-JDAL billets that rank high on similar characteristics might be 
potential JDAL billets or billets that could qualify their incumbents for 
joint duty credit. 

We explored three main avenues in our research: (1) classifica-
tion techniques, such as classification and regression trees (CART) 
and nonparametric kernel classification; (2) exploration of correlations 
among the data to see whether characteristics could be pared down 
to some smaller subset of underlying attributes or “factors” through 
factor analysis; and (3) logistic regression models to identify factors that 
appeared to distinguish JDAL billets from non-JDAL billets and to use 
these factors to identify a set of non-JDAL billets that were “closer” to 
JDAL billets than non-JDAL billets.

Before conducting the analyses, we examined the data and identi-
fied a set of variables that we believed should be related to “jointness” 
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of billets or should be useful in distinguishing “more-joint” billets from 
“less-joint” billets. We cast our net rather broadly for this exercise and 
came up with a list of 32 variables that appeared to fit these criteria. 
These are shown in Table 3.1. We used the same set in all of the subse-
quent analyses. These variables broadly characterize the billets in terms 
of types of tasks performed; substitutability of civilians or other service 
members in a given billet; types of knowledge, education, and experi-
ence required for or provided by the billet; interactions and service with 
organizations and personnel outside of own service; and other charac-
teristics of the billets in terms of assignment, location, and pays.

Data

In the dataset, we have three types of billets classified as (1) JDAL billets 
(n = 6,308, 29.7 percent); (2) non-JDAL external organization billets 
(n = 4,318, 20.4 percent); and (3) service-nominated billets (n = 10,588, 
49.9 percent). Some of the analytic techniques used here required us 
to identify a smaller subset of the data as a “training set” on which to 
estimate the model; we then applied the results to the larger dataset to 
see how well the model fit the data. For the training set, rather than 
a proportionally representative sample, we wanted to get equal num-
bers of billets from each of the three groups. We stratified billets by 
billet organization (i.e., the organization in which the billet resided) 
and then chose a purposive sample of each type to maximize the dif-
ferences among the three groups of interest—JDAL billets, billets in 
external organizations, and service-nominated billets. Thus,

For the JDAL billets, we selected tactical operations officers in •	
billet grades O-4 to O-6 who were serving on the Joint Staff in 
JDAL billets (n = 1,219).1 

1	  “Tactical operations officers” is a DoD occupational group that includes such combat 
occupations as pilots, navigators, missile officers, infantry, armor, and surface warfare 
officers.
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Table 3.1
Analysis Variables

Variable Definition

Mean/Frequencies

Training Set  
(n = 600)

Total
(n = 21,214)

Tasks performed and importance of tasks

Perform_Strategic = 1 if respondent’s duties include 
performing strategic direction and 
integration

1 = 51.3% 1 = 42.0%

= 0 otherwise 0 = 48.7% 0 = 58.0%

Perform_Dev_ 
Joint_Doctrine

= 1 if respondent’s duties include 
developing/assessing joint doctrine

1 = 21.7% 1 = 19.2%

= 0 otherwise 0 = 78.3% 0 = 70.8%

Perform_Dev_ 
Joint_Policies

= 1 if respondent’s duties include 
developing/assessing joint policies

1 = 25.5% 1 = 21.0%

= 0 otherwise 0 = 74.5% 0 = 79.0%

Perform_Foster_ 
Complex_Relations

= 1 if respondent’s duties include 
fostering multinational, interagency, 
alliance, or regional relations

1 = 19.7% 1 = 20.4%

= 0 otherwise 0 = 80.3% 0 = 79.6%

Import_Strategic Importance of performing strategic 
direction and integration to billet 
duties:

= 0 if task not performed 0 = 49.3% 0 = 58.9%

= 1 if of peripheral importance 1 = 3.2% 1 = 3.0%

= 2 if of secondary importance 2 = 8.8% 2 = 7.4%

= 3 if of primary importance 3 = 20.5% 3 = 16.5%

= 4 if vitally important 4 = 18.2% 4 = 14.3%

Import_Dev_ 
Joint_Doctrine

Importance of developing/assessing 
joint doctrine to billet duties:

= 0 if task not performed

0 = 78.5% 0 = 81.2%

= 1 if of peripheral importance 1 = 4.7% 1 = 3.8%

= 2 if of secondary importance 2 = 8.3% 2 = 7.8%

= 3 if of primary importance 3 = 7.7% 3 = 6.3%

= 4 if vitally important 4 = 0.8% 4 = 0.9%
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Import_Dev_ 
Joint_Policies

Importance of developing/assessing 
joint policies to billet duties:

= 0 if task not performed 0 = 75.0% 0 = 79.5%

= 1 if of peripheral importance 1 = 5.7% 1 = 3.6%

= 2 if of secondary importance 2 = 8.2% 2 = 7.9%

= 3 if of primary importance 3 = 9.5% 3 = 7.6%

= 4 if vitally important 4 = 1.7% 4 = 1.4%

Import_Foster_ 
Complex_Relations

Importance of fostering 
multinational, interagency, alliance, 
or regional relations to billet duties:

= 0 if task not performed 0 = 80.8% 0 = 80.2%

= 1 if of peripheral importance 1 = 2.7% 1 = 2.6%

= 2 if of secondary importance 2 = 5.2% 2 = 5.7%

= 3 if of primary importance 3 = 8.2% 3 = 7.7%

= 4 if vitally important 4 = 3.2% 4 = 3.9%

Billet_Summary Best summary of the level of the job:
= 0 if missing

0 = 1.2% 0 = 3.8%

= 1 if tactical 1 = 9.8% 1 = 14.8%

= 2 if operational 2 = 45.2% 2 = 43.7%

= 3 if strategic 3 = 43.8% 3 = 37.6%

Substitutability of civilians or other service members in billet

Civilian_Could_ 
Perform

A civilian could perform duties and 
responsibilities as effectively:

= 0 if missing 0 = 1.8% 0 = 4.6%

= 1 if strongly disagree 1 = 23.2% 1 = 28.8%

= 2 if disagree 2 = 30.0% 2 = 25.0%

= 3 if neither agree nor disagree 3 = 12.8% 3 = 13.1%

= 4 if agree 4 = 22.2% 4 = 18.7%

= 5 if strongly agree 5 = 10.0% 5 = 9.8%

Table 3.1—Continued

Variable Definition

Mean/Frequencies

Training Set  
(n = 600)

Total
(n = 21,214)
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Other_Svc_Member_ 
Could_Perform

Position does not require unique 
knowledge of own service:

= 0 if missing 0 = 2.2% 0 = 23.6%

= 1 if strongly disagree 1 = 14.0% 1 = 15.0%

= 2 if disagree 2 = 15.7% 2 = 13.7%

= 3 if neither agree nor disagree 3 = 11.8% 3 = 10.3%

= 4 if agree 4 = 35.2% 4 = 23.6%

= 5 if strongly agree 5 = 21.2% 5 = 13.9%

Types of knowledge, education, experience required for billet

Position_Success_ 
JPME2

To perform position duties 
successfully, an individual would find 
JPME II

= 0 if not sure, no JPME II experience, 
or not helpful 0 = 58.5% 0 = 60.3%

= 1 if desired 1 = 30.0% 1 = 28.6%

= 2 if required 2 = 11.5% 2 = 11.1%

Position_Success_ 
Prior_Joint

To perform position duties 
successfully, an individual would find 
prior joint experience 

= 0 if not helpful 0 = 21.0% 0 = 25.0%

= 1 if desired 1 = 63.5% 1 = 61.9%

= 2 if required 2 = 15.5% 2 = 13.1%

KNR_Count Number of knowledge elements 
required for the position

= 1–65 elements
Mean = 

15.4
Mean = 

14.0

Types of knowledge and experience provided by billet

KNP_Count Number of knowledge elements 
in which respondent will become 
proficient through serving in billet

= 1–65 elements
Mean = 

15.7
Mean = 

12.9

Table 3.1—Continued

Variable Definition

Mean/Frequencies

Training Set  
(n = 600)

Total
(n = 21,214)
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Billet_Gives_ 
Exp_Multiservice

The position gives me significant 
experience in multiservice matters

= 0 if missing 0 = 1.5% 0 = 4.5%

= 1 if strongly disagree 1 = 4.5% 1 = 3.4%

= 2 if disagree 2 = 12.7% 2 = 12.7%

= 3 if neither agree nor disagree 3 = 12.3% 3 = 15.9%

= 4 if agree 4 = 31.7% 4 = 35.2%

= 5 if strongly agree 5 = 37.3% 5 = 28.2%

Billet_Gives_ 
Exp_Multinational

The position gives me significant 
experience in multinational matters

= 0 if missing 0 = 1.5% 0 = 4.5%

= 1 if strongly disagree 1 = 10.0% 1 = 6.6%

= 2 if disagree 2 = 24.3% 2 = 20.4%

= 3 if neither agree nor disagree 3 = 18.2% 3 = 20.1%

= 4 if agree 4 = 24.7% 4 = 28.2%

= 5 if strongly agree 5 = 21.3% 5 = 20.1%

Billet_Gives_ 
Exp_Interagency

The position gives me significant 
experience in interagency matters 

= 0 if missing

0 = 1.5% 0 = 4.5%

= 1 if strongly disagree 1 = 4.3% 1 = 4.0%

= 2 if disagree 2 = 12.2% 2 = 14.4%

= 3 if neither agree nor disagree 3 = 17.2% 3 = 20.0%

= 4 if agree 4 = 36.7% 4 = 34.6%

= 5 if strongly agree 5 = 28.2% 5 = 22.5%

Interactions and service with non-own–service organizations and personnel

N_Monthly_ 
Interact_Orgs

Number of non-own–service 
organizations with whom 
respondent interacts monthly or 
more frequently

= 1–49 Mean = 5.6 Mean = 4.8

N_Monthly_ 
Interact_Personnel

Number of types of non-own–service 
personnel with whom respondent 
interacts monthly or more frequently

= 1–9 Mean = 4.1 Mean = 3.8

Table 3.1—Continued

Variable Definition

Mean/Frequencies

Training Set  
(n = 600)

Total
(n = 21,214)
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N_Supervisors_ 
Not_Own_Service

Number of explicitly identified Level 
1 or Level 2 supervisors not in own 
military service (including civilians 
and non-U.S. military)

= 0–2

0 = 30.8%
1 = 37.3%
2 = 31.8%

0 = 60.8%
1 = 22.7%
2 = 16.6%

Serve_With_ 
Other_Mil_Dept 

= 1 if billet typically involves full-time 
service with members from another 
military department

1 = 69.0% 1 = 59.0%

= 0 otherwise 0 = 31.0% 0 = 41.0%

Serve_With_ 
Other_Country

= 1 if billet typically involves full-time 
service with the armed forces of 
another or international military or 
treaty organization

1 = 9.3% 1 = 10.8%

= 0 otherwise 0 = 90.7% 0 = 89.2%

Assigned_ 
Simultaneously

= 1 if assigned simultaneously to 
own service and joint, combined, or 
multinational organization

1 = 4.8% 1 = 7.7%

= 0 otherwise 0 = 95.2% 0 = 92.3%

Characteristics of billet in terms of assignment, location, and pays

Assigned_JTF_HQ = 1 if serving as Joint Task Force 
Headquarters Staff

1 = 4.5% 1 = 8.0%

= 0 otherwise 0 = 95.5% 0 = 92.0%

Assigned_JTF_ 
Sub_Org

= 1 if serving in a Joint Task Force 
subordinate organization

1 = 1.2% 1 = 5.8%

= 0 otherwise 0 = 98.8% 0 = 94.2%

Assigned_JTF_ 
Service_Comp

= 1 if serving in a Joint Task Force 
service component

1 = 1.0% 1 = 5.1%

= 0 otherwise 0 = 99.0% 0 = 94.9%

Currently_Serving_ 
At_Home_Base

= 1 if currently serving at home base 1 = 91.2% 1 = 85.2%

= 0 otherwise 0 = 8.8% 0 = 14.8%

Currently_ 
Receiving_FSA

= 1 if receiving (or, if had children, 
would receive) family separation 
allowance 

1 = 4.5% 1 = 10.3%

= 0 otherwise 0 = 95.5% 0 = 89.7%

Table 3.1—Continued

Variable Definition

Mean/Frequencies

Training Set  
(n = 600)

Total
(n = 21,214)
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For non-JDAL external organization billets, we selected O-4–O-6 •	
billets located in the following organizations: Defense Advanced 
Research Projects Agency; Defense Contract Management Agency 
(a CSA); Defense Finance and Accounting Service; Defense Legal 
Services Agency; Defense Technology Security Administration; 
DoD Human Resources Activity; DoD Inspector General; Mis-
sile Defense Agency; Office of Economic Adjustment; Pentagon 
Force Protection Agency; and TRICARE Management Activity 
(n = 315). 
For service-nominated billets, we selected O-4–O-6 billets in one •	
of the following organizations: Army Materiel Command; Army 
Criminal Investigation Command; Army Corps of Engineers; 
Army Space and Missile Defense Command; Army Training and 
Doctrine Command; Naval Sea Systems Command; Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command; Air Training Command; and 
Air Force Materiel Command (n = 1,041). 

From each of these groups, a random sample of 200 cases was drawn, 
thus giving us a total training sample of 600 billets. 

Currently_Receiving_ 
Hostile_Pay

= 1 if currently receiving hostile fire or 
imminent danger pay

1 = 4.0% 1 = 10.1%

= 0 otherwise 0 = 96.0% 0 = 89.9%

Currently_Receiving_ 
Hardship_Pay

= 1 if currently receiving hardship pay 1 = 3.3% 1 = 8.0%

= 0 otherwise 0 = 96.7% 0 = 92.0%

Currently_Receiving_ 
Tax_Excl

= 1 if currently receiving combat tax 
exclusion

1 = 4.3% 1 = 10.2%

= 0 otherwise 0 = 95.7% 0 = 89.8%

Table 3.1—Continued

Variable Definition

Mean/Frequencies

Training Set  
(n = 600)

Total
(n = 21,214)
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Classification Methods

Classification methods are “multivariate techniques concerned with 
separating distinct sets of objects (or observations) and with allocating 
new objects (observations) to previously defined groups.”2 Classifica-
tion rules are usually developed from “learning samples” or “training 
sets” that consist of random samples of observations that are “known” 
to come from each of the populations of interest. We want an opti-
mal classification rule that minimizes both errors in classification and 
takes into account classification cost associated with wrongly classi-
fying objects. Suppose, for example, that there are two populations, 
Π1 and Π2, into which we are attempting to classify objects and that 
wrongly classifying an object that belongs in population Π1 as belong-
ing to Π2 is a much more serious error than committing the reverse 
error. The classification rule should account for the costs associated 
with misclassification. 

We used two methods for constructing a classifier for the train-
ing set: (1) a classification tree and (2) a heuristic pattern recognition 
approach described by Sullivan and Perry3 that seeks to minimize 
misclassification using only a subset of the total variable set and pro-
vides the ability to assign relative importance to various characteristics 
(“feature weighting”).4 Each approach has its advantages and disad-
vantages; Sullivan and Perry strongly recommend that no approach be 
used alone.

Classification and Regression Trees 

This method of classification is useful precisely because it is so general 
and can deal with variables that are both ordered and nominal. Thus, 

2	  Richard Arnold Johnson and Dean W. Wichern, Applied Multivariate Statistical Analysis, 
Fifth Edition, Upper Saddle River, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 2002. 
3	  Thomas J. Sullivan and Walt L. Perry, “Identifying Indicators of Chemical, Biological, 
Radiological, and Nuclear (CBRN) Weapons Development Activity in Sub-National Terror-
ist Groups,” Journal of the Operational Research Society, Vol. 55, No. 4, 2004, pp. 361–374.
4	  We also used linear discriminant analysis that, like the heuristic approach, also provides 
relative importance values. However, it requires assumptions about the distribution of the 
class densities. As a result, we do not report those results here. 
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CART is “not tied to an underlying population probability distribution 
of characteristics. Nor is it tied to a particular optimality criterion.”5 
CART starts off by considering all objects as a single group. The group 
is split into partitions based on the values of a variable (for example, by 
separating those billets that a civilian could perform from those that 
a civilian could not perform). The two subgroups are then divided or 
split using values of a second variable. Each split point is referred to as a 
“branching” of the tree, and the resulting groups are called “leaves.” 

Because the CART algorithm uses a one-step-ahead approach to 
identify splits at a node, “the tree construction is not necessarily glob-
ally optimal,”6 but more complex classification tree algorithms have not 
generally produced substantially improved predictive performance.7

Figure 3.1 depicts a pruned classification tree.8 Pruning is con-
ducted to avoid overfitting the tree to the training set and to remove 
splits that do not separate observations into distinct groups. Here the 
class membership index is defined as

1 = JDAL billets •	
2 = non-JDAL external organization billets •	
3 = service-nominated billets. •	

Of the 32 variables, CART selected seven variables to construct 
the tree, as shown in Table 3.2. The table also shows the splitting rules. 

5	  Johnson and Wichern, 2002, p. 643.
6	  Sullivan and Perry, 2004, p. 370.
7	  Francesco Mola and Raffaele Miele, “Evolutionary Algorithms for Classification and 
Regression Trees,” in S. Zani, A. Cerioli, M. Riani, and M. Vichi, eds., Data Analysis, Clas-
sification and the Forward Search: Proceedings of the Meetings of the Classification and Data 
Analysis Group (CLADAG) of the Italian Statistical Society, University of Parma, June 6–8, 
2005, New York: Springer, 2006.
8	  We used the “tree” function in R. We then determined the appropriate number of leaves 
using a cross-validation of the original tree to prune based on the misclassification rate. After 
looking at the plot of the output of the misclassifications vs. size, it was determined that 
growing trees beyond size = 6 added little reduction in misclassification rates. We therefore 
had R prune the tree—setting the “best” parameter in the function to 6. The resulting nine-
leaved tree is depicted in the report. 
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For ease of reading, we also provide a definition and range of values 
that the variables can take. 

Serving with other military departments appears to be the best 
discriminator in terms of distinguishing billets, followed by the number 
of frequent interactions with non-own–service organizations. Thus, for 
example, one of the paths for identifying billets as JDAL (and, there-
fore, arguably the most joint) consists of the following criteria:

serving with other military departments 1.	 and
number of non-own–service personnel with whom incumbent 2.	
frequently interacts ≥ 5 and
number of non-own–service organizations with whom incum-3.	
bent frequently interacts ≥ 14. 

Even if incumbent frequently interacts with fewer than 14 non-
own–service organizations, the billet is likely to be a JDAL billet pro-
vided it meets the following criteria:

Figure 3.1
A Classification Tree for Classifying Billets as JDAL, Non-JDAL in External 
Organization, and Service-Nominated

Key to nodes:
1: JDAL billet
2: Non-JDAL billet in 

external organization
3: Internal service billet

Serve_With_Other_Mil_Dept < 0.5

Billet_Summary < 1.5

KNP_Count < 15.5

Assigned_JTF_HQ < 0.5

Other_Svc_Member_Could_Perform < 1.5

Billet_Gives_Exp_Multiservice < 4.5

N_Monthly_Interact_Personnel < 4.5

N_Monthly_Interact_Orgs < 13.53

3

3

1

2 1

1

1

2

RAND MG886-3.1
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Table 3.2
Variables and Splitting Rules Used in the Classification Tree

Variable Definition
Splitting 

Rules

Serve_With_ 
Other_Mil_Dept

= 1 if billet typically involves full-time service with 
members from another military department

= 0 otherwise

< 0.5

N_Monthly_ 
Interact_Personnel

Number of types of non-own–service personnel 
with whom respondent interacts monthly or 
more frequently

= 1–9 

< 4.5

N_Monthly_ 
Interact_Orgs

Number of non-own–service organizations with 
whom respondent interacts monthly or more 
frequently

= 1–49

< 13.5 

Billet_Summary Best summary of the level of the job:
= 0 if missing
= 1 if tactical
= 2 if operational
= 3 if strategic

< 1.5

Other_Svc_Member_ 
Could_Perform

Position does not require unique knowledge of 
own service:

= 1 if strongly disagree
= 2 if disagree
= 3 if neither agree nor disagree
= 4 if agree
= 5 if strongly agree

< 1.5

Assigned_JTF_HQ = 1 if serving as JTF Headquarters Staff
= 0 if no

< 0.5

Billet_Gives_ 
Exp_Multiservice

The position gives me significant experience in 
multiservice matters

= 0 if missing
= 1 if strongly disagree
= 2 if disagree
= 3 if neither agree nor disagree
= 4 if agree
= 5 if strongly agree

< 4.5

KNP_Count Number of knowledge elements in which 
respondent will become proficient through 
serving in billet

= 1–65 elements

< 15.5
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the billet is primarily operational or strategic in nature •	 and
the position does not require unique knowledge of own service •	
and
the billet is a JTF headquarters billet.•	

Interestingly, if the billet is not a JTF headquarters billet but meets 
the first two criteria, then two further characteristics help distinguish 
a JDAL billet from a non-JDAL billet in an external organization: If 
the billet provides significant experience in multiservice matters but 
provides proficiency in a limited set of knowledge elements while serv-
ing in the billet, then the billet is classified as a non-JDAL billet in an 
external organization. 

On the other hand, the tree classifies a billet as a service billet 
(and arguably the least joint) if 

it does not require serving with other military departments •	 or
it does require serving with other military departments •	 but it 
requires only a limited number of frequent interactions with non-
own organizations and it is best described as tactical or it is an 
operational or strategic billet that requires unique knowledge of 
one’s own service.

The tree seems to fit with intuition, but when we used the tree 
to classify the billets in the training set, we found an “error” rate of 
30.8 percent. We also fit the tree to the entire dataset (n = 21,214 bil-
lets). Overall, 40 percent of all billets in the data were “misclassified,” 
meaning, for example, that some billets on the JDAL had more similar-
ities with service-nominated billets than with other JDAL billets, and 
that some service-nominated billets had more similarities with JDAL 
billets than with other service-nominated billets (Table 3.3).9 About 50 
percent of JDAL billets were correctly classified, as were 77 percent of 
the service-nominated billets. The largest error was in classifying non-
JDAL external organization billets—only 36 percent were correctly 

9	  In the literature, such tables are often referred to as “confusion” matrices. In our 
case, because the misclassification may not really be an “error,” we prefer to avoid that 
terminology.
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classified; another 34 percent were classified as JDAL billets, and about 
30 percent were classified as service-nominated billets. 

In most analyses, an error rate this large would be cause for con-
cern. However, recall that external organization billets are in those 
organizations with some billets on the JDAL—so it is likely that many 
of the non-JDAL billets “look” like JDAL billets. In addition, services 
were asked to nominate billets that might provide a joint experience or 
require joint training and/or education, and about 7 percent appeared 
to resemble JDAL billets. What is interesting is that at least some of 
the JDAL billets, according to the tree, are closer in characteristics to 
non-JDAL billets. 

Heuristic Approach

Most efforts to identify a simple group structure from a complex set 
of data require a measure of “closeness,” and proximity or similar-
ity is often indicated by some sort of distance metric when items are 
clustered. The heuristic approach uses a weighted Minkowski metric, 
which allows different weights to be assigned for smaller and larger 
absolute differences. This, combined with a nonparametric kernel-
based classification method, allows one to find a classifier that mini-

Table 3.3
Actual Versus Predicted Group Membership of Billets, Pruned Classification 
Tree

Actual Class 
Index

Predicted Class Index

JDAL Billet

External 
Organization 

Billet
Service-

Nominated Billet Total

JDAL billet 3,123  
(50%)

1,796  
(28%)

1,389  
(22%)

6,308

External 
organization 
billet

1,462  
(34%)

1,571  
(36%)

1,285  
(30%)

4,318

Service-
nominated 
billet

730  
(7%)

1,740  
(16%)

8,118  
(77%)

10,588
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mizes classification costs.10 In our analysis, we weighted the costs of 
misclassifying a JDAL billet as a service billet or vice versa more heav-
ily than misclassifying a JDAL billet as an external organization billet 
or vice versa. The features that were extracted by this method included 
only three variables—these are shown below, along with their relative 
importance weights: 

Serve_With_Other_Mil_Dept	 0.557
Billet_Gives_Exp_Multiservice	 0.145
Billet_Gives_Exp_Interagency	  0.298.

Adding one or more of the other variables did not reduce the mis-
classification rate, and the resulting classifier is, therefore, a more par-
simonious classifier, meaning that it is the simplest explanation of the 
data. However, the classification error was high, as shown in Table 3.4. 
Overall, 37.8 percent of all billets in the training set were “misclassi-
fied.” Because the overall error rate for the training set was high, we did 
not attempt to fit the model to the overall dataset. 

Of the 200 JDAL billets, only 63.5 percent were correctly classi-
fied as JDAL; 28 percent were classified as external organization billets, 
while 8.5 percent were classified as service-nominated billets. The error 
rate for the external organization billets was even higher—43 percent. 

10	  See Sullivan and Perry (2004) for a detailed description of the heuristic approach.

Table 3.4
Actual Versus Predicted Group Membership of Billets, Heuristic Approach

Actual Class 
Index

Predicted Class Index

JDAL Billet

External 
Organization 

Billet
Service-

Nominated Billet Total

JDAL billet 127  
(64%)

56  
(28%)

17  
(8%)

200

External 
organization 
billet

56  
(28%)

114  
(57%)

30  
(15%)

200

Service-
nominated 
billet

29  
(14%)

39  
(20%)

132  
(66%)

200
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Among service-nominated billets, 14.5 percent were classified as JDAL 
billets and another 19.5 percent as external organization billets, for an 
error rate of 34 percent. 

Factor Analysis

Factor analysis is an exploratory tool used to uncover the latent struc-
ture or dimensions of a set of variables. “The essential purpose of factor 
analysis is to describe, if possible, the covariance relationships among 
many variables in terms of a few underlying, but unobservable, random 
quantities called factors.”11 As such, a dependent variable is not speci-
fied. For our purposes, factor analysis is particularly useful because it 
offers a parsimonious way to reduce a mass of data and helps group 
interdependent variables into descriptive categories. 

The main objective of exploratory factor analysis is “to deter-
mine the minimum number of common factors that would satisfac-
torily produce the correlations among the observed variables.”12 Factor 
analysis assumes that the observed variables are linear combinations 
of some underlying factors, some of which are common across two or 
more variables and some of which are unique to each variable. Thus, 
factor analysis attempts to express each variable as the sum of common 
and unique portions—the common portions of all the variables are, 
by definition, fully explained by the common factors. As explained by 
Darlington,13 the purpose is to find the simplest hypothesis—that is, 
the lowest number, m, of common factors that is consistent with the 
data. 

The next section introduces some terms used in factor analysis.

11	  Johnson and Wichern, 2002, p. 477.
12	  Jae-on Kim and Charles W. Mueller, Factor Analysis: Statistical Methods and Practical 
Issues, Beverly Hills and London: Sage Publications, 1978, p. 12. 
13	  Richard B. Darlington, “Factor Analysis,” Web page, no date. 
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Basic Concepts14

Unrotated Factor Matrix. Each factor represents a pattern or 
grouping of variables. Thus, the factor matrix consists of columns (fac-
tors) and rows (variables). Two different types of factor matrices are 
presented—the unrotated factor matrix, which is the original set of 
factors, and the rotated factor matrix, in which the original set of fac-
tors is manipulated to increase the ease of interpretation of the factors. 

The first factor pattern in the unrotated matrix delineates the 
largest pattern of relationships; the second delineates the next-largest 
pattern that is independent of or uncorrelated with the first; and so 
on. That is, the amount of variation in the data described by each pat-
tern decreases with each factor; the first factor accounts for the largest 
amount of variation, the last factor for the least. 

Loadings. The loadings, α, show the degree and direction of rela-
tionship of the variables with a given factor or pattern. Squaring α and 
multiplying it by 100 yields the percentage of variation that a variable 
has in common with the unrotated factor. Thus, if a variable loading is 
0.50, we know that 25 percent of its variation is involved in that factor 
([0.50 × 0.50] × 100); put another way, it is the percentage of data on 
a variable that can be predicted from knowing the values of the other 
variables involved in the same factor. 

Communality. Each observed variable’s communality, h2, is the 
proportion of its variance that is explained by the common factors. It 
can also be looked as a measure of uniqueness. Thus, if the communal-
ity estimate of a variable is 0.55, then it implies that 55 percent of the 
variation in this variable is related to the other characteristics in the 
patterns and 45 percent is unrelated to the other characteristics. The 
communality estimate reported in the factor matrix is calculated by 
summing the squares of the variable’s loadings on all the patterns.

Eigenvalues. The eigenvalue, λ, for a particular factor is the sum 
of the squared loadings for that factor. It measures the amount of varia-
tion in the data accounted for by that pattern or factor. Eigenvalues 
are also used commonly to determine the number of factors to retain 

14	  This section is largely excerpted from R. J. Rummell, “Understanding Factor Analysis,” 
Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 11, No. 4, December 1967, pp. 444–480.
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in the analysis. While there are several rules that are used, the most 
common is Kaiser’s rule, in which factors with λ > 1 are retained. Vari-
ables are standardized to have a variance of 1; because an eigenvalue 
is the amount of variance explained by one more factor, it makes little 
sense to add a factor that explains less variance than is present in one 
variable. 

Dividing the eigenvalues by the number of variables and multiply-
ing by 100 shows the percentage of total variance accounted for by that 
factor.15 Thus, for example, if we had 10 variables and the eigenvalue 
of the first factor was 4.5, then the first factor accounts for 45 percent 
of the total variance in the data. Dividing the eigenvalues by the sum 
of the communality estimates, h2, shows the percentage of common 
variance accounted for by that factor. Thus, if four factors are retained 
and together they explain 80 percent of the variance in the data, then 
the first factor accounts for 56.3 percent ([45/80] × 100, where 45 is 
based on the first eigenvalue) of the variation accounted for by all the 
patterns.

Rotated Factor Matrix. The unrotated factors define the general 
patterns in the data. These factors are rotated to find distinct clusters 
of interrelated variables.16 A simple structure rotation is characterized 
by the fact that each variable is identified with one or a small propor-
tion of factors, and the number of variables loading on a factor is mini-

15	  The number of variables equals the sum of their variances because the variables are stan-
dardized to have a variance of 1.
16	  Darlington (no date) provides an intuitive explanation of rotation:

Think of the m factors F as a set of independent or predictor variables and think of the p 
observed variables X as a set of dependent or criterion variables. Consider a set of p mul-
tiple regressions, each predicting one of the variables from all m factors. The standard-
ized coefficients in this set of regressions form a p × m matrix called the factor loading 
matrix. If we replaced the original factors by a set of linear functions of those factors, we 
would get exactly the same predictions as before, but the factor loading matrix would 
be different. Therefore we can ask which, of the many possible sets of linear functions 
we might use, produces the simplest factor loading matrix. Specifically we will define 
simplicity as the number of zeros or near-zero entries in the factor loading matrix—the 
more zeros, the simpler the structure.
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mized.17 A simple table, borrowed from Rummel,18 helps illustrate the 
purpose of rotation. Table 3.5 shows a simple structure rotation of three 
unrotated factors into three rotated factors involving distinct clusters of 
interrelated variables that presumably are easier to interpret. 

In the unrotated matrix, factor patterns are ordered by the amount 
of variation they explain in the data, with the first factor explaining the 
largest proportion of variance; in an orthogonally rotated matrix, there 
is no significance to the factor order.

Results

We used the principal components factor method in SAS,19 and this 
resulted in nine factors with λ > 1, which were retained in accordance 
with the Kaiser rule. We can use the eigenvalues to calculate the per-
centage of total variance accounted for by each factor (Table 3.6) by 

17	  An orthogonal rotation ensures that the factors are uncorrelated; an oblique rotation 
has greater flexibility in looking for patterns, regardless of their correlation. The latter often 
achieves a simpler structure, but interpretation of the factors needs to take into account 
factor intercorrelations. If clusters of variables are correlated, then orthogonal rotation 
cannot clearly discriminate among them and simple structure can only be approximated. 
18	  Rummell, 1967, p. 22.
19	  SAS software, Release 8.2 (TS2M0), copyright 2009 SAS Institute Inc., Cary, N.C. 

Table 3.5 
Illustration of a Simple Structure Rotation

Variables

Unrotated Factors Rotated Factors

F1 F2 F3 F1 F2 F3

1 x x x

2 x x x x

3 x x x x x

4 x x x

5 x x x x

6 x x x x

7 x x x

Source: Rummell, 1967, Table 8, p. 475.

Note: The letter x indicates a moderate to large loading of a variable 
on a factor. 
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dividing the eigenvalue for that factor by 32 (the total number of vari-
ables in the analysis) and multiplying by 100. Together, these nine fac-
tors explain 70.4 percent of the total variation in the data.

We now turn to the rotated factor matrix, shown in Table 3.7. We 
note two things about the table. First, variables are included in a partic-
ular factor only if the loading, α, is moderate or large, defined as 0.50 
or higher. While there is no hard-and-fast rule about what constitutes 
a moderate or large loading, it seems defensible to limit the pattern to 
those variables with 25 percent or more of their variation involved in 
that pattern. Second, we use these clusters of high-loading variables to 
interpret and “name” the factor. This is essentially a judgment call but 
is standard practice in factor analysis.

The nine factors seem to involve different clusters of variables 
because there is no overlap among the variables. Broadly speaking, 
these factors seem to represent the following characteristics of billets: 

Deployment: The billet requires serving abroad, as measured by •	
the receipt of a variety of pays and allowances associated with 
deployment.

Table 3.6
Eigenvalues of the Nine Factors Retained in 
the Factor Analysis Procedure

Factor Eigenvalue
Percentage of Total Variance 

Explained by Factor

1 7.14 22.31

2 4.20 13.13

3 2.65 8.28

4 1.82 5.69

5 1.71 5.34

6 1.55 4.84

7 1.39 4.34

8 1.14 3.56

9 1.03 3.22
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Table 3.7
Rotated Factors and Variable Loadings
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Currently_Receiving_ 
Hostile_Pay

0.91

Currently_Receiving_ 
Tax_Excl

0.90

Currently_Receiving_ 
FSA

0.85

Currently_Receiving_ 
Hardship_Pay

0.83

Currently_Serving_ 
At_Home_Base

–0.60

Import_Dev_ 
Joint_Doctrine

0.89

Perform_Dev_ 
Joint_Doctrine

0.89

Perform_Dev_ 
Joint_Policies

0.88

Import_Dev_ 
Joint_Policies

0.87

Billet_Gives_ 
Exp_Interagency

0.74

Billet_Gives_ 
Exp_Multiservice

0.71

Position_Success_ 
Prior_Joint

0.69

Billet_Gives_ 
Exp_Multinational

0.65

Billet_Summary 0.58
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Civilian_Could_ 
Perform

0.50

KNP_Count 0.81

KNR_Count 0.80

N_Supervisors_ 
Not_Own_Service2

0.80

Other_Svc_Member_ 
Could_Perform

0.70

Serve_With_ 
Other_Mil_Dept

0.65

N_Monthly_ 
Interact_Personnel

0.52

Import_Foster_ 
Complex_Relations

0.94

Perform_Foster_ 
Complex_Relations

0.94

Perform_Strategic 0.92

Import_Strategic 0.92

Assigned_JTF_ 
Service_Comp

0.83

Assigned_JTF_ 
Sub_Org

0.81

Assigned_JTF_HQ 0.60

Serve_With_ 
Other_Country

0.79

Assigned_ 
Simultaneously

0.68

Table 3.7—Continued
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Joint Tasks: The billet involves developing joint doctrine and joint •	
policies, and these are rated as important tasks for the job.
Job Assessment: The billet provides significant multiservice, •	
multinational, and interagency experience and requires prior joint 
experience for successful performance; is characterized as primar-
ily strategic; and could be performed by a civilian. 
Depth and Breadth of Knowledge: The billet requires and pro-•	
vides several different types of knowledge (out of 65 specific types 
of job knowledge).
Interactions with Other Services: The billet is supervised by •	
non-own–service members; could be performed by other service 
members; requires serving with other military departments; and 
involves frequent interactions with a number of different types of 
personnel.
Organizational Interactions: The billet involves fostering multi-•	
national, interagency, or regional relations, and this is rated as an 
important task for the job.
Strategic Work: The billet involves providing strategic direction •	
and integration, and this is rated as an important task for the 
job.
Joint Task Force: The billet involves serving on a JTF at the ser-•	
vice component, subordinate organization, or headquarters level.
Multinational Assignment: The billet involves serving with the •	
armed forces of another nation or with an international mili-
tary or treaty organization, in a billet formally assigned to that 
organization.

These factors appear reasonable, and several of these variables had been 
shown to be important in the classification analyses. 

We also split the data by type of billet and examined the factors 
that emerged for the three different sets of billets. The factors were very 
similar and involved the same clusters of variables as seen above, sug-
gesting that the factors are pretty robust across types of billets, i.e., the 
same variables appear to be accounting for major variation in the data, 
regardless of type of billet.
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Using the Nine Factors to Characterize Billets

We used the results of the factor analysis to calculate “factor” scores 
for the nine factors for each billet. We calculated these factor scores 
using the factor loadings and the actual values of the variables for 
each billet (analogous to calculating a predicted value from regression 
coefficients). We then grouped billets into the three categories—JDAL, 
external organization, and service-nominated billets—to see whether 
and how the three types of billets differed on these factors. Table 3.8 
presents the means and standard deviations.

Some of the factors help to distinguish among the three types of 
billets. For example, JDAL billets rank first on the “joint tasks” factor 
(mean = 2.04), followed by external organization billets and service-
nominated billets (means = 1.16 and 0.69, respectively). Similarly, in 
terms of “breadth and depth of knowledge” both required and pro-
vided by the billets, we find JDAL billets have a much higher mean 

Table 3.8
Means and Standard Deviations of Rotated Factor Scores, by JDAL 
Category

Factors

JDAL Billets
External 

Organization Billets
Service-Nominated 

Billets

Mean
Standard 
Deviation Mean

Standard 
Deviation Mean

Standard 
Deviation

Deployment –0.70 1.38 0.31 2.90 –0.39 2.05

Joint tasks 2.04 2.69 1.16 2.22 0.69 1.79

Job assessment 12.68 1.73 12.35 1.87 10.28 2.47

Breadth and 
depth of 
knowledge

32.47 27.10 20.78 23.91 19.10 22.83

Interactions with 
other services

6.89 1.42 6.68 1.48 3.70 1.84

Organizational 
interactions

1.13 1.74 0.68 1.41 0.47 1.19

Strategic work 2.20 1.94 1.57 1.88 1.24 1.81

JTF service 0.26 0.73 0.51 1.02 0.38 0.94

Multinational 
assignment

0.26 0.55 0.26 0.54 0.18 0.46
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(32.47) than the other two (with means of 20.78 and 19.10, respec-
tively). This is also true of the “organizational interactions” factor. In 
some instances, JDAL and external organization billets appear to share 
characteristics. For example, they both rank high on the factor “inter-
actions with other services” (which includes such characteristics as 
having non-own–service supervisors, substitutability of other service 
members in the billet, serving with other military departments, and 
frequent interactions with a number of different types of personnel) 
compared with service-nominated billets.

We now turn to regression analysis.

Logistic Regression Analysis

As before, we allow JDAL billets to represent “jointness” and model 
differences between (1) JDAL billets and external billets and (2) JDAL 
billets and service-nominated billets.20 Empirically, we use a dichoto-
mous dependent variable, which is equal to 1 if the billet is a JDAL 
billet and equal to 0 otherwise. The models allow us to see what char-
acteristics appear to be related to jointness (and, as such, important in 
distinguishing one set of billets from the other) and whether different 
variables appear to be important in the two models. These multivariate 
models allow us to measure the net effect of different variables on the 
probability of being “joint,” while controlling for the effects of other 
variables.

Given that there are two groups in each set of models (JDAL 
versus external organization billets or JDAL versus service-nominated 
billets), the probability of membership in the first group (i.e., JDAL 
billets), p1(x), is

p1(x) = 1/(1 + exp[–(α + β ′X )]).

20	  We also estimated a multinomial logit model using a dependent variable that equals 1 
if the billet was an internal service billet, 2 if the billet was an external organization billet, 
or 3 if the billet was a JDAL billet. The results were substantially the same but harder to 
interpret. 
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The ratio p(x)/(1 – p(x)) is simply the odds in favor of a billet with 
features x being a JDAL billet. The logarithm of the odds is assumed 
to be linear in the independent variables (or in some transformation of 
them), and the effects of the explanatory variables are assumed to be 
additive. The coefficients measure how the log-odds in favor of being a 
JDAL billet change as the independent variables change by a unit.

We first estimated the model on the full sample. Then, in order 
to test the robustness of the results, we used cross-validation to ran-
domly select ten different samples consisting of 90 percent of the total 
number of billets composing the population. The model results were 
validated on the remaining 10 percent of billets. We calculated a prob-
ability for each of these billets of being a JDAL billet (with 1 minus the 
estimated probability being the probability of membership in the other 
group) and used this probability to assign each of these billets to one 
of the two groups; we then compared this assignment with the actual 
membership of the billet to calculate an “error” rate. This allowed us 
to see what types of billets appeared to display characteristics that were 
similar to those of the other group—in particular, the types of external 
organization and service-nominated billets that most resembled JDAL 
billets and thus might be considered for joint duty credit.

Thus, for example, from the approximately 17,000 JDAL and 
service-nominated billets (n = 16,996), we randomly selected a 90 per-
cent sample on which to estimate the model, and then fit the model to 
the approximately 1,700 billets that formed the validation sample. We 
repeated this ten times, each time randomly selecting a new 90 per-
cent sample. Thus, we have ten different sets of estimated coefficients 
that were used to assign probabilities and calculate “error” rates for the 
ten validation samples for the JDAL versus service-nominated billets 
model. Similarly, from the 10,626 JDAL and external organization bil-
lets, we randomly selected a 90 percent sample of billets on which to 
estimate the model (approximately 9,500–9,600 billets) and then fit 
the model to the remaining 1,000–1,100 billets.21 

21	  We also estimated logistic models using the nine rotated factor scores as the independent 
variables. With few exceptions, all the factors were highly significant in the regressions. Fac-
tors are useful when dealing with high multicollinearity among the variables. We do have 
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In the following sections, we first present the model results from 
the full sample estimation—coefficients, significance, and overall mis-
classification rates. The next section looks specifically at the cases that 
were misclassified in the ten iterations discussed above. Comments pro-
vided by the respondents provide some additional insights into these 
misclassified cases. 

Results: JDAL Versus Service-Nominated Billets 

Table 3.9 shows the coefficients for the logistic regression model for 
estimating the probability of JDAL versus service-nominated billets.22 
Overall, higher probabilities of being a JDAL billet were significantly 
associated with

performing certain joint tasks, such as providing strategic direc-•	
tion and integration and developing joint doctrine 
rating certain tasks, such as developing joint policies and fostering •	
complex relations, as important to the billet
greater substitutability of civilians in the billet•	
summarizing the billet as strategic or operational rather than •	
tactical
being supervised by non-own–service supervisors•	
serving with other military departments•	
being assigned to JTF headquarters•	
currently receiving hardship pay •	
frequent interactions with larger numbers of non-own–service •	
organizations and different types of non-own–service personnel
rating the billet as providing significant multinational experience•	
reporting that JPME II was required for successful performance •	
in the billet.

collinear variables in our data, but this does not appear to have substantially affected either 
the direction or significance of the estimated coefficients. Given this and given the fact that 
the factor analysis was exploratory, we choose not to report those results here but instead to 
focus on the effects of the individual variables, rather than linear combinations of them. 
22	  These results were consistent across the ten sets of estimates.
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Table 3.9
Estimated Coefficients, Logistic Models: JDAL Versus Service-Nominated 
Billets

Independent Variables Coefficient
Standard 

Error
Wald  

Chi-Square p-value

Intercept –2.78 0.12 555.60 < 0.0001*

Perform_Strategic 0.35 0.12 9.26 0.0023*

Perform_Dev_Joint_Doctrine 0.45 0.18 6.47 0.0110*

Perform_Dev_Joint_Policies –0.08 0.17 0.22 0.6428

Perform_Foster_Complex_Relations –0.68 0.14 24.06 < 0.0001*

Civilian_Could_Perform 0.08 0.02 20.35 < 0.0001*

Other_Svc_Member_Could_Perform –0.04 0.02 5.64 0.0175*

Billet_Summary 0.41 0.04 117.80 < 0.0001*

KNR_Count 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.9105

KNP_Count 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.9493

N_Supervisors_Not_Own_Service 0.90 0.04 611.26 < 0.0001*

Serve_With_Other_Mil_Dept 2.43 0.06 1468.47 < 0.0001*

Serve_With_Other_Country 0.01 0.07 0.01 0.9352

Assigned_Simultaneously –0.27 0.04 41.81 < 0.0001*

Assigned_JTF_HQ 0.62 0.05 138.12 < 0.0001*

Assigned_JTF_Sub_Org 0.04 0.06 0.33 0.5634

Assigned_JTF_Service_Comp –0.93 0.07 168.67 < 0.0001*

Currently_Serving_At_Home_Base –0.68 0.05 205.80 < 0.0001*

Currently_Receiving_FSA –0.72 0.07 122.65 < 0.0001*

Currently_Receiving_Hostile_Pay 0.04 0.08 0.29 0.5907

Currently_Receiving_Hardship_Pay 0.15 0.07 5.10 0.0239*

Currently_Receiving_Tax_Excl –0.13 0.08 2.40 0.1212

Import_Strategic –0.08 0.04 4.65 0.0311*

Import_Dev_Joint_Doctrine –0.17 0.07 5.43 0.0198*

Import_Dev_Joint_Policies 0.20 0.07 8.50 0.0035*

Import_Foster_Complex_Relations 0.28 0.05 31.67 < 0.0001*

N_Monthly_Interact_Orgs 0.06 0.01 119.98 < 0.0001*
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Significantly lower probabilities of being a JDAL billet were associated 
with

performing such duties as fostering complex relations•	
rating the tasks of providing strategic direction and integration as •	
important to the billet
reporting that other service members could perform billet duties•	
being “dual-hatted” or assigned simultaneously•	
being assigned to a JTF service component•	
currently serving at home base•	
currently receiving family separation allowance •	
rating the billet as providing significant multiservice or inter-•	
agency experience
reporting that prior joint duty experience was required for suc-•	
cessful performance in the billet.

It is useful to note that variables that were consistently insignifi-
cant in these models were also not useful in the other approaches. We 
expand on this point at the end of the chapter. 

The diametrically opposed effects on the probability of being a 
JDAL billet of performing certain joint tasks (for example, providing 
strategic direction and integration) and rating them as important for 
the billet seem puzzling. However, this can be partially explained by 
the fact that officers in service-nominated billets who performed the 

N_Monthly_Interact_Personnel 0.16 0.01 140.41 < 0.0001*

Billet_Gives_Exp_Multiservice –0.14 0.03 20.79 < 0.0001*

Billet_Gives_Exp_Multinational 0.17 0.03 42.60 < 0.0001*

Billet_Gives_Exp_Interagency –0.12 0.03 16.83 < 0.0001*

Position_Success_JPME2 0.52 0.02 473.15 < 0.0001*

Position_Success_Prior_Joint –0.39 0.05 71.61 < 0.0001*

* Indicates statistically significant coefficients with p-values ≤ 0.05.

Table 3.9—Continued

Independent Variables Coefficient
Standard 

Error
Wald  

Chi-Square p-value
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four “joint” tasks tended to rate these as important to the job.23 The 
negative effect of the variables measuring whether the billet provides 
significant multiservice or interagency experience (the very definition 
of a joint duty billet) is harder to explain. Between 44 and 49 percent of 
officers in service-nominated billets reported gaining significant expe-
rience in these two areas, compared with 75–87 percent of officers in 
JDAL billets. However, we saw earlier, in the factor analysis, that the 
data tend to be highly correlated, so multicollinearity among the inde-
pendent variables may well be causing some of the unexpected signs 
on the coefficients. The overall model fits the data well, judging by the 
misclassification rate of around 8 percent (i.e., about 8 percent of the 
cases in the full sample were misclassified on the basis of the regression 
model).

As mentioned above, we fit the model to the 10 percent valida-
tion sample—cases that were not part of the estimating sample. The 
“error rate,” i.e., the percentage of cases for which the predicted mem-
bership did not agree with the actual membership, ranged from 15 to 
16 percent. Of these cases, about 55 percent were service-nominated 
billets that were classified as JDAL billets, and the Air Force and Navy 
accounted for a somewhat higher proportion of these than the Army. 
The remaining 45 percent were JDAL billets that were classified as 
service-nominated billets, and these were drawn, as we show below, 
from a number of the geographic commands, force providers, and 
functional commands, as well as the Joint Staff, OSD, NATO, and a 
handful of other agencies. 

The logistic models fit much better than the CART model in 
terms of lower prediction error. This may be due to the fact that the 
logistic models were estimated using a binary dependent variable, 
whereas the CART model had to distinguish among three categories. 
Logistic regression works well when the relationship between covari-
ates and outcomes is well approximated by a model that is linear on the 
log-odds scale.

23	  Kirby et al., 2006.
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JDAL Versus External Organization Billets

Table 3.10 presents the coefficients from the regressions estimated 
using the JDAL and external organization billets. A higher probability 
of being a JDAL billet was significantly associated with

performing such duties as developing joint doctrine•	
greater probability that other service members could perform •	
billet duties
summarizing the billet as strategic or operational rather than •	
tactical
a higher number of different types of knowledge required for the •	
billet and gained through billet assignment
serving with other countries•	
currently serving at home base•	
rating the task of fostering complex relations as important to the •	
billet
frequent interactions with different types of non-own–service •	
personnel
rating the billet as providing significant multinational experience•	
reporting that JPME II was required for successful performance •	
in the billet.

Lower probabilities of being a JDAL billet were significantly asso-
ciated with

performing such duties as fostering complex relations•	
greater substitutability of civilians in the billet•	
being assigned to a JTF service component•	
currently receiving family separation allowance•	
currently receiving a tax exclusion•	
rating the billet as providing significant interagency experience•	
reporting that prior joint duty experience was required for suc-•	
cessful performance in the billet.

Some of these variables were important in the first model as well. 
For example, compared with non-JDAL billets, JDAL billets appear 
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Table 3.10
Estimated Coefficients, Logistic Models: JDAL Versus Non-JDAL External 
Organization Billets

Independent Variables Coefficient
Standard 

Error
Wald  

Chi-Square p-value

Intercept –0.29 0.09 9.62 0.0019

Perform_Strategic 0.18 0.10 3.07 0.0797

Perform_Dev_Joint_Doctrine 0.37 0.16 5.28 0.0215*

Perform_Dev_Joint_Policies 0.13 0.15 0.75 0.3880

Perform_Foster_Complex_Relations –0.36 0.13 7.74 0.0054*

Civilian_Could_Perform –0.08 0.02 21.60 < 0.0001*

Other_Svc_Member_Could_Perform 0.06 0.01 19.83 < 0.0001*

Billet_Summary 0.09 0.04 6.23 0.0126*

KNR_Count 0.01 0.00 11.34 0.0008*

KNP_Count 0.01 0.00 22.00 < 0.0001*

N_Supervisors_Not_Own_Service –0.01 0.03 0.14 0.7106

Serve_With_Other_Mil_Dept 0.08 0.08 1.11 0.2922

Serve_With_Other_Country 0.40 0.07 28.83 < 0.0001*

Assigned_Simultaneously –0.07 0.04 2.78 0.0953

Assigned_JTF_HQ 0.04 0.04 0.79 0.3738

Assigned_JTF_Sub_Org –0.07 0.06 1.45 0.2286

Assigned_JTF_Service_Comp –0.30 0.07 20.24 < 0.0001*

Currently_Serving_At_Home_Base 0.25 0.04 35.73 < 0.0001*

Currently_Receiving_FSA –0.47 0.06 58.00 < 0.0001*

Currently_Receiving_Hostile_Pay 0.13 0.08 2.48 0.1155

Currently_Receiving_Hardship_Pay –0.12 0.06 3.74 0.0530

Currently_Receiving_Tax_Excl –0.29 0.08 13.54 0.0002*

Import_Strategic 0.02 0.03 0.47 0.4948

Import_Dev_Joint_Doctrine –0.10 0.07 2.35 0.1251

Import_Dev_Joint_Policies 0.03 0.06 0.36 0.5487

Import_Foster_Complex_Relations 0.28 0.05 38.56 < 0.0001*

N_Monthly_Interact_Orgs 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.4775
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to be distinguished by performance of such tasks as developing joint 
doctrine; the task of fostering complex relations being important to the 
billet; involving strategic or operational work rather than tactical; pro-
viding significant multinational experience; and requiring JPME II for 
successful performance. In contrast, incumbents in non-JDAL billets 
were more likely to be performing the task of fostering complex rela-
tions, currently receiving family separation allowance, and reporting 
that prior joint duty experience was important for successfully under-
taking the duties of the billet. Some variables, such as number of non-
own–service supervisors, greater number of frequent interactions with 
non-own–service organizations, and substitutability of civilians in the 
job, were important in distinguishing JDAL from service-nominated 
billets. Serving with other countries, substitutability of other service 
members in the job, serving at home base, and a higher number of dif-
ferent types of knowledge as required for and provided by the job dis-
tinguished JDAL billets from non-JDAL, non-service billets.

This model did not perform as well as the first model that com-
pared JDAL with service-nominated billets. The discordant or misclas-
sification rate for the estimating sample was high—about one-quarter 
of the cases were misclassified based on the regression model. 

As before, we estimated the model on ten different 90 percent 
samples and then fit the model to the 10 percent validation samples. 
The “error rate,” i.e., the percentage of cases for which the predicted 

N_Monthly_Interact_Personnel 0.06 0.01 22.29 < 0.0001*

Billet_Gives_Exp_Multiservice 0.02 0.03 0.47 0.4919

Billet_Gives_Exp_Multinational 0.10 0.02 14.79 0.0001*

Billet_Gives_Exp_Interagency –0.32 0.03 125.68 < 0.0001*

Position_Success_JPME2 0.35 0.02 282.81 < 0.0001*

Position_Success_Prior_Joint –0.19 0.04 19.61 < 0.0001*

* Indicates statistically significant coefficients with p-values ≤ 0.05.

Table 3.10—Continued

Independent Variables Coefficient
Standard 

Error
Wald  

Chi-Square p-value
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membership did not agree with the actual membership, was around 
30 percent. Of these, about 65 percent of the cases were non-JDAL bil-
lets in external organizations that were classified as JDAL billets, and 
the remaining 35 percent were JDAL billets that were classified as non-
JDAL billets in external organizations. 

Service-Nominated Billets Classified as JDAL Billets

Table 3.11 shows the distribution of the service-nominated billets that 
were classified as JDAL billets by the regression model. Of the 10,588 
billets in the survey, about 12 percent (n = 1,281) had characteristics 
similar to those of the JDAL billets in the survey. Looking first at the 
Army, one-fifth or more of the billets in the Army Materiel Command, 
Intelligence and Security Command, Criminal Investigation Com-
mand, Space and Missile Defense Command, and Training and Doc-
trine Command reported experiences, duties, and/or prerequisites for 
successful performance that ranked them closer to JDAL billets than 
other service-nominated billets. In the Navy, 36 percent of billets in 
Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command were classified as JDAL 
billets, as were 20–24 percent of billets in Security Group Command 
and Naval Network Warfare Command. Among Air Force billets, 
46 percent of Air Force Elements billets resembled JDAL billets, as did 
28 percent of Air Training Command billets. Of the 74 Marine Corps 
billets responding to the survey, seven were classified as JDAL billets.

Selected comments from survey respondents give insight into the 
classification as a JDAL billet.

Air Force.

Air Training Command

In the Joint Strike Fighter Program Office [JSF] and in this billet 
in particular, we work with the US Navy, USMC, and USAF 
on a daily basis. As well as with 8 partner nations [Australia, 
Canada, Denmark, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Turkey, and 
the United Kingdom] and their Navies and Air Forces. We also 
interact with OSD, State Dept and DSCA [Defense Security 
Cooperation Agency] on a daily or weekly basis. This is a multi-
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Table 3.11
Service-Nominated Billets Classified as JDAL Billets, by Service and Subordinate Organization

Service and Subordinate 
Organizations

Billets Responding to Survey
Billets Classified as JDAL Billets  

by Regression Model

Number of 
Billets

Percentage of 
Service Total

Number of 
Billets Classified 
as JDAL Billets

Percentage of 
Service Total

Percentage 
of Billets in 
Subordinate 
Organization

Grand Total 10,588 1,281 12.1

Army

Army Materiel Command 52 1.3 13 3.6 25.0

Intelligence and Security Command 245 6.2 58 15.9 23.7

Special Operations Command 769 19.5 15 4.1 2.0

Criminal Investigation Command 38 1.0 21 5.8 55.3

Corps of Engineers 9 0.2 0 0.0 0.0

U.S. Army Europe 424 10.7 21 5.8 5.0

Forces Command 1,344 34.0 49 13.5 3.6

8th U.S. Army 319 8.1 29 8.0 9.1

Military District of Washington 18 0.5 2 0.5 11.1

U.S. Army Pacific 163 4.1 8 2.2 4.9

Space and Missile Defense Command 14 0.4 3 0.8 21.4

Training and Doctrine Command 301 7.6 98 26.9 32.6

Headquarters 80 2.0 15 4.1 18.8

Other 177 4.5 32 8.8 18.1

Total 3,953 100.0 364 100.0 9.2
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Navy

Naval Staff 128 6.3 19 4.9 14.8

Naval Intelligence 40 2.0 3 0.8 7.5

Naval Sea Systems Command 203 9.9 35 9.1 17.2

Space and Naval Warfare Systems 
Command

177 8.7 63 16.3 35.6

Atlantic and Europe Fleet 134 6.5 17 4.4 12.7

Security Group Command 250 12.2 61 15.8 24.4

Pacific Fleet 304 14.9 27 7.0 8.9

Network Warfare Command 719 35.1 145 37.6 20.2

Other 91 4.4 16 4.1 17.6

Total 2,046 100.0 386 100.0 18.9

Air Force

Air Forces, Europe 53 1.2 9 1.7 17.0

Air Training Command 239 5.3 67 12.8 28.0

Air Force Reserve 14 0.3 0 0.0 0.0

Table 3.11—Continued

Service and Subordinate 
Organizations

Billets Responding to Survey
Billets Classified as JDAL Billets  

by Regression Model

Number of 
Billets

Percentage of 
Service Total

Number of 
Billets Classified 
as JDAL Billets

Percentage of 
Service Total

Percentage 
of Billets in 
Subordinate 
Organization
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Headquarters 158 3.5 8 1.5 5.1

Pacific Air Forces 249 5.5 16 3.1 6.4

Electronic Security Command 126 2.8 26 5.0 20.6

AF Special Operations Command 278 6.2 6 1.1 2.2

Air Combat Command 1,088 24.1 46 8.8 4.2

Air Mobility Command 241 5.3 11 2.1 4.6

Air Force Materiel Command 863 19.1 53 10.1 6.1

Air Force Space Command 590 13.1 42 8.0 7.1

Air Force Elements (Other) 501 11.1 231 44.1 46.1

Other 115 2.5 9 1.7 7.8

Total 4,515 100.0 524 100.0 11.6

Marine Corps

Total 74 100.0 7  100.0 9.5

Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.

Table 3.11—Continued

Service and Subordinate 
Organizations

Billets Responding to Survey
Billets Classified as JDAL Billets  

by Regression Model

Number of 
Billets

Percentage of 
Service Total

Number of 
Billets Classified 
as JDAL Billets

Percentage of 
Service Total

Percentage 
of Billets in 
Subordinate 
Organization
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service, multinational and interagency job and this billet as well 
as all JSF military billets should be considered joint if possible. 
Thank you.

Air Force Elements

This is an extraordinary position and challenges me daily to inte-
grate the cultures, traditions, systems, and resources of multiple 
services and civilian agencies.

Air Force Materiel Command 

The Joint Single Integrated Air Picture System Engineering Orga-
nization provides a unique construct in DoD as a hybrid of Ser-
vice administrative functions for personnel and manpower poli-
cies featured in a fully Joint perspective with an Army Acquisition 
Executive, Air Force Director and Navy Technical Director . . . 
the position reflected in this survey is for the Air Force Deputy 
Director that serves a rotating Service Flag Officer as Director 
(previously Navy, now Air Force).

Army.

Forces Command

I work with the Marines daily on issues of ammunition, fuel, and 
Add-on-Armor/UAH [Up-Armored HMMWV] support. I work 
with the Air Force daily on coordinating movements of logis-
tics. The Navy works surface movements, our main resupply is by 
ship . . . they also work customs, and the head of DLA [Defense 
Logistics Agency] here happens to be Navy. What is most needed 
is the ability to be flexible, to think on your feet, make decisions 
and the fortitude to stand-up to the criticism of others until your 
plan is finally embraced and working, THEN the ability to adjust 
it as the situation changes. Finally a sense of humor as the other 
services will let you down over and over again. . . .
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Criminal Investigation Command

This is my third assignment to a Joint organization. When I com-
plete this assignment, I will have zero credit for Joint service. I 
will soon assume command of this temp JTF, moving up from 
a staff position. It is a great organization, with Joint and inter-
agency representation in key billets. I do not require Joint certifi-
cation/qualification for career progression (sci/tech waiver branch 
and I am not competitive to be a [general officer], regardless), but 
it frequently amazes me that some of the best joint experiences 
derive no Joint credit. Incredible system we have built! 

Training and Doctrine Command

My job is not a joint billet, but is very joint. I have four O-6 
[Program Managers] that work for me of which two are Marine 
Corps. I would say in the acquisition business there could be a lot 
more jointness. 

Navy.

Naval Air Systems Command

My Billet is a [Naval Air Systems Command] Billet from PAX 
River Maryland, that is ADD DUTY to the Joint Strike Fighter 
(JSF) Program Office, in Crystal City, VA. I am currently the JSF 
Chief of Staff and JSF Operations Director. I have also served 
as the JSF Air Vehicle Integration Lead. This should be a Joint 
Duty Credit Billet. Day in and Day out . . . the issues I deal 
with are Joint in nature as we are designing and building a JSF 
for the USN, USAF, USMC, and Eight (8) International Partner 
Countries [Australia, Canada, Denmark, Italy, the Netherlands, 
Norway, Turkey, and the United Kingdom].

Naval Sea Systems Command

This is an acquisition billet that requires frequent coordination 
with Air Force, Army, and USMC commands and staffs. Highly 
recommend it be coded a joint billet.
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Naval Staff

I am involved in joint/multinational matters almost continually. 
For example, policy staffing and alignment between USAF/USN 
on Airborne Electronic Attack, JADO [Joint Air Defense Opera-
tion], etc. in support of formal multi-service talks. I also serve as the 
service rep for personnel recovery (and other issues)—developing 
policy with JPRA [Joint Personnel Recovery Agency]/OSD and 
the other services, writing joint and allied doctrine, etc.

JDAL Billets Classified as Service Billets

Table 3.12 presents the distribution of JDAL billets that were clas-
sified as service billets by the regression model. The table shows the 
total number of JDAL billets in each organization and the number 
that appeared to share the characteristics of service billets rather than 
JDAL billets. Overall, of the 6,308 JDAL billets that responded to 
the survey, about 20 percent were classified as service billets. Both the 
actual numbers and percentages are important in telling the story. In 
terms of numbers, U.S. Pacific Command, U.S. Strategic Command, 
U.S. Central Command, and U.S. Special Operations Command each 
had more than 100 billets that, according to the model, resembled ser-
vice billets. 

Of the more than 700 billets in the Joint Staff, 93, or 13 per-
cent, were classified as service billets. About 20 percent of billets in the 
Defense Intelligence Agency (n = 95) were also ranked by the model 
as resembling service billets. These six agencies accounted for close to 
60 percent of all misclassified cases.

Again, comments from survey respondents give insight into the 
classification:

This billet should not be classified as joint duty billet or a military 
member assigned to it. This position does not allow me to use 
my 16+ years experience (Air Force O-4, Defense Intelligence 
Agency). 
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Table 3.12
JDAL Billets Classified as Service Billets, Regression Model

Billet ID Prefix

Total  
Number of 
Billets on 

Survey

Total  
Number of 
JDAL Billets

Number of 
JDAL Billets 

Misclassified 
as Service 

Billets

Number 
Misclassified, 

as a 
Percentage 

of JDAL 
Billets in 

Organization

American Forces Information 
Service

38 1 0 0.0

CENTCOM JTFs 710 0  0 NA

Defense Acquisition University 37 0  0 NA

Defense Advanced Research 
Projects Agency

23 0  0 NA

Defense Contract 
Management Agency (CSA)

199 6 4 66.7

Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service

41 0  0 NA

Defense Information Systems 
Agency (CSA)

441 56 21 37.5

Defense Intelligence Agency 
(CSA)

861 481 95 19.8

Defense Legal Services Agency 16 0  0 NA

Defense Logistics Agency 
(CSA)

265 80 22 27.5

Defense Prisoner of War/
Missing Personnel Office

29 9 1 11.1

Defense Security Cooperation 
Agency

43 14 1 7.1

Defense Technology Security 
Administration

13 3  0 0.0

Defense Threat Reduction 
Agency (CSA)

 455  228  45  19.7

DoD Human Resources Activity 6 0  0 NA 

DoD Inspector General 33 1 1 100.0

Inter-American Defense Board 17 15 1 6.7

Joint Requirements Office 
Chemical, Biological, 
Radiological, Nuclear

10 3  0 0.0 

The Joint Staff 812 703 93 13.2
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Joint Theater Air and Missile 
Defense Organization

21 17 4 23.5

Missile Defense Agency 110 27 4 14.8

National Defense University 202 137 13 9.5

National Geospatial-
Intelligence Agency

229 0  0 NA 

National Security Agency 248 63 16 25.4

North American Aerospace 
Defense Command

123 95 22 23.2

North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization

239 187 75 40.1

Office of Economic 
Adjustment

2 0  0 NA 

OSD 267 217 18 8.3

Pentagon Force Protection 
Agency

4 0  0 NA

TRICARE Management Activity 50 1 1 100.0

U.S. Central Command 642 522 122 23.4

U.S. European Command 684 521 82 15.7

U.S. Joint Forces Command 530 332 63 19.0

U.S. Northern Command 394 296 55 18.6

U.S. Pacific Command 973 747 167 22.4

U.S. Southern Command 321 246 34 13.8

U.S. Special Operations 
Command

564 501 110 22.0

U.S. Strategic Command 709 602 129 21.4

U.S. Transportation Command 236 190 31 16.3

Washington Headquarters 
Services

28 7 1 14.3

Total 10,625 6,308 1,231 19.5

Table 3.12—Continued

Billet ID Prefix

Total  
Number of 
Billets on 

Survey

Total  
Number of 
JDAL Billets

Number of 
JDAL Billets 

Misclassified 
as Service 

Billets

Number 
Misclassified, 

as a 
Percentage 

of JDAL 
Billets in 

Organization
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This is a NATO position at an operational NATO unit. I do not 
rely on any prior technical training to fulfill the duties of this 
position because our daily duties are done IAW [in accordance 
with] NATO directives. Although I’m a 21R, I’ve only served in 
Supply and Air Trans. This position is a Logistics Plans position. 
However, there is little relation to USAF logistics plans functions 
(Air Force O-4, NATO).

This position is currently a civilian position. Many of the ques-
tions were written as if was a military position making it some-
what difficult to provide clear answers (questions on how long 
person spends in position and how long they should probably 
have a NA (Civilian Position) option (O-4, The Joint Staff).24

This billet is Joint in name only. It involves no substantive interac-
tion with other services. Because of the specific technical nature 
of the job, no one on the [Joint Staff] is qualified to evaluate the 
work. . . . No other organization depends on the output of this 
organization for its success or failure. . . . (Army O-4, The Joint 
Staff).

I do not work in my assigned billet. I should not get credit for a 
joint billet. The individual filling the true billet should get the 
credit (Navy O-4, U.S. Joint Forces Command).

In some cases, somewhat surprisingly, respondents serving in 
JDAL billets displayed a lack of knowledge that their billet was coded 
as a JDAL billet. 

Recommend that these billets be made ‘hard’ Joint Billets and 
that JPME I/II be mandatory requirements for these billets. 

Non-JDAL Billets in External Organizations and JDAL Billets

We report on the misclassified cases from the second model (JDAL 
versus non-JDAL billets in external organizations) together because it 

24	  Service data were missing for this respondent.
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is helpful to combine the information in one table. This allows us to 
compare the percentage of non-JDAL and JDAL billets in an organiza-
tion and to look at the percentage of billets of each type that was mis-
classified by the regression model. One point to keep in mind is that 
the model did not appear to discriminate well between the two types of 
billets—recall that the misclassification rate for the estimating sample 
was 30 percent. Table 3.13 presents the distribution of non-JDAL and 
JDAL billets by billet organization and the percentage of misclassi-
fied cases for each type of billet. As with the first model (JDAL versus 
service-nominated billets), about 20 percent of JDAL billets were clas-
sified as non-JDAL billets, and the pattern reflects what we saw ear-
lier, with the largest numbers of misclassifications being in the geo-
graphic commands, the force provider billets, the Joint Staff, and the 
Defense Intelligence Agency. Many of these were the same billets that 
earlier had been classified as service billets, suggesting that the duties 
and experiences of these billets differed significantly from that of other 
JDAL billets. In fact, of the 1,255 reassignments from JDAL to exter-
nal in this model, 701, or 56 percent, were also reclassified from JDAL 
to service-nominated billets in the JDAL/service model.

Many of these same agencies that had JDAL billets that were clas-
sified as non-JDAL billets also had several billets for which the reverse 
was true, i.e., non-JDAL billets that resembled JDAL billets. Overall, of 
the 4,317 non-JDAL, non-service billets, about 46 percent had charac-
teristics that were similar to those of JDAL billets. Well over half of the 
billets in the geographic commands and in the force providers shared 
characteristics of JDAL billets. Close to 200 non-JDAL billets in the 
Defense Information Systems Agency and Defense Intelligence Agency 
each were classified as JDAL billets—these represented 46 percent and 
52 percent of the non-JDAL billets in these agencies, respectively.

Comments from survey respondents are again provided. Here we 
focus on comments from respondents in non-JDAL billets that were 
classified as JDAL billets.

Being a medical person, I believe Joint Credit should go for medi-
cal positions as well as line positions. I’ll be finishing this Joint 
Staff assignment (total of 4 years, 1 yr internship, 3 permanent) 
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Table 3.13
JDAL and Non-JDAL External Organization Billets

BilletID Prefix

Total Number 
of Billets on 

Survey

JDAL Billets in Organization Non-JDAL Billets in Organization

Total Number 
of JDAL Billets

Number 
Misclassified 
as External 

Organization 
Billet

Number 
Misclassified as 
a Percentage of 
JDAL Billets in 
Organization

Total  
Number of 
Non-JDAL 

Billets

Number 
Misclassified as 

JDAL Billets

Number 
Misclassified as 

a Percentage 
of Non-JDAL 

Billets in 
Organization

American Forces 
Information Service

38 1 1 100.0 37 22 59.5

CENTCOM JTFs 710 0 NA NA  710 55 7.7

Defense Acquisition 
University

37 0  NA NA  37 12 32.4

Defense Advanced 
Research Projects 
Agency

23 0  NA NA  23 14 60.9

Defense Contract 
Management Agency 
(CSA)

199 6 3 50.0 193 53 27.5

Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service

41 0  NA NA  41 7 17.1

Defense Information 
Systems Agency (CSA)

441 56 21 37.5 385 180 46.8

Defense Intelligence 
Agency (CSA)

861 481 130 27.0 380 199 52.4
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Defense Legal Services 
Agency

16 0  NA NA  16 8 50.0

Defense Logistics 
Agency (CSA)

265 80 20 25.0 185 86 46.5

Defense Prisoner of 
War/Missing Personnel 
Office

29 9 1 11.1 20 15 75.0

Defense Security 
Cooperation Agency

43 14 1 7.1 29 19 65.5

Defense Technology 
Security Administration

13 3  0 0.0 10 4 40.0

Defense Threat 
Reduction Agency 
(CSA)

455 228 64 28.1 227 119 52.4

DoD Human Resources 
Activity

6 0  NA NA  6 3 50.0

DoD Inspector General 33 1 1 100.0 32 18 56.3

Inter-American Defense 
Board

17 15  0 0.0 2 2 100.0

Table 3.13—Continued

BilletID Prefix

Total Number 
of Billets on 

Survey

JDAL Billets in Organization Non-JDAL Billets in Organization

Total Number 
of JDAL Billets

Number 
Misclassified 
as External 

Organization 
Billet

Number 
Misclassified as 
a Percentage of 
JDAL Billets in 
Organization

Total  
Number of 
Non-JDAL 

Billets

Number 
Misclassified as 

JDAL Billets

Number 
Misclassified as 

a Percentage 
of Non-JDAL 

Billets in 
Organization
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Joint Requirements 
Office Chemical, 
Biological, Radiological, 
Nuclear

10 3  0 0.0 7 6 85.7

The Joint Staff 812 703 99 14.1 109 92 84.4

Joint Theater Air 
and Missile Defense 
Organization

21 17 4 23.5 4 2 50.0

Missile Defense Agency 110 27 3 11.1 83 63 75.9

National Defense 
University

202 137 5 3.6 65 59 90.8

National Geospatial-
Intelligence Agency

229 0  NA NA  229 121 52.8

National Security 
Agency

248 63 15 23.8 185 78 42.2

North American 
Aerospace Defense 
Command

123 95 16 16.8 28 17 60.7

Table 3.13—Continued

BilletID Prefix

Total Number 
of Billets on 

Survey

JDAL Billets in Organization Non-JDAL Billets in Organization

Total Number 
of JDAL Billets

Number 
Misclassified 
as External 

Organization 
Billet

Number 
Misclassified as 
a Percentage of 
JDAL Billets in 
Organization

Total  
Number of 
Non-JDAL 

Billets

Number 
Misclassified as 

JDAL Billets

Number 
Misclassified as 

a Percentage 
of Non-JDAL 

Billets in 
Organization
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North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization

239 187 22 11.8 52 44 84.6

Office of Economic 
Adjustment

2 0  NA NA  2 1 50.0

OSD and OSD Staff 267 217 36 16.6 50 35 70.0

Pentagon Force 
Protection Agency

4 0  NA NA  4 2 50.0

TRICARE Management 
Activity

50 1 1 100.0 49 12 24.5

U.S. Central Command 642 522 152 29.1 120 64 53.3

U.S. European 
Command

684 521 74 14.2 163 95 58.3

U.S. Joint Forces 
Command

530 332 55 16.6 198 132 66.7

U.S. Northern 
Command

394 296 52 17.6 98 66 67.3

U.S. Pacific Command 973 747 138 18.5 226 111 49.1

Table 3.13—Continued

BilletID Prefix

Total Number 
of Billets on 

Survey

JDAL Billets in Organization Non-JDAL Billets in Organization

Total Number 
of JDAL Billets

Number 
Misclassified 
as External 

Organization 
Billet

Number 
Misclassified as 
a Percentage of 
JDAL Billets in 
Organization

Total  
Number of 
Non-JDAL 

Billets

Number 
Misclassified as 

JDAL Billets

Number 
Misclassified as 

a Percentage 
of Non-JDAL 

Billets in 
Organization
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U.S. Southern 
Command

321 246 41 16.7 75 55 73.3

U.S. Special Operations 
Command

564 501 138 27.5 63 34 54.0

U.S. Strategic Command 709 602 130 21.6 107 58 54.2

U.S. Transportation 
Command

236 190 30 15.8 46 29 63.0

Washington 
Headquarters Services

28 7 2 28.6 21 10 47.6

Total 10,625 6,308 1,255 19.9 4,317 2,002 46.4

Table 3.13—Continued

BilletID Prefix

Total Number 
of Billets on 

Survey

JDAL Billets in Organization Non-JDAL Billets in Organization

Total Number 
of JDAL Billets

Number 
Misclassified 
as External 

Organization 
Billet

Number 
Misclassified as 
a Percentage of 
JDAL Billets in 
Organization

Total  
Number of 
Non-JDAL 

Billets

Number 
Misclassified as 

JDAL Billets

Number 
Misclassified as 

a Percentage 
of Non-JDAL 

Billets in 
Organization
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with no ‘on-paper’ ‘JOINT’ credit, while line colleagues who 
serve far less time, and work no harder, get Joint credit on their 
records. I am a strong believer in Joint assignments. I’ve learned 
a lot from my Army, Navy and Marine counterparts. Many of 
them have far more experience and relevant training than I do. 
Of all the Services, the USAF does the worst in preparing officers 
for Joint assignments. The USAF is too committed to its own 
doctrine and philosophy, and has a reputation of ‘not playing well 
with others’ that is common knowledge in the Joint Community. 
I believe the USAF should commit more strongly to being part of 
the Joint Community (Air Force O-5, The Joint Staff).

I am currently serving on the Joint Staff as a Legislative Affairs 
officer. This is a unique position and previous experience as a leg-
islative liaison is a must (Army O-5, The Joint Staff).

This billet deals primarily with the assessment of Combat Sup-
port Agencies; therefore, knowledge of DOD and Joint doctrine 
and guidance, COCOM responsibilities, and agency areas of 
expertise are very desirable (Navy O-6, The Joint Staff).

Everyone assigned to a JTF should receive joint credit (Army 
O-6, CENTCOM JTF).

The current rules regarding joint credit do not reflect the 
SECDEF’s intent or the current operational environment. All bil-
lets in a joint organization should be recognized with joint credit, 
regardless of rank or duty title. It is common, in a joint environ-
ment, for people to gain/lose responsibility based on capabilities 
and experience vice rank and position. I was a captain in a perma-
nent joint HQ, not receiving joint credit but doing the work of an 
O-4/5 because of my background, experience, and ability (Army 
O-4, CENTCOM JTF).

Joint Management needs to be reviewed . . . we need to treat 
INTERAGENCY skills and experience the same way. Review 
GNA and perhaps legislate a certain amount of interagency expe-
rience for Sr. Officers. THEY ARE NOT the same thing (joint 
and interagency) . . . (Army O-6, CENTCOM JTF).
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This has been a great assignment for learning how the different 
nations work and how militaries procure new technologies for 
military use. As a Captain we do not receive Joint credit but this 
is an outstanding assignment for us to learn the tactical level of 
military execution in the Joint arena (Air Force O-3, NATO).

This is a unique position supporting the foreign counterpart visits 
of the SECDEF, DepSECDEF, CJCS [Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff] and VCJCS [Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff]. There is one officer from each service performing this 
duty and the service specific knowledge provided by each individ-
ual is instrumental to the success of the others. The main skill to 
bring to this job is broad service knowledge but I will leave with a 
deep understanding of my sister services, the interagency environ-
ment, the National military structure and international affairs. 
The main focus is to craft programs for visiting dignitaries which 
fuse current events, National Military and Security strategy with 
OSD/JCS [Joint Chiefs of Staff] specific goals and objects. I rou-
tinely interact with Senior Leaders (and others) from OSD, JCS, 
multiple Government agencies, Component Commands, Foreign 
Government Officials and many other bases/commands from all 
the military services (Navy O-5, Defense Intelligence Agency).

Joint experience a must—should be coded accordingly (Navy 
O-5, Defense Intelligence Agency).

My position requires constant interaction between ALL services 
on a daily basis. I interact with outside agencies and DoD com-
ponents regularly. Joint Credit is essential for this billet (Air Force 
O-4, Defense Information Systems Agency).

All of our military jobs are going joint. We sometimes wear purple 
suits showing jointness. Give us joint credit whenever possible. If 
your job interacts with other services on a daily basis you should 
get joint credit. Also don’t hold it against being a junior officer. 
Some jobs are the same but do not count as joint credit until you 
are an O-4 or senior. If you do the job give the credit (Navy O-3, 
Defense Logistics Agency).
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Summary

As we mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, our main purpose 
in undertaking the analysis was to examine and identify the character-
istics of joint billets, with a view to developing criteria that could be 
used to classify future billets as suitable for the JDAL. These analyses 
were largely exploratory, and we used a number of different classifica-
tion methods to try to identify clusters of variables that appeared to 
characterize “joint” billets; to check the robustness of these findings 
across different samples and different techniques; and to identify “mis-
classified” cases, in particular, groups of non-JDAL billets in exter-
nal organizations and service-nominated billets that appeared to share 
the attributes of JDAL billets. We started with one major underlying 
presumption—that certain Joint Staff JDAL billets characterize “joint” 
billets, so non-JDAL billets that rank high on similar characteristics 
might be billets that could qualify their incumbents for joint duty 
credit. 

We explored three main avenues in our research: (1) classification 
techniques, such as CART and nonparametric kernel classification, to 
identify variables that offer some ability to discriminate among groups; 
(2) exploration of correlations among the data to see if characteristics 
could be pared down to some smaller subset of underlying attributes 
or “factors” through factor analysis; and (3) logistic regression models 
to identify factors that appeared to distinguish JDAL billets from non-
JDAL billets and to use these factors to identify a set of non-JDAL bil-
lets that were “closer” to JDAL billets than to non-JDAL billets.

The variables used in the analyses included (1) types of tasks per-
formed; (2) substitutability of civilians or other service members in a 
given billet; (3) types of knowledge, education, and experience required 
for or provided by the billet; (4) interactions and service with organiza-
tions and personnel outside of own service; and (5) other characteristics 
of the billets in terms of assignment, location, and pays.

Table 3.14 identifies the variables that were significant in classify-
ing and distinguishing among the three types of billets—JDAL, exter-
nal organization, and service-nominated. Because the factor analysis 
had identified natural groupings of the variables, we grouped these 
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Table 3.14
Summary of Variables Selected by Various Analyses as Important in 
Classification of Billets, Organized by Factor

Variable CART
Heuristic 
Approach

Logistic 
Regression  

(JDAL Versus 
Service-

Nominated 
Billets)

Logistic 
Regression 

(JDAL Versus  
Non-JDAL 
External 

Organization 
Billets)

Deployment

Currently serving at 
home base √ √

Currently receiving 
family separation 
allowances

√ √

Currently receiving 
hostile pay

Currently receiving 
hardship pay √

Currently receiving 
combat tax exclusion √

Joint tasks

Perform “develop joint 
doctrine” task √ √

Perform “develop joint 
policies” task

Task of developing joint 
doctrine important to 
job

Task of developing 
joint policies important 
to job

√

Job assessment

Billet gives significant 
experience in 
multiservice matters

√ √ √

Billet gives significant 
experience in 
multinational matters

√ √

Billet gives significant 
experience in 
interagency matters

√ √ √
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Prior joint experience 
desired or required for 
job performance 

√ √

Civilian could perform 
billet duties effectively √ √

Billet summary 
(primarily tactical, 
operational, or 
strategic in nature)

√ √ √

Number of knowledge 
elements required for 
job

√

Number of knowledge 
elements in which job 
incumbent will gain 
proficiency by serving 
in job

√ √

Number of Level 1 
or Level 2 non-own–
service supervisors

√

Job does not require 
unique knowledge of 
own service

√ √

Billet involves serving 
full-time with members 
from another military 
department

√ √ √

Number of types of 
personnel with whom 
incumbent interacts 
frequently

√ √ √

Organizational interactions

Perform “foster 
complex relations” task √ √

Task of fostering 
complex relations is 
important to job

√ √

Table 3.14—Continued

Variable CART
Heuristic 
Approach

Logistic 
Regression  

(JDAL Versus 
Service-

Nominated 
Billets)

Logistic 
Regression 

(JDAL Versus  
Non-JDAL 
External 

Organization 
Billets)
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Perform “strategic 
direction and 
integration” task

√

Task of providing 
strategic direction and 
integration important 
to job

√

Serving in a JTF 
Headquarters Staff 
billet

√ √

Serving in a JTF 
subordinate 
organization billet

Serving in a JTF service 
component billet √ √

Multinational assignment

Billet involves full-
time service with 
armed forces of 
another country or 
international military/
treaty organization

√

Assigned 
simultaneously to 
own service and 
joint, combined, 
or multinational 
organization

√

Other variables

JPME II desired or 
required for job 
performance

√ √

Number of non-own–
service organizations 
with whom incumbent 
interacts frequently

√ √

Table 3.14—Continued

Variable CART
Heuristic 
Approach

Logistic 
Regression  

(JDAL Versus 
Service-

Nominated 
Billets)

Logistic 
Regression 

(JDAL Versus  
Non-JDAL 
External 

Organization 
Billets)
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variables according to the nine factors identified by the factor analysis. 
Some variables were robust across the different techniques in discrimi-
nating billets. These included (1) whether the billet involved serving 
with other military departments; (2) whether the billet was primarily 
tactical, operational, or strategic in nature; (3) the types of experiences 
provided by the billet, especially multiservice and interagency experi-
ence; (4) whether the billet involved having frequent interactions with 
different types of non-own–service personnel; and (5) whether the billet 
involved frequent interactions with non-own–service organizations. 

The table does not make an attempt to rank the relative impor-
tance of the variables across the various methods. Each method, of 
course, uses a different criterion for determining significance. For 
example, CART uses cross-validation and pruning, whereas logistic 
regression uses traditional significance testing. Ranking the variables 
in order of importance could be done through simulation methods, 
which were outside the scope of the project. Our purpose here was 
more limited. We were interested in identifying characteristics that 
appeared to discriminate “more-joint” billets from “less-joint” billets 
across a variety of statistical classification methods. The objective was 
to present policymakers with a robust range of characteristics that they 
could use to identify positions for which joint duty credit should be 
awarded or which were good candidates for the JDAL. Policymakers 
may choose to assign different weights to these variables in determin-
ing jointness, something we were not able to do in our analyses. 

The analyses were exploratory, and much more work remains to 
be done. Nonetheless, there was a good deal of consistency in the vari-
ables identified by the various methods as important discriminators of 
billets that resemble JDAL billets. As an example of how these analyses 
could be used, we used the logistic regression results to identify subsets 
of external organization and service-nominated billets that appeared to 
be good candidates for the JDAL, i.e., billets that ranked high on such 
characteristics as the ones listed above. 

The list of variables may also prove useful in developing guide-
lines and criteria for evaluating individual billets as well as in identify-
ing characteristics on which DoD may want to collect systematic data 
on an ongoing basis. Currently, officers receive joint credit for serving 
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in positions on the JDAL. One frequent criticism of the current system 
is that officers are serving in non-JDAL assignments that provide a rich 
joint experience but do not grant the officer joint credit. Likewise, there 
are officers serving in assignments on the JDAL that may not provide 
what some would consider a joint experience, either because of the con-
tent of their work or because of limited interaction with other services, 
nations, or agencies. Our analysis has provided evidence to support 
both these assertions. 

Nonetheless, as noted in preceding works, there are likely man-
agement efficiencies in treating billets in the same organization simi-
larly when managing billets deemed to provide officers with valid joint 
experience.25 This would result in a billet-based system that was easier 
to manage than the current JDAL. Additionally, such a billet-based 
system that was supplemented by an individual qualifications system 
would be most responsive to the changing nature of some jobs, such 
as during military conflict and to the short, intensive joint experience 
gained in other positions, such as on JTFs. Consistent with this, DoD 
has now adopted a point system, in which individuals can petition to 
receive credit for joint duty assignments not currently included on the 
JDAL by developing portfolios to be evaluated by officer boards. The 
variables identified above would provide a good start at outlining the 
guidelines for putting together such portfolios and criteria for evaluat-
ing them. 

25	  Thie et al., 2005; Harry J. Thie, Margaret C. Harrell, Sheila Nataraj Kirby, Al Crego, 
Roland J. Yardley, and Sonia Nagda, Framing a Strategic Approach for Reserve Component Joint 
Officer Management, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, MG-517-OSD, 2006. 
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Chapter Four

Determining Whether There Are Sufficient Joint-
Experienced Officers to Meet the Demand for 
Them

Background and Approach

In order to assess whether there are, or will be, sufficient joint officers 
to satisfy the need for officers with joint experience, this chapter con-
siders the demand for joint officers, the supply of joint officers, and 
the likely management of and resulting behavior of joint officers. As 
the following sections will explain in greater detail, we make varying 
assumptions about both the demand and supply of joint officers, basing 
excursions on (1) the current GNA demand and supply definitions and 
(2) a broader view of demand and supply based on survey responses 
indicating the jobs that officers perceive to need prior joint experience 
(demand) and to provide joint experience (supply). We consider these 
different analytical excursions in the context of four different groups 
of officers: Army Infantry officers, Navy Surface Warfare officers, Air 
Force Space and Missile officers, and Marine Corps ground officers. 
Our method would lead to similar results for comparably structured 
occupations with similar ratios of billets that require or provide joint 
experience. We also employ different management frameworks. For 
example, will the management of Army Infantry officers treat those 
officers as future leaders, thus minimizing their time in joint organi-
zations but retaining and promoting them at high rates, or will some 
portion of Army Infantry officers become part of a “joint cadre” having 
considerably longer and repetitive joint assignments? The combination 
of different supply and demand assumptions and different manage-
ment and behavioral assumptions contributes to an understanding of 
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whether there will be sufficient joint officers to satisfy the need for such 
officers. The following sections discuss the management frameworks, 
the supply and demand of joint officers, and the modeling that permits 
an understanding of whether there will be sufficient joint officers.

Management Frameworks for Joint Officers

Any projection of future joint officers must consider how officers will 
be managed and how they will respond. Thus, we refer to manage-
ment frameworks to link management practices to the projected suf-
ficiency of joint officers. We describe three management frameworks 
that have been developed in prior RAND research.1 These frameworks 
provide input to the analysis in the form of policy decisions, manage-
ment choices, and anticipated individual behavior.

Managing Leader Succession

Managing leader succession is a career management system that, in 
this context, would emphasize providing future leaders with joint expe-
rience. This system would feature relatively shorter joint assignments, 
consistent with a pattern of developing officers. The presumption is that 
the best officers would be sent to joint jobs, but that they would not 
remain in those jobs for long. There would be only a minimal number 
of instances in which these officers served in a second joint assignment 
before promotion to general or flag officer. In particular, a few officers 
would have “key” second joint assignments at the O-6 pay grade. This 
system would also suggest relatively higher promotion rates of officers 
who have served in joint assignments, higher retention rates of those 
officers, and a greater likelihood that those officers most likely to be 
prospective general and flag officers have gained joint experience earlier 
in their career. This system is likely most appropriate to the service line 
communities, from which most future leaders are being developed.

1	  Thie et al., 2005; Harry J. Thie, Margaret C. Harrell, and Robert M. Emmerichs, Inter-
agency and International Assignments and Officer Career Management, Santa Monica, Calif.: 
RAND Corporation, MR-1116-OSD, 2000.
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Managing Competencies

A managing competencies system would place emphasis on developing 
officers who are intensely experienced in joint matters and would result 
in something that might be considered a joint cadre. Essentially, officers 
selected to serve in a joint assignment would be highly likely to serve 
repeatedly in joint assignments, and they could serve in longer, more 
stable joint assignments. While fewer officers overall would have expo-
sure to jointness, those who did would have very deep joint experience. 
This joint experience, however, could come at the cost of maintaining 
service expertise, depending on the nature of the officers’ occupational 
specialty.2 These officers would likely remain at a rate roughly equal 
to their field grade peers, but would not promote quite as well to O-6, 
nor would they have the same promotion probability as their peers to 
general and flag officer ranks. This system is likely most appropriate to 
occupations that are already highly joint, such as special operations, in 
which officers complete repeated joint tours but maintain their occupa-
tional expertise because their occupation is inherently joint.

Managing Skills

A managing skills system would be designed to distribute joint experi-
ence throughout the officer corps. In this framework, there would be 
less emphasis on exposing the highest-quality officers to joint experi-
ences and more emphasis on maximizing the number of officers who 
have joint experience. Given that premise, there would be more attri-
tion of officers with joint experience. While a managing leader suc-
cession model attempts to send high-quality officers to joint assign-

2	  This option has many merits that have been explored in other research, such as Don 
M. Snider and Jeffrey Peterson’s work espousing a joint cadre (“Opportunity for the Army: 
Defense Transformation and a New Joint Military Profession,” in Don M. Snider and Lloyd 
J. Matthews, The Future of the Army Profession, New York: McGraw-Hill, 2005). However, 
this system limits joint experience to a selected cadre of officers who focus on joint matters. 
In so doing, this option seems to conflict with the Chairman’s stated goals to “produce the 
largest possible body of fully qualified and inherently joint officers suitable for joint com-
mand and staff responsibilities” and to “ensur[e] that all colonels and captains are skilled 
joint warfighters who are also strategically minded, critical thinkers” (Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
CJCS Vision for Joint Officer Development, Washington, D.C., November 2005, p. 3; italics 
added). 
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ments and then retains and promotes them at a high rate, this model 
sends more average officers to joint assignments and then retains and 
promotes them, accordingly, at the average rate. This system infuses 
joint experience more widely throughout the officer corps but does not 
develop any depth of joint experience, as officers are unlikely to return 
to a second joint assignment, given the objective of maximizing the 
number of officers who obtain joint experience. One weakness of this 
system is the greater likelihood of sending weaker candidates to repre-
sent the service in joint venues. Another weakness of this system is the 
less purposeful development of prospective future leaders with joint 
experience.

The policy decisions and likely behavioral responses of the three 
management frameworks are summarized in Table 4.1. The symbols 
indicate a comparison with the average and typical outcomes for the 
overall service. For example, officers in a leader succession framework 
are slightly more likely to promote to O-5, slightly more likely to pro-
mote to O-6, and considerably more likely to promote from O-6 to 
O-7 than the average officer. In each case, the results for joint officers 
in that management framework are contrasted with the results for aver-
age, non-joint officers. We note that real-world practice might employ 
all of these frameworks for different communities of officers or within 
communities of officers, e.g., picking some line officers to manage with 
a leadership succession model, and others to manage under different 
frameworks. For analysis purposes, we model each of these frameworks 
individually for the selected communities, to demonstrate the most 
extreme demand and supply outcomes.

The Demand for Joint Officers

As discussed in our prior work, there is currently only very limited 
acknowledged need for officers with prior joint experience; critical bil-
lets on the JDAL are the only assignments for field grade officers that 
are presumed to require prior joint experience.3 However, acknowledg-

3	  Thie et al., 2005. 
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ing a need for officers with joint experience and determining where 
officers with prior jointness are required is a vital step to implementing 
a strategic approach to joint officer management. This analysis consid-
ers three different statements of need for joint officers. The first of the 
three reflects the current GNA system, in which only critical billets 
are considered to need officers with joint experience. The other two 
are based on survey results. The survey asked incumbents of a billet 
whether prior joint experience should be required, or would be desired, 
for someone in that billet.4 We used the survey responses to construct 
the second two demand statements. Thus, the three demand cases used 
for this analysis are as follows:

4	  Question 60 of the survey specifically asked incumbents of billets, “In order to perform 
my duties successfully, I have found prior experience in a joint environment. . . .” Respon-
dents were provided with three choices: “Required,” “Desired,” or “Not helpful.”

Table 4.1
Summary of Differences Between Promotion and Retention in 
Management Frameworks Relative to Average, Non-Joint Officers

Managing
Leader 

Succession
Managing

Competencies
Managing 

Skills

Promotion to O-5 > > =

Promotion to O-6 > < =

Promotion to O-7 >> << =

Retention at O-4 > = =

Retention at O-5 > < =

Retention at O-6 >> >> =

Likelihood of second joint job 
at or before O-4

<<< > <

Likelihood of second joint job 
at or before O-5

<< >> <

Likelihood of second joint job 
at or before O-6

< >>> <

Tour length < >> =

NOTE: Symbols indicate a comparison with the average and typical outcomes 
for the overall service.
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Officers with prior joint experience are needed only to fill criti-1.	
cal billets on the JDAL. 
Officers with prior joint experience are needed to fill bil-2.	
lets that survey respondents identified as requiring prior joint 
experience.
Officers with prior joint experience are needed to fill billets that 3.	
survey respondents identified as either requiring or desiring 
prior joint experience.

The Supply of Joint Officers

In order to determine the future supply of joint officers, it is important 
to determine the assignments that currently provide officers with valid 
joint experience, and then project that inventory forward by model-
ing outcomes consistent with the management frameworks discussed 
previously. Within the current joint officer management system, only 
those officers who have been assigned to a job on the JDAL receive 
joint credit. Thus, we include an excursion that accredits officers the 
same way; only those officers who have served in JDAL assignments 
are presumed to have joint experience. We also consider a case that 
ascribes joint experience to officers serving in those billets that survey 
respondents described as providing a valid multiservice, international, 
or interagency experience.5 Thus, we include two different supply 
definitions, both based on the jobs that individuals fill, and we con-
sider officers who have gained valid joint experience as those who are 
either (1) accruing joint experience as currently defined by law, i.e., 
are assigned to JDAL billets, or (2) accruing joint experience from an 
assignment to a billet judged by survey respondents to provide signifi-
cant joint experience.

5	  Specifically, officers were asked to respond to the following statements: Q54, “This posi-
tion gives me significant experience in multiservice matter”; Q55, “This position gives me 
significant experience in multinational matters”; and Q56, “This position gives me signifi-
cant experience in interagency matters.” For the purposes of our analysis, we included all bil-
lets for which officers agreed or strongly agreed with at least one of these statements. 
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Case Studies

Our analytical effort explored the prospective demand and supply of 
joint officers in four officer communities: Army Infantry, Navy Sur-
face Warfare, Air Force Space and Missile, and Marine Corps ground 
officers.

Table 4.2 shows the analytical cases examined in the modeling. 
The three demand statements are considered against both of the pos-
sible supply alternatives. For example, Analyses 1, 2, and 3 each use 
the current JDAL list as the supply of joint officers, whereas Analyses 4 
through 6 assume that officers gain joint experience if they are assigned 
to the billets indicated by survey responses as providing significant 
joint experience. Analyses 1 and 4 explore whether the different supply 
assumptions can satisfy the need for joint officers as expressed in the 
current GNA system. Analyses 2 and 5 consider whether there can be 
sufficient officers, given different supply assumptions, to fill those bil-
lets that “require” an officer with prior joint experience, and Analyses 3 
and 6 explore whether there might be sufficient officers for all the bil-
lets that “require” or “desire” an officer with prior joint experience.

Table 4.2
Supply and Demand Assumptions of Modeled Analyses

Analysis # Demand Supply

Analysis 1 joint experience required  
as mandated by law

joint experience provided  
as mandated by law

Analysis 2 joint experience required  
as indicated by survey

joint experience provided  
as mandated by law

Analysis 3 joint experience required or desired 
as indicated by survey

joint experience provided 
as mandated by law

Analysis 4 joint experience required  
as mandated by law

joint experience provided 
as indicated by survey

Analysis 5 joint experience required 
as indicated by survey

joint experience provided 
as indicated by survey

Analysis 6 joint experience required or desired 
as indicated by survey

joint experience provided 
as indicated by survey
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Demand and Supply Inputs to the Modeled Analyses

The modeling, which is described in more detail in Appendix B, consid-
ered the available supply of joint officers, the demand for joint officers, 
and the management policies and resulting behavior of joint officers, 
all of which have been briefly discussed in this chapter. This section is 
intended to explain the inputs—those billets that provide joint expe-
rience to officers and those billets that need officers with prior joint 
experience—for each of the modeled communities. 

Table 4.3 provides the input numbers of billets that supply and 
demand joint experience for infantry officers. The analyses are those 
that were previously listed in Table 4.1, and they are now tailored for 
infantry field grade officers. For example, Analysis A1 is the first listed. 
The table title includes the total number of billets at each pay grade for 
this community. The “Joint Billets/Other Billets” column divides that 
total number of billets into two numbers. The first number indicates 
the number of billets at that pay grade that either require or provide 
joint experience in that case. This is the sum of the rightmost three col-
umns. The second number indicates the non-joint, or all other, billets 
for that community at that pay grade. The “Billets That Only Supply 
Joint Experience” column indicates the number of billets, for each pay 
grade, that provide (i.e., supply) but do not require joint experience. 
The source of this information varies for the different cases. In some 
instances, such as Analyses A1 through A3, the source of this informa-
tion is law (i.e., these cases rely on the current JDAL to indicate which 
positions provide officers with joint experience). The remaining three 
analyses (A4 through A6) rely on survey responses to indicate which 
billets provide joint experience. The rightmost column indicates how 
many billets require as a prerequisite, but do not provide, joint experi-
ence. Once again, the source of that information is either law (i.e, the 
current JDAL) or the survey responses. The “Billets That Supply and 
Demand Joint Experience” column for each of the cases indicates the 
intersection: those billets that both supply joint experience and also 
demand prerequisite joint experience.

Analysis A2, the second listed, shows the inputs for the analy-
sis that considers whether there will be sufficient joint officers to fill 
billets that were considered by survey respondents to “require” joint 
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Table 4.3 
Joint Supply and Demand for Army Infantry Case Analyses  
(671 O-4 billets; 607 O-5 billets; 300 O-6 billets)

Pay Grade
Joint Billets/
Other Billets 

Billets That Only 
Supply Joint 
Experience

Billets That 
Supply and 

Demand Joint 
Experience 

Billets That Only 
Demand Joint 

Experience

Analysis A1: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required as mandated by law

O-4
O-5
O-6

58/613
98/509
44/256

58
87
34

0
11
10

0
0
0

Analysis A2: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

75/596
195/412
81/209

55
80
29

3
18
15

17
19
11

Analysis A3: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required or desired as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

215/456
208/399
91/209

9
18
4

49
80
40

157
110
47

Analysis A4: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required as mandated by law

O-4
O-5
O-6

188/483
192/415
89/211

188
181
79

0
11
10

0
0
0

Analysis A5: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

191/480
195/412
91/209

171
158
65

17
34
24

3
3
2

Analysis A6: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required or desired as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

236/435
217/390
91/209

30
27
4

158
165
85

48
25
2
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experience, if officers gain joint experience only from JDAL billets. As 
the second column of the table indicates, there are 75 O-4 billets that 
either supply or demand joint experience, leaving 596 non-joint billets 
for infantry O-4s. As the next columns indicate, there are 58 JDAL 
billets for infantry O-4s. Of these O-4 JDAL billets, 3 billets also 
“require” prior joint experience, according to survey respondents, and 
thus these 3 JDAL billets are presumed to both supply and demand 
joint experience. There were also 17 other, non-JDAL O-4 billets that 
were judged by survey respondents to demand prior joint experience. 
Because these billets are not on the JDAL, they do not provide joint 
experience in this analysis; they only demand joint experience. The 
remaining table entries of analyses inputs can be interpreted similarly. 
Tables 4.4 through 4.6 provide similar inputs for the other communi-
ties considered: Navy Surface Warfare officers, Air Force Space and 
Missile officers, and Marine Corps ground officers. 

Management Frameworks Input to the Modeled Analyses

The preceding discussion has quantified the number of billets that 
require, supply, or both require and supply joint experience among 
officers for each of the case study populations. The modeling also con-
sidered different ways to manage officers in each of these communities. 
For example, each of the Army Infantry officer analyses (A1 through 
A6) were conducted using each of the three management frameworks. 
These different management assumptions will be apparent in the mod-
eling outcomes, discussed in the next section (and summarized earlier 
in Table 4.1). For example, when managed in a leader succession frame-
work, infantry officers with joint experience were assumed to promote 
better to pay grades O-5 and O-6 than were the rest of the infantry 
officers. Relative to infantry officers without joint experience, they were 
also assumed to retain at higher rates at O-4 and O-5, and to retain at 
much higher rates at O-6 (because the opportunity to promote to gen-
eral officer was higher). In contrast, when joint infantry officers were 
managed using a competency framework, officers with joint experience 
promoted at higher rates to O-5 (compared with officers without joint 
experience), but at lower rates to O-6. In addition, joint officers man-
aged in a competency framework had retention rates similar to their 
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Table 4.4
Joint Supply and Demand for Navy Surface Warfare Case Analyses  
(1,331 O-4 billets; 1,111 O-5 billets; 552 O-6 billets)

Pay Grade
Joint Billets/
Other Billets 

Billets That Only 
Supply Joint 
Experience

Billets That 
Supply and 

Demand Joint 
Experience 

Billets That Only 
Demand Joint 

Experience

Analysis N1: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required as mandated by law

O-4
O-5
O-6

59/1,272
164/947
57/495

59
151
42

0
13
15

0
0
0

Analysis N2: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

60/1,271
184/927
72/480

54
150
44

5
14
13

1
20
15

Analysis N3: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required or desired as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

87/1,244
228/883
104/448

5
22

3

54
142
54

28
64
47

Analysis N4: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required as mandated by law

O-4
O-5
O-6

85/1,246
219/892
98/454

85
206

83

0
13
15

0
0
0

Analysis N5: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

85/1,246
221/890
100/452

79
187
72

6
32
26

0
2
2

Analysis N6: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required or desired as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

91/1,240
230/881
192/360

9
24
91

76
195

7

6
11
94
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Table 4.5
Joint Supply and Demand for Air Force Space and Missile Officers Case 
Analyses (951 O-4 billets; 462 O-5 billets; 87 O-6 billets)

Pay Grade
Joint Billets/
Other Billets 

Billets That Only 
Supply Joint 
Experience

Billets That 
Supply and 

Demand Joint 
Experience 

Billets That Only 
Demand Joint 

Experience

Analysis AF1: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required as mandated by law

O-4
O-5
O-6

181/770
103/359
34/53

181
87
27

0
16
7

0
0
0

Analysis AF2: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

192/759
114/348
39/48

172
93
23

9
10
11

11
11
5

Analysis AF3: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required or desired as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

265/686
302/160
63/24

49
17
3

132
86
31

84
199
29

Analysis AF4: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required as mandated by law

O-4
O-5
O-6

260/691
144/318
54/33

260
128
47

0
16
7

0
0
0

Analysis AF5: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

260/691
144/318
54/33

240
123
38

20
21
16

0
0
0

Analysis AF6: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required or desired as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

280/671
298/164
62/25

64
13
2

196
131
52

20
154

8
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Table 4.6
Joint Supply and Demand for Marine Corps Ground Case Analyses  
(2,871 O-4 billets; 1,581 O-5 billets; 570 O-6 billets)

Pay Grade
Joint Billets/
Other Billets 

Billets That Only 
Supply Joint 
Experience

Billets That 
Supply and 

Demand Joint 
Experience 

Billets That Only 
Demand Joint 

Experience

Analysis M1: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required as mandated by law

O-4
O-5
O-6

116/2,755
131/1,450
43/527

116
116
25

0
15
18

0
0
0

Analysis M2: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

120/2,751
152/1,429
64/506

102
114
31

14
17
12

4
21
21

Analysis M3: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required or desired as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

182/2,689
187/1,394
69/501

20
28

5

96
103
38

66
56
26

Analysis M4: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required as mandated by law

O-4
O-5
O-6

185/2,686
191/1,390
64/506

185
176
46

0
15
18

0
0
0

Analysis M5: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

185/2,686
205/1,376
77/493

167
167
44

18
24
20

0
14
13

Analysis M6: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required or desired as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

190/2,681
195/1,386
69/501

28
36

5

157
155
59

5
4
5
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non-joint peers at O-4, but lower retention rates at O-5. Because this 
framework builds a relatively small joint cadre, those officers who were 
promoted to O-6 tended to remain in the service. This cadre of joint 
officers were much more likely to have repetitive joint assignments. 
This results in fewer officers who have had the opportunity to obtain 
joint experience, coupled with a higher loss rate for O-5s but a lower 
loss rate for the more senior (O-6) of these joint officers. 

Output of the Analyses: Can There Be Sufficient Numbers 
of Joint-Experienced Officers?

The different sizes of these communities, the relative proportion of bil-
lets in each of the pay grades, and the proportions of joint to non-
joint billets all contribute to the likelihood that these communities can 
develop sufficient numbers of joint officers to meet demand in each of 
the different analyses. Another important determinant of the likeli-
hood that there will be sufficient numbers of joint-experienced officers 
is the kind of management framework that is applied to the commu-
nity. Thus, we present the output from the analyses in the context of 
different management frameworks.

Table 4.7 displays the modeling output for the Army Infantry 
community. For each of the analyses defined earlier, this table indicates 
the ratio of joint-experienced officers available to fill positions that need 
such an officer. The table is organized by analysis, with a shortened 
description of each case. For example, Analysis A1 is the Army Infan-
try exploration of whether there will be sufficient joint-experienced 
officers if the supply of officers is based on the current JDAL (law) and 
the demand for officers is also based on the current JDAL (law), and 
Analysis A2 is the Army Infantry case that considers whether there 
will be sufficient joint-experienced officers if the supply is based on the 
current JDAL and the demand is based on survey responses indicating 
that such experience should be required for some billets. 

The rightmost three columns of the table provide the results, or the 
ratio of officers available for each billet that needs a joint-experienced 
officer, based on the different management frameworks. These find-



Determining Whether There Are Sufficient Joint-Experienced Officers    95

Table 4.7
Ratios of Joint-Experienced Officers to Billets Needing Such Officers  
(Army Infantry)

Pay Grade Joint Billets

Managing 
Leadership 
Succession

Managing 
Competencies

Managing  
Skills

Analysis A1: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required as mandated by law

O-4
O-5
O-6

0
11
10

165:0
32:1
26:1

89:0
20:1
20:1

132:0
24:1
17:1

Analysis A2: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

20
37
26

8:1
9:1
9:1

4:1
6:1
7:1

6:1
7:1
6:1

Analysis A3: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required or desired as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

206
190
87

1:4
1:2
1:1

1:8
1:2
1:1

1:5
1:1
1:1

Analysis A4: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required as mandated by law

O-4
O-5
O-6

0
11
10

534:0
84:1
66:1

289:0
53:1
51:1

428:0
63:1
43:1

Analysis A5: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

20
37
26

24:1
22:1
23:1

13:1
14:1
17:1

19:1
17:1
14:1

Analysis A6: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required or desired as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

206
190
87

1:1
1:1
2:1

1:2
1:1
1:1

1:1
1:1
1:1
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ings are expressed in simplified ratios to support the comparison across 
analyses and across communities.6 The number of billets at each grade 
is shown in the second column. For example, in Analysis A1, there 
are no O-4 billets, 11 O-5 billets and 10 O-6 billets requiring an offi-
cer with prior joint experience. The analysis results indicate that, for 
example in Analysis A1, for each of those 11 O-5 billets requiring joint 
experience, there will be 32 infantry officers with joint experience if 
they are managed in a leadership succession model; 20 officers if the 
policies, practices, and behavior are those of a managing competencies 
framework; and 24 if they are managed by a skills framework. The 
greater number of officers available in the leadership succession model 
reflects the higher rate of promotion of O-4s that served in a joint billet 
and the higher retention rate of officers that have served in a joint billet. 
However, this case is one that has a relatively small number of billets 
that require prior joint experience, because only critical JDAL billets 
are assumed to require prior joint experience. In contrast, Analysis A2 
examines a similar case. Like A1, officers who have served in a JDAL 
billet are acknowledged to have received prior joint experience. How-
ever, the demand for joint experience is much greater. In this case, 
there are 37 O-5 billets that require prior joint experience. Although 
there are still more O-5s with prior joint experience when they are 
managed with a leadership succession model, there are only 9 such offi-
cers for every O-5 billet requiring prior joint experience, and officers 
managed by the leadership succession model are much less likely to 
serve in repeated joint assignments than officers managed in a manag-
ing competencies model.

Tables 4.8 through 4.10 provide similar inputs for the other com-
munities considered: Navy Surface Warfare officers, Air Force Space 
and Missile officers, and Marine Corps ground officers. 

Sufficiency of Joint-Experienced Officers Depends on Demand

Whether or not there are sufficient numbers of joint-experienced offi-
cers depends considerably more on demand than on supply conditions 

6	  All findings were reduced to a ratio based on 1, except for those cases that involved either 
0 officers or 0 billets requiring a joint-experienced officer.
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Table 4.8
Ratios of Joint-Experienced Officers to Billets Needing Such Officers  
(Navy Surface Warfare)

Pay Grade Joint Billets

Managing 
Leadership 
Succession

Managing 
Competencies

Managing  
Skills

Analysis N1: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required as mandated by law

O-4
O-5
O-6

0
13
15

168:0
35:1
22:1

91:0
23:1
17:1

134:0
27:1
14:1

Analysis N2: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

6
34
28

26:1
13:1
11:1

14:1
8:1
9:1

20:1
10:1
8:1

Analysis N3: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required or desired as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

82
206
101

1:2
1:1
1:1

1:3
1:2
1:1

1:2
1:2
1:1

Analysis N4: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required as mandated by law

O-4
O-5
O-6

0
13
15

242:0
49:1
32:1

131:0
31:1
26:1

203:0
40:1
24:1

Analysis N5: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

6
34
28

37:1
17:1
16:1

20:1
11:1
13:1

30:1
12:1
9:1

Analysis N6: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required or desired as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

82
206
101

1:1
1:2
2:1

1:2
1:2
2:1

1:1
1:1
2:1
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Table 4.9
Ratios of Joint-Experienced Officers to Billets Needing Such Officers  
(Air Force Space and Missile)

Pay Grade Joint Billets

Managing 
Leadership 
Succession

Managing 
Competencies

Managing  
Skills

Analysis AF1: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required as mandated by law

O-4
O-5
O-6

0
16
7

531:0
31:1
21:1

285:0
20:1
10:1

425:0
21:1
12:1

Analysis AF2: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

20
21
16

25:1
23:1

9:1

14:1
15:1
4:1

20:1
16:1
5:1

Analysis AF3: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required or desired as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

216
285

60

1:1
1:2
1:1

1:2
1:2
1:2

1:1
1:2
1:2

Analysis AF4: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required as mandated by law

O-4
O-5
O-6

0
16
7

762:0
45:1
31:1

410:0
29:1
16:1

610:0
31:1
18:1

Analysis AF5: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

20
21
16

35:1
32:1
12:1

19:1
21:1
6:1

28:1
22:1

7:1

Analysis AF6: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required or desired as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

216
285

60

1:1
1:1
1:1

1:1
1:2
1:2

1:1
1:2
1:2
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Table 4.10
Ratios of Joint-Experienced Officers to Billets Needing Such Officers 
(Marine Corps Ground)

Pay Grade Joint Billets

Managing 
Leadership 
Succession

Managing 
Competencies

Managing  
Skills

Analysis M1: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required as mandated by law

O-4
O-5
O-6

0
15
8

344:0
355:1

18:1

184:0
23:1
13:1

275:0
26:1
11:1

Analysis M2: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

18
38
33

17:1
12:1
8:1

9:1
8:1
6:1

13:1
9:1
5:1

Analysis M3: Joint experience provided as mandated by law; joint experience  
required or desired as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

162
159
64

1:1
1:1
1:1

1:2
1:1
1:1

1:1
1:1
1:1

Analysis M4: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required as mandated by law

O-4
O-5
O-6

0
15
18

549:0
51:1
24:1

294:0
34:1
18:1

439:0
37:1
14:1

Analysis M5: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

18
38
33

27:1
19:1
12:1

15:1
12:1
9:1

22:1
14:1
7:1

Analysis M6: Joint experience provided as indicated by survey; joint experience 
required or desired as indicated by survey

O-4
O-5
O-6

162
159
64

1:1
1:1
1:1

1:2
1:1
1:1

1:1
1:1
1:1
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or management policies. In short, there is not generally any problem 
developing sufficient numbers of joint officers to satisfy the current 
legal requirement for officers with prior joint experience—critical bil-
lets on the JDAL (Analyses 1 and 4). For instance, there are no critical 
O-4 billets and relatively small numbers of O-5 and O-6 billets in the 
communities examined. The Marine Corps may have more difficulty 
than the other analyzed communities filling its critical billets for O-6s, 
and even the Marine Corps have somewhere between 11 and 18 offi-
cers for every such billet in the first Marine Corps case (M1), which 
acknowledges only JDAL billets as providing joint experience. Thus, it 
should not be difficult for any of the analyzed communities to satisfy 
the need for joint-experienced officers if the demand is defined by the 
current legal requirement. 

At the other extreme, it does not appear feasible to satisfy the 
demand for joint officers if that demand consists of all billets deemed 
by survey respondents as either requiring or benefiting from prior joint 
experience (Analyses 3 and 6). In those cases, regardless of whether the 
supply is defined by the current JDAL or by those billets judged to pro-
vide significant joint experience, the communities typically have only 
one or fewer joint-experienced officers for each billet requiring such 
experience. The problem is that so many of the billets that could pro-
vide joint experience also require it, so that a smaller number of officers 
are gaining the experience for the first time; the pool of newly accred-
ited joint officers is not growing very quickly. The tradeoff is between 
using officers where currently needed or developing officers for future 
use. These findings suggest that if a large number of billets are deter-
mined to require prior joint experience, there are currently insufficient 
opportunities for officers to gain joint experience through assignments, 
given the parameters of our analysis. Even if the length of assignments 
were significantly reduced, it would be difficult.7

7	  The CJCS Vision for Joint Officer Development (Joint Chiefs of Staff, 2005) states several 
aspirational goals. For example, the key objective is “to produce the largest possible body of 
fully qualified and inherently joint officers suitable for joint command and staff responsibili-
ties.” The CJCS Vision for Joint Officer Development sees fully qualified and inherently joint 
colonels and captains as the specific focal point of development. In other places, the goal is 
to ensure 
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When the demand for joint-experienced officers is greater than 
the status quo, but more specific than the broad-brush parameters of 
Analyses 3 and 6, it is possible to satisfy that demand for joint officers. 
Specifically, in Analyses 2 and 5, the demand for prior joint experi-
ence is based on survey respondents indicating that prior joint expe-
rience should be required for their position. When only JDAL posi-
tions provide joint experience to officers, it is somewhat difficult to 
satisfy this demand (Analysis 2). It appears most difficult in the Army 
Infantry and Marine Corps. Nonetheless, even those communities are 
able to provide sufficient joint-experienced officers to satisfy this need, 
depending on the management framework applied to these officers. 
The leadership succession model provides the highest ratio of officers to 
billets. However, the managing competencies framework might require 
the lowest ratio, as those officers are intended to serve multiple joint 
assignments, and thus there may be fewer competing opportunities for 
each individual officer. In other words, it may be sufficient to have six 
officers (or even four officers) for every billet in the managing compe-
tencies framework, whereas it may be more desirable to have a higher 
ratio in the leadership succession framework, in which the officers are 
assumed to be future leaders and thus to each have many organizations 
vying for their assignment service. 

It is easier to satisfy the need for joint-experienced officers if offi-
cers can obtain that joint experience from any billet that was identi-
fied by survey respondents as providing a significant joint experience 
(Analysis 5). Given that the only difference between Analyses 2 and 5 
is the kind or number of billets that provide officers with joint experi-
ence, the higher ratios for Analysis 5, compared with Analysis 2, indi-

that all colonels and captains are skilled joint warfighters who are also strategically 
minded, critical thinkers. Attaining the rank of colonel and captain will signify that an 
officer fundamentally thinks in a joint context at the operational and strategic levels of 
war and thereby possesses an unprecedented ability to integrate capabilities across the 
depth and width of the joint force. 

Our analysis suggests that a larger pool than the current pool of joint-experienced officers 
could be produced, but not all colonels and captains could be given joint experience because 
of the limited experiential assignments compared with the overall size of the officer corps 
across the services.
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cate this difference. Thus, if the services acknowledged positions that 
clearly require prior joint experience (in this case, determined by survey) 
and aimed to fill them with officers who have served in billets judged 
to provide a significant joint experience (again, in this case, determined 
by survey), then they should be able to, without considerable difficulty, 
produce a sufficient number of joint-experienced officers. 

It will always be easier to satisfy the need for joint-experienced 
officers if officers are managed in a leadership succession framework 
than in a managing skills framework, because the former emphasizes 
breadth of experience while the latter balances breadth and depth. A 
managing competencies framework that emphasizes depth of experi-
ence may also suffice, as a lower ratio of officers to billets is accept-
able in this framework. The findings described in this chapter generally 
illustrate the differences between the three management frameworks: 
The leadership succession model produces (promotes and retains) more 
joint-experienced officers than the other two frameworks. This differ-
ence is especially marked by the pay grade of O-6. However, noting the 
extent to which the leadership succession model would produce joint-
experienced officers for O-4 and O-5 billets is somewhat misleading, 
as the leadership model would not support sending officers with joint 
experience to second joint tours as O-4s or O-5s, and would send only 
a few officers to a second joint tour as O-6s. Nonetheless, we have mod-
eled the ability to satisfy the need for joint officers within this model. 
Where there is a need for O-4 and O-5 officers with joint experience, 
that need suggests that the entire community cannot be managed in a 
leadership succession model. 
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Chapter Five

Billets Dealing with Acquisition Matters

We were asked to examine the subset of billets that deal with acquisition 
matters to see whether and how the experiences and work assignments 
of these billets differ from those of other billets. Acquisition billets are 
of special interest due to the requirements for acquisition experience 
and concern regarding whether acquisition officers could also satisfy 
joint experience requirements, if the latter were imposed on the acqui-
sition community. This chapter focuses on two main questions:

How do acquisition billets compare with other JDAL billets in •	
terms of work, experiences, and requirements for joint education 
and prior experience?
Are there substantive differences among acquisition billets that •	
are on the JDAL and those not on the JDAL (i.e., non-JDAL bil-
lets in external organizations or internal service billets) in terms of 
work, experiences, and prerequisites? 

Defining Acquisition Billets

We defined acquisition1 and non-acquisition billets in two ways:

Definition A used information from the 2005 survey on whether 1.	
respondents were working in a Joint Program Office (JPO) 

1	  We could not explicitly identify Acquisition Corps officers in the survey, so we use the 
term acquisition in a general sense as defined above.
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(n = 754). The comparison group consisted of all JDAL billets 
that did not meet this criterion (n = 5,970). 
Definition B was based on function and certification informa-2.	
tion on billets from the master billet file. As with the billets 
identified by Definition A and as shown in Table 5.1, this set of 
acquisition billets was grouped into three categories: JDAL bil-
lets, billets in external organizations, and service-nominated bil-
lets. Overall, 2,055 billets were identified as acquisition billets, 
of which 366 were JDAL billets, 559 were external organization 
billets, and 1,130 were internal service billets. The comparison 
set of billets is the 5,834 JDAL billets that did not meet the cri-
teria for acquisition billets, using Definition B. 

Both these sets of billets were further categorized into whether 
they were JDAL billets, external organization billets, or internal ser-
vice billets. The analysis was further limited to officers in grades O-4 
through O-6. All non-acquisition billets that were in external organiza-
tions or were internal service billets were excluded from the analysis.

Tables 5.1 and 5.2 show the distribution of O-4 to O-6 acquisi-
tion billets by JDAL category using the two definitions, respectively. 
For example, of the 754 acquisition billets shown in Table 5.1, 230 are 
already included on the JDAL, 239 are in external organizations but 
are not on the JDAL, and 285 are service billets (i.e., billets that are 
on service manning documents regardless of their location) that the 
services nominated for further consideration as being potentially joint. 
Table 5.3 examines the overlap between the two definitions. 

Table 5.1 shows that the 754 billets assigned to JPOs were almost 
evenly distributed across the three JDAL categories. Table 5.2 shows 
that Definition B, which used a mix of function and certification billet 
information, identified a much larger set of billets as acquisition bil-
lets, with the largest increase being among service-nominated billets, of 
which over 1,100 billets were identified as acquisition billets, compared 
with 285 identified by using the JPO billet definition (Definition A). 
Of the 2,055 billets identified by Definition B, over half were service-
nominated billets, 27 percent were external organization billets, and 
the remaining 18 percent were JDAL billets. 
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Of the over 21,000 billets that responded to the survey, about 
15,000 were coded as O-4–O-6 billets. Of these, about 7,000 were 
excluded as non-acquisition, non-JDAL billets by both definitions. 
However, there is little remaining overlap between the two definitions. 
For example, only 15 billets were identified as acquisition JDAL bil-
lets by both definitions, 59 billets as acquisition external organization 
billets, and 171 as acquisition service-nominated billets. Thus, of the 
2,579 billets identified by either definition as acquisition billets, only 
230 (9 percent) were identified as acquisition under both definitions. 
Thus, we are really looking at two different communities when we 
examine these two sets of billets.

Table 5.1
Distribution of Acquisition Billets Using Definition A, by JDAL 
Category and Comparison Group of Non-Acquisition JDAL 
Billets

Billet Category Number of Billets
Percentage of 

Total

JDAL billets 230 3.5

External organization billets 239 3.6

Service-nominated billets 285 4.3

Non-acquisition JDAL billets 5,970 88.5

Table 5.2
Distribution of Acquisition Billets Using Definition B, by JDAL 
Category and Comparison Group of Non-Acquisition JDAL 
Billets

Billet Category Number of Billets
Percentage of 

Total

JDAL billets 366 4.6

External organization billets 559 7.1

Service-nominated billets 1,130 14.3

Non-acquisition JDAL billets 5,834 73.9
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Analysis of Acquisition Billets Using Definition A  
(Joint Program Office Billets)

This section examines the experience and job characteristics of the bil-
lets identified as acquisition billets based on whether the billet was a 
JPO billet or not. Before doing so, however, we present some descrip-
tive data on the billets and on the officers serving in these billets to set 
the context for the later analysis that examines how these billets rank 
on some typical metrics of jointness. 

Descriptive Profile of Acquisition/Non-Acquisition Billets

Table 5.1 showed that 754 billets were identified using this definition, 
along with a comparison group of 5,970 non-acquisition JDAL bil-
lets. We find that a lower percentage of acquisition billets are coded 
for higher grades compared with other JDAL billets. For example, 
13 percent of acquisition JDAL billets are coded as O-4 billets com-
pared with 17 percent of non-acquisition JDAL billets. The distribu-

Table 5.3
Overlap Between Acquisition Billets Defined Using Definitions A and B, by 
JDAL Category

Definition A

Definition B

Total

Non-
Acquisition 
JDAL Billets

Acquisition Billets

Excluded 
Billets

JDAL  
Billets

External 
Organization 

Billets

Service-
Nominated 

Billets

JDAL billets 215 15 0 0 0 230

External 
organization 
billets

0 0 59 0 180 239

Service-
nominated 
billets

0 0 0 171 114 285

Non-
acquisition 
JDAL billets

5,619 351 0 0 0 5,970

Excluded 
billets

0 0 500 959 6,927 8,386

Total 5,834 366 559 1,130 7,221 15,110
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tion of acquisition and non-acquisition JDAL billets across the major 
billet organizations is shown in Table 5.4. The largest percentages of 
JDAL billets—both acquisition and non-acquisition—are assigned to 
the geographic commands, but the percentage is higher for acquisition 
billets (57 percent versus 45 percent). Another 11–14 percent of non-
acquisition JDAL billets and 7–10 percent of acquisition JDAL billets 
are assigned to the CSAs, functional commands, and the Joint Staff. 
Non-JDAL acquisition billets in external organizations are largely to be 
found in CSAs (27 percent), other non-OSD defense agencies (25 per-
cent), or CENTCOM JTFs (18 percent). Among the service-nominated 
billets, the largest share of acquisition billets—56 percent—was in the 

Table 5.4
Distribution of Billets, as a Percentage of Total, by Major Billet 
Organization and Acquisition/JDAL Category

Major Billet 
Organization

Non-
Acquisition 
JDAL Billets

Acquisition Billets

JDAL Billets

External 
Organization 

Billets

Service-
Nominated 

Billets

Army 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.7

Navy 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.1

Air Force 0.0 0.0 0.0 55.8

Marine Corps 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4

The Joint Staff 11.0 7.4 2.5 0.0

OSD 3.6 1.7 0.4 0.0

CENTCOM JTFs 0.0 0.0 18.0 0.0

International 
organizations

3.2 3.0 0.0 0.0

CSAs 13.6 10.4 27.2 0.0

Other non-OSD  
defense agencies

3.6 5.2 24.7 0.0

OSD defense agencies 0.2 0.0 5.9 0.0

Educational agencies 2.2 0.9 0.8 0.0

Geographic commands 44.6 57.0 14.2 0.0

Force providers 5.3 3.9 5.4 0.0

Functional commands 12.7 10.4 0.8 0.0
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Air Force (largely in the Air Force Materiel Command, Air Force Ele-
ments [Other], and Air Force Space Command), while the Navy and 
Army accounted for 28 and 15 percent, respectively. Only four acquisi-
tion billets were identified as Marine Corps billets. 

Table 5.5 shows the distribution of officers serving in these vari-
ous billets by occupation.2 There are some interesting but not surpris-
ing differences. For example, while 40 percent of officers serving in 
non-acquisition JDAL billets were tactical officers, this was true of only 
one-quarter of those in acquisition JDAL billets and between 17 and 18 
percent of officers in acquisition non-JDAL billets. Not unexpectedly, 
supply and procurement officers were much more likely to be staffing 
acquisition billets than non-acquisition billets—for example, among 
acquisition billets, 26 percent of JDAL billets, one-third of external 
organization billets, and 45 percent of internal service billets were 
staffed by supply officers, compared with 15 percent of non-acquisition 

2	  Only incumbents were asked this question on the survey, so the number of officers 
responding to this question was between 82 and 87 percent of the 6,724 responses used in 
this analysis.

Table 5.5
Distribution of Incumbents, as a Percentage of Total, Serving in 
Acquisition and Non-Acquisition JDAL Billets, by Occupation

Occupation

Non-
Acquisition 
JDAL Billets

Acquisition Billets

JDAL Billets

External 
Organization 

Billets

Service-
Nominated 

Billets

Tactical operations 
officers

40.0 24.6 16.8 18.1

Intelligence officers 14.8 12.1 9.1 5.2

Engineering and 
maintenance officers

12.9 8.7 17.3 12.5

Scientists and 
professionals

9.7 15.5 10.7 5.6

Health care officers 0.2 1.0 6.6 11.2

Administrators 7.5 12.1 7.6 2.0

Supply and 
procurement officers

15.1 26.1 32.0 45.4
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JDAL billets. Scientists and professionals were more prevalent among 
the acquisition JDAL billets, while engineering and maintenance offi-
cers were somewhat overrepresented in acquisition external organi-
zation billets. Intelligence officers were much less likely to be found 
in acquisition billets than in non-acquisition JDAL billets, and this 
was particularly true of external organization and service-nominated 
billets. 

When we examine the education and prior joint experience of offi-
cers serving in these billets, we see marked differences between officers 
serving in JDAL billets and those in non-JDAL billets (Figure 5.1). For 
example, while 55–68 percent of those in JDAL billets reported receiv-
ing credit for Phase I (JPME I), less than 30 percent of officers serving 
in non-JDAL billets did so. Between 28 and 34 percent of the former 
had received credit for JPME II, compared with 7–8 percent of officers 
in non-JDAL billets. Not surprisingly, the percentage of Joint Specialty 

Figure 5.1
Percentage of Officers Receiving Credit for JPME I, JPME II, and JSO Status, 
by Acquisition/JDAL Billet Category (Definition A)
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Officers (JSOs) assigned to JDAL billets was much larger than the per-
centage serving in non-JDAL billets (16 percent versus 5–6 percent).

Typical Metrics of Jointness

In Chapter Two, we defined some typical metrics of jointness, includ-
ing billet characteristics and tasks performed; frequent interactions 
with different organizations and personnel; types of education, train-
ing, and knowledge required, desired, or considered important for 
carrying out the assignment; and types of joint experience afforded by 
the billet (multiservice, multinational, interagency). 

Categorization of Jobs, Supervision of Billets, and Tasks. 
Figure 5.2 shows the percentages of billets in each category that 
were described as primarily strategic, operational, or tactical. Close 
to 60 percent of JDAL billets were described as primarily strategic, 
compared with 50 percent of acquisition billets in external organiza-
tions and 40 percent of service-nominated billets. The remainder of 

Figure 5.2
Categorization of Billets by Primary Focus of Job, by Acquisition/JDAL Billet 
Category (Definition A)
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the billets were described as primarily operational, with a little over 
10 percent of acquisition service-nominated billets described as pri-
marily dealing with tactical matters. This is very different from other 
non-acquisition internal service billets in the survey, of which only 
25 percent were described as primarily strategic and another 25 percent 
were described as primarily tactical. In this respect, acquisition internal 
service billets appear to be more similar to JDAL billets than to other 
service-nominated billets.

Figure 5.3 speaks to the question of supervision of billets by non-
own–service personnel, including civilians. Eighty percent of JDAL 
billets—both non-acquisition and acquisition—are supervised by 
non-own–service supervisors, as are 85 percent of acquisition billets in 
external organizations. About 60 percent of internal service billets are 
supervised by non-own–service personnel; this is considerably higher 
than the 20 percent of all service-nominated billets that are supervised 
by non-own–service supervisors.

Figure 5.3
Percentage of Billets Supervised by One or Two Non-Own–Service 
Supervisors, by Acquisition/JDAL Billet Category (Definition A)
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There is little difference in the median number of tasks performed 
during a typical work week among the different types of acquisition bil-
lets, although this is higher than the median number reported by non-
acquisition JDAL billets. However, there are large differences in the 
types of tasks performed. For example, Figure 5.4 shows the percent-
age of officers in the various kinds of billets who are performing one 
or more “highly joint” tasks. These include providing strategic direc-
tion and integration; developing/assessing joint policies; developing or 
assessing joint doctrine; and fostering multinational, interagency, or 
regional relations. Overall, we find that over three-quarters of officers 
assigned to JDAL billets, and 70 percent of those in acquisition billets 
in external organizations, reported performing one or more of these 
highly joint tasks. Fifty-five percent of those in internal service acquisi-
tion billets were performing at least one of these tasks, compared with 
45 percent of all officers in service-nominated billets.

Figure 5.4
Percentage of Officers Performing One or More “Highly Joint” Tasks, by 
Acquisition/JDAL Billet Category (Definition A)
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Interactions with Organizations and Personnel. Officers were 
asked about interactions with different organizations and types of per-
sonnel. If we examine the median number of organizations with which 
officers reported interacting monthly or more frequently, we find that 
acquisition JDAL billets appear to have the largest number of frequent 
interactions (six), compared with five for non-acquisition JDAL bil-
lets and acquisition external organization billets and four for internal 
service billets. This is also true for frequent interactions with types of 
personnel, where acquisition JDAL billets appear to interact frequently 
with seven different types of personnel, compared with six for non-
acquisition JDAL billets, five for acquisition billets in external organi-
zations, and 3.5 for internal service billets.

Importance of Specialty, Expertise, Service Competencies, Edu-
cation, and Experience. Respondents were asked a series of questions 
about what was needed to carry out the responsibilities of the assign-
ment successfully. Figure 5.5 shows the percentage of officers report-

Figure 5.5
Percentage of Officers Reporting That They Drew on Their Primary 
Specialty Most or All of the Time in Carrying Out Assignment, by 
Acquisition/JDAL Billet Category (Definition A)
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ing that they drew on their primary specialty most or all of the time. 
Officers in acquisition billets tended to rely on their primary specialty 
to a larger degree than officers in non-acquisition JDAL billets. For 
example, 55–68 percent of officers in acquisition billets reported rely-
ing on their primary specialty most or all of the time, compared with 
45 percent of those in non-acquisition JDAL billets.

Officers were also asked to rank the skill, education, expertise, or 
experience most important to them in successfully carrying out their 
billet duties. Figure 5.6 shows these responses. Across all groups, func-
tional expertise in both non-acquisition and acquisition matters was 
rated the most important, but the relative importance of these two 
kinds of expertise varied across the groups. For example, 25 percent of 
officers in non-acquisition JDAL billets reported that functional exper-
tise in non-acquisition areas was the most important to their assign-
ment, while 5 percent specifically reported that acquisition expertise 

Figure 5.6
Percentage of Officers Ranking Service Competencies, Joint Experience, 
and Functional Expertise as “Most Important” in Carrying Out Assignment, 
by Acquisition/JDAL Billet Category (Definition A)
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was the most important. Thirty percent of officers working in JDAL 
billets in the JPOs rated non-acquisition expertise as the most impor-
tant, and 16 percent ranked acquisition expertise as the most important. 
In contrast, 55 percent of those serving in acquisition billets in the ser-
vices ranked expertise in acquisition matters as the most important, 
and 15 percent reported that non-acquisition functional expertise was 
the most important.

If jobs require specialized service expertise, then the substitutabil-
ity of civilians or officers from another service is likely to be severely 
limited. Figure 5.7 examines the responses of officers to questions 
regarding the ability of civilians or officers from another service to carry 
out the assignment. Between 30 and 38 percent believed that civilians 
could carry out their duties just as effectively, while 60–65 percent 
reported that officers from another service could do so. This agrees 
with what we saw above, where service core competencies were not as 
important as functional expertise in carrying out billet duties. 

Figure 5.7
Percentage of Officers Agreeing or Strongly Agreeing That Civilians or 
Officers from Another Service Could Carry Out Assignment Effectively, by 
Acquisition/JDAL Billet Category (Definition A)
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Figures 5.8 and 5.9 examine officers’ responses with respect to the 
desirability of prior joint education or experience for the billet. This 
information is useful for understanding the need for such education 
and experience and whether enough officers will be available to meet 
the demand. Officers in acquisition billets believe that both prior joint 
education and experience would be useful in carrying out their assign-
ments. About 90 percent of officers in acquisition JDAL and external 
organization billets reported that JPME II and prior joint experience 
were either required or desired for officers serving in these billets. The 
percentage of officers in acquisition internal service billets reporting 
that JPME II or prior joint experience was useful was somewhat lower 
(75 and 85 percent, respectively). 

In addition to these questions, officers were presented with a list 
of several different categories of knowledge (drawn largely from the 
JPME curriculum) and asked to rate these in terms of whether the spe-
cific knowledge was required for the billet and also whether it was pro-

Figure 5.8
Percentage of Officers Reporting That JPME II Was Required or Desired for 
the Billet, by Acquisition/JDAL Billet Category (Definition A)
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vided by the billet. Figure 5.10 shows the median number of different 
knowledge types that were required and provided by the billet.

It is clear that the two JDAL categories are similar, requiring about 
15–16 types of knowledge on average. This is much higher than the 7–8 
knowledge types required for non-JDAL billets. Billets also appear to 
provide most but not all the knowledge required for the billet, pointing 
to the likely need for some further on-the-job training or additions to 
the JPME curriculum. Moreover, since these assessments were made as 
end-of-assignment estimates, it appears that joint education provided 
prior to the start of an assignment could help officers start higher on 
the learning curve and make up the gap.

Types of Experience Provided by the Billet. Current criteria for 
becoming a joint specialty officer include completion of JPME II and 
serving in a JDAL billet. It is important to identify billets that pro-
vide joint experience to see whether these would qualify to be on an 

Figure 5.9
Percentage of Officers Reporting That Prior Joint Experience Was Required 
or Desired for the Billet, by Acquisition/JDAL Billet Category (Definition A)
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expanded JDAL and thus allow officers serving in them to get joint 
duty credit. 

An important finding from the survey is that the ability to obtain 
a variety of types of joint experience is not limited to JDAL billets. That 
this is particularly true of acquisition billets is amply demonstrated by 
Figures 5.11–5.13, which present officers’ responses about whether these 
billets provide them with multiservice, multinational, and interagency 
experience. For example, 40–60 percent of officers “strongly agreed” 
that the billet provided them with multiservice experience—if we 
include those who “agreed,” the percentage increases to 80–85 percent. 
The percentages of billets providing significant multinational experi-
ence were somewhat lower—65–70 percent of JDAL billets and 45–50 
percent of other acquisition billets. In terms of interagency experience, 
there was little difference between non-acquisition and acquisition bil-
lets, regardless of whether they were on the JDAL or not. Three-quarters 

Figure 5.10
Median Number of Types of Knowledge Required and Provided by the 
Billet, by Acquisition/JDAL Billet Category (Definition A)
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or more of all these billets provided significant interagency experience. 
In contrast, only 50 percent of all service-nominated billets provided 
significant multiservice experience, and 40–44 percent provided sig-
nificant experience in multinational and interagency matters. 

Summary of Findings: Definition A

Compared with other billets, acquisition billets, defined here as billets 
in the JPOs, appear to rank high on several metrics of jointness, par-
ticularly with respect to the kinds of joint experiences they provide and 
the usefulness of joint education and experience for the billet. In par-
ticular, acquisition internal service billets appear to rank much higher 
on “jointness” than other service-nominated billets. 

Figure 5.11
Percentage of Officers Agreeing or Strongly Agreeing That the Billet 
Provides Significant Multiservice Experience, by Acquisition/JDAL Billet 
Category (Definition A)
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Figure 5.12
Percentage of Officers Agreeing or Strongly Agreeing That the Billet 
Provides Significant Multinational Experience, by Acquisition/JDAL Billet 
Category (Definition A)
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Figure 5.13
Percentage of Officers Agreeing or Strongly Agreeing That the Billet 
Provides Significant Interagency Experience, by Acquisition/JDAL Billet 
Category (Definition A)

Non-acquisition 
JDAL billets

Acquisition 
JDAL billets

Acquisition 
non-JDAL billets 

in external 
organizations

Acquisition 
service-

nominated 
billets

Pe
rc

en
ta

g
e 

o
f 

o
ffi

ce
rs

Strongly agree      Agree

10

0

40

30

20

50

60

70

80

90

100

RAND MG886-5.13



Billets Dealing with Acquisition Matters    121

Analysis of Acquisition Billets Using Definition B 
(Based on Billet Functions and Required Certification 
Information) 

The second definition used to identify acquisition billets was based on 
function and certification information on billets from the master billet 
file. As with the billets identified by Definition A and as shown in 
Table 5.2, this set of acquisition billets was grouped into three catego-
ries: JDAL billets (366), billets in external organizations (559), and 
service-nominated billets (1,130). The comparison set of billets is the 
5,834 JDAL billets that did not meet the criteria for acquisition billets, 
using Definition B. 

Descriptive Profile of Acquisition/Non-Acquisition Billets

Unlike what we saw earlier with the JPO acquisition billets, the per-
centage of higher-graded acquisition billets was similar across JDAL 
billets, both acquisition and non-acquisition (16 versus 17 percent). The 
distribution of acquisition billets across the major billet organizations 
was quite different from the distribution seen earlier for the JPO acqui-
sition billets. This is clearly shown in Table 5.6. As before, the larg-
est percentage of non-acquisition JDAL billets (48 percent) is assigned 
to the geographic commands; but, whereas the geographic commands 
accounted for the largest share (57 percent) of JPO JDAL billets, there 
are no JDAL acquisition billets in the geographic commands under 
Definition B. The CSAs, functional commands, and Joint Staff are 
each assigned between 10 and 13 percent of non-acquisition billets, 
and these percentages are comparable what we found under the JPO 
definition. However, in sharp contrast with non-acquisition JDAL bil-
lets and JPO JDAL billets, acquisition JDAL billets and those in exter-
nal organizations are largely to be found in CSAs (68–69 percent) and 
other non-OSD defense agencies (19–29 percent). Recall that 45 per-
cent of JPO JDAL billets were in the geographic commands and only 
about 10 percent were in CSAs. 

Among the service-nominated billets, the largest share of acquisi-
tion billets—71 percent—was in the Air Force. This was larger than 
for JPO service-nominated billets, of which 56 percent were in the Air 
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Force. The Air Force acquisition billets were again largely in the Air 
Force Materiel Command, Air Force Elements [Other], and Air Force 
Space Command. The Navy accounted for 28 percent of acquisition 
billets. Very few acquisition billets were identified in the Army and 
none in the Marine Corps.

Table 5.7 shows the distribution of officers serving in these vari-
ous billets by occupation.3 The percentage of tactical officers serving in 
acquisition JDAL billets is higher than that seen earlier in JPO JDAL 

3	  Recall that only incumbents were asked this question on the survey, so the number of 
officers responding to this question was between 75 and 89 percent of the 7,889 responses 
used in this analysis, depending on category.

Table 5.6
Distribution of Billets, as a Percentage of Total, by Major Billet 
Organization and Acquisition/JDAL Category

Major Billet 
Organization

Non-
Acquisition 
JDAL Billets

Acquisition Billets

JDAL Billets

External 
Organization 

Billets

Service-
Nominated 

Billets

Army 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2

Navy 0.0 0.0 0.0 27.5

Air Force 0.0 0.0 0.0 71.3

Marine Corps 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Joint Staff 11.4 2.7 0.0 0.0

OSD 3.5 3.8 0.0 0.0

CENTCOM JTFs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

International 
organizations

3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0

CSAs 10.1 68.3 69.4 0.0

Other non-OSD defense 
agencies

2.7 19.4 29.0 0.0

OSD defense agencies 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.0

Educational agencies 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

Geographic commands 47.9 0.0 0.0 0.0

Force providers 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0

Functional commands 13.0 5.7 0.0 0.0
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billets (32 percent compared with 25 percent). As before, the percent-
ages of supply and procurement officers staffing acquisition billets in 
external organizations and the services were high—40 and 55 percent, 
respectively. About 15 percent of those serving in JDAL billets were 
intelligence officers. Scientists and professionals were more prevalent 
in acquisition JDAL and external organization billets, while engineer-
ing and maintenance officers were much more likely to be serving in 
acquisition billets. 

When we examine the education and prior joint experience of offi-
cers serving in these billets, we see marked differences between officers 
serving in JDAL billets and those in non-JDAL billets (Figure 5.14). 
For example, while 60–68 percent of those in JDAL billets reported 
receiving credit for JPME I, only 30–35 percent of officers serving in 
non-JDAL billets did so. About one-third of officers in JDAL billets 
had received credit for JPME II, compared with 11 percent of offi-
cers in non-JDAL external organization billets and 6 percent of those 
in internal service billets. As we saw earlier, the percentage of JSOs 
assigned to JDAL billets was much larger than the percentage serving 
in non-JDAL billets (16 percent versus 4–8 percent).

Table 5.7
Distribution of Incumbents, as a Percentage of Total, Serving in 
Acquisition and Non-Acquisition JDAL Billets, by Occupation

Occupation

Non-
Acquisition 
JDAL Billets

Acquisition Billets

JDAL Billets

External 
Organization 

Billets

Service-
Nominated 

Billets

Tactical operations 
officers

39.8 31.9 14.5 16.3

Intelligence officers 14.6 16.1 9.2 3.0

Engineering and 
maintenance officers

12.5 17.2 19.0 21.0

Scientists and 
professionals

9.4 19.0 15.2 3.9

Health care officers 0.2 0.4 1.0 0.2

Administrators 8.0 1.5 1.4 1.0

Supply and 
procurement officers

15.6 13.9 39.5 55.7
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Typical Metrics of Jointness

Once again, we examine differences among the billets in terms of 
selected typical metrics of jointness. 

Categorization of Jobs, Supervision of Billets, and Tasks. 
Figure 5.15 shows the percentages of billets in each category that 
were described as primarily strategic, operational, or tactical. Close 
to 60 percent of JDAL billets were described as primarily strategic, 
compared with 45 percent of acquisition billets in external organiza-
tions and service-nominated billets. Most of the remaining billets were 
described as primarily operational, although about 15 percent of acqui-
sition service-nominated billets primarily deal with tactical matters. As 
we pointed out earlier, this contrasts sharply with other non-acquisition 
internal service billets in the survey, 25 percent of which were described 
as primarily strategic and another 25 percent of which were described 
as primarily tactical. At least in this respect, acquisition internal service 

Figure 5.14
Percentage of Officers Receiving Credit for JPME I, JPME II, and JSO Status, 
by Acquisition/JDAL Billet Category (Definition B)
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billets appear to be more similar to JDAL billets than to other service-
nominated billets.

When we look at supervision of billets by non-own–service per-
sonnel, including civilians, we find that between 83 and 88 percent 
of acquisition billets on the JDAL and in external organizations are 
supervised by non-own–service supervisors, as are 78 percent of non-
acquisition billets in external organizations (Figure 5.16). A little over 
40 percent of internal service billets—much lower than the 60 percent 
of internal service JPO billets—are supervised by non-own–service 
supervisors. However, this is higher than the 20 percent of all service-
nominated billets that have non-own–service supervisors.

Although, on average, officers in all these billets reported per-
forming about four tasks during a typical work week, the percent-

Figure 5.15
Categorization of Billets by Primary Focus of Job, by Acquisition/JDAL Billet 
Category (Definition B)
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ages performing “highly joint” tasks4 varied by category (Figure 5.17). 
Overall, we find that close to 80 percent of officers assigned to JDAL 
billets, and about 60 percent of those in acquisition billets in external 
organizations, reported performing one or more of these highly joint 
tasks. About half of those in internal service acquisition billets were 
performing at least one of these tasks, compared with 45 percent of all 
officers in service-nominated billets. However, compared with officers 
serving in JPOs, officers in acquisition billets in external organizations 
and the services were much less likely to report that they were doing 
more than one joint task. For example, 12 percent of officers in acqui-
sition internal service billets reported that they performed more than 
one joint task, compared with 26 percent of officers serving in JPOs in 
internal service billets. 

4	  These include providing strategic direction and integration, developing or assessing joint 
policies, developing or assessing joint doctrine, and fostering multinational, interagency, or 
regional relations.

Figure 5.16
Percentage of Billets Supervised by One or Two Non-Own–Service 
Supervisors, by Acquisition/JDAL Billet Category (Definition B)
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Interactions with Organizations and Personnel. Officers were 
asked about interactions with different organizations and types of per-
sonnel. If we examine the median number of organizations with which 
officers reported interacting monthly or more frequently, we find that 
JDAL billets appear to have the largest number of frequent interactions 
(five), compared with four for acquisition external organization billets 
and only two for internal service billets. Non-acquisition JDAL bil-
lets reported frequent interactions with six different types of personnel 
compared with four for acquisition JDAL and external organization 
billets and two for internal service billets. These are lower than what we 
saw for JPO acquisition billets.

Importance of Specialty, Expertise, Service Competencies, Edu-
cation, and Experience. Officers in acquisition external organization 
and internal service billets tended to rely on their primary specialty to a 
much larger degree than did officers in JDAL billets (Figure 5.18). For 
example, over 70 percent of officers in acquisition billets and 56 percent 

Figure 5.17
Percentage of Officers Performing One or More “Highly Joint” Tasks, by 
Acquisition/JDAL Billet Category (Definition B)
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of officers in external organization billets reported relying on their pri-
mary specialty most or all of the time, compared with 45 percent of 
those in JDAL billets (both acquisition and non-acquisition). This is 
different from the JPO JDAL billets, where about 60 percent of officers 
reported that they drew on their primary specialty most or all of the 
time.

Figure 5.19 shows officers’ responses regarding the skill, educa-
tion, expertise, or experience most important to them in successfully 
carrying out their billet duties. Across all groups, combined functional 
expertise in non-acquisition and acquisition matters was rated the most 
important, but, as we saw earlier, the relative weight given to the two 
kinds of expertise varied across the groups. For example, officers in 
JDAL billets tended to rank functional expertise in non-acquisition 
areas as the most important to their assignment (29–34 percent) while 
5–19 percent specifically reported that acquisition expertise was the 
most important. In contrast, 43 percent of officers in acquisition exter-

Figure 5.18
Percentage of Officers Reporting That They Drew on Their Primary 
Specialty Most or All of the Time in Carrying Out Assignment, by 
Acquisition/JDAL Billet Category (Definition B)
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nal organization billets rated functional expertise in acquisition mat-
ters as the most important, as did 70 percent of those in internal ser-
vice billets. Only 5–12 percent of officers in these non-JDAL billets 
reported that functional expertise in areas other than acquisition was 
important.

Figure 5.20 shows the percentage of officers who agree or strongly 
agree that civilians or officers from another service could carry out the 
assignment. While 32–44 percent believed that civilians could carry 
out their duties, the percentage reporting that officers from another 
service could do so was much higher—66–74 percent, with one nota-
ble exception. Whereas 44 percent of officers assigned to internal ser-
vice billets agreed that a civilian could do their job, only 36 percent 
believed that an officer from another service could do so, which runs 
somewhat counter to the fact that less than 10 percent ranked service 

Figure 5.19
Percentage of Officers Ranking Service Competencies, Joint Experience, 
and Functional Expertise as “Most Important” in Carrying Out Assignment, 
by Acquisition/JDAL Billet Category (Definition B)
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core competencies as most important to the assignment. This is also 
substantially different from what officers in JPO internal service billets 
reported: 60 percent of them agreed that an officer from another ser-
vice could perform their jobs as effectively.

In terms of the usefulness of prior joint education or experience 
for the billet, officers in acquisition billets believe that both prior joint 
education and experience would be useful in carrying out their assign-
ments (Figures 5.21 and 2.22). About 80 percent of officers in acqui-
sition JDAL and external organization billets reported that JPME II 
and prior joint experience were either required or desired for officers 
serving in these billets. Between 60 and 65 percent of acquisition inter-
nal service billets reported that JPME II or prior joint experience was 
useful (lower than the 75–85 percent of JPO internal service billet 
officers who ranked JPME II and prior joint experience as desired or 
required for the assignment and lower than the 70 percent of all officers 
in service-nominated billets in the survey). 

Figure 5.20
Percentage of Officers Agreeing or Strongly Agreeing That Civilians or 
Officers from Another Service Could Carry Out Assignment Effectively, by 
Acquisition/JDAL Billet Category (Definition B)
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Figure 5.21
Percentage of Officers Reporting That JPME II Was Required or Desired for 
the Billet, by Acquisition/JDAL Billet Category (Definition B)
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Figure 5.22
Percentage of Officers Reporting That Prior Joint Experience Was Required 
or Desired for the Billet, by Acquisition/JDAL Billet Category (Definition B)

Non-acquisition 
JDAL billets

Acquisition 
JDAL billets

Acquisition 
non-JDAL billets 

in external 
organizations

Acquisition 
service-

nominated 
billets

Pe
rc

en
ta

g
e 

o
f 

o
ffi

ce
rs

Prior joint experience required      Prior joint experience desired

10

0

40

30

20

50

60

70

80

90

100

RAND MG886-5.22



132    A Strategic Approach to Joint Officer Management: Analysis and Modeling

As we mentioned earlier, officers were asked about the types 
of knowledge required for the billet and whether it was provided by 
the billet. Figure 5.23 shows the median number of different knowl-
edge types that were required and provided by billets, categorized by 
acquisition/JDAL billet category. Officers in acquisition billets reported 
that 5–6 different types of knowledge were required and provided by 
these billets. These answers differ markedly from those of JPO officers, 
where those serving in acquisition JDAL billets reported requiring 17 
types of knowledge and being provided 15 of those on the job. Officers 
in non-JDAL billets serving in JPOs also reported their billets required 
8–9 types of knowledge. 

Types of Experience Provided by the Billet. Figures 5.24 through 
5.26 present officers’ responses about whether their billets provided 
them with multiservice, multinational, and interagency experience. 
Between 30 and 35 percent of officers in acquisition JDAL and exter-
nal organization billets “strongly agreed” that the billet provided them 

Figure 5.23
Median Number of Types of Knowledge Required and Provided by the 
Billet, by Acquisition/JDAL Billet Category (Definition B)
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Figure 5.24
Percentage of Officers Agreeing or Strongly Agreeing That the Billet 
Provides Significant Multiservice Experience, by Acquisition/JDAL Billet 
Category (Definition B)
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Figure 5.25
Percentage of Officers Agreeing or Strongly Agreeing That the Billet 
Provides Significant Multinational Experience, by Acquisition/JDAL Billet 
Category (Definition B)
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with multiservice experience—if we include those who “agreed,” the 
percentage increases to 74–80 percent. Only 40 percent of internal 
service billets provided significant multiservice experience, compared 
with close to 80 percent of JPO internal service billets. The percentages 
of billets providing significant multinational experience were some-
what lower—64 percent of JDAL billets and 45 percent of acquisition 
billets in external organizations. Only about one-quarter of internal 
service billets were rated as providing significant multinational experi-
ence. About 75–80 percent of non-acquisition and non-service acquisi-
tion billets provided significant interagency experience. This was true 
of a little over half of the service-nominated billets.

These acquisition internal service billets appear to be less likely 
to provide significant multiservice and multinational experience com-
pared with all internal service billets.

Figure 5.26
Percentage of Officers Agreeing or Strongly Agreeing That the Billet 
Provides Significant Interagency Experience, by Acquisition/JDAL Billet 
Category (Definition B)
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Summary of Findings: Definition B

We used a combination of function codes and needed certifications to 
define acquisition billets. On the whole, acquisition billets defined in 
this manner that are on the JDAL or located in external organizations 
appear to have many of the characteristics of JDAL billets and tend 
to rank high on several metrics of jointness, especially in terms of the 
joint experiences they provide and the usefulness of joint education 
and experience for the billet. However, acquisition internal service bil-
lets defined in this manner rank lower on most “jointness” indicators 
than JPO service-nominated billets and all non-acquisition internal 
service billets. 
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Chapter Six

Other Considerations

This chapter briefly reviews other considerations associated with assess-
ing joint qualifications.

Work-related variables are used by job analysts to differentiate 
jobs. The JOM survey was designed to elicit information about such 
variables, e.g., the importance of a task or knowledge, the frequency 
of performing a task, the level of knowledge needed to perform a task, 
and time spent interacting with other organizations or personnel. The 
prior assessments examined these variables. One could also look at 
environmental or worker characteristics affecting performance. Among 
these variables are acculturation (inculcation of different values, atti-
tudes, beliefs), duration (tenure in environment, organization, or job), 
recency (time since last experience), and intensity of the experience 
(length of workday or workweek and the nature of the environment). 
We briefly review these below. We also discuss the value of joint mili-
tary education.

Acculturation

Acculturation—values, attitudes, and beliefs that affect behaviors—is 
an important part of the joint experience, perhaps even the most impor-
tant. Acculturation is different from job content—what an officer does. 
Acculturation is not time-based. Some officers are acculturated in the 
joint or enterprise environment quickly through single, unique expe-
riences or over longer periods of time through multiple interactions. 
Some officers never “get it.” Acculturation by itself is hard to measure 
or assess directly. 
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Duration (Tenure)

Tenure is more easily measured and ultimately is used as the basis for 
many types of measurement/accreditation systems. Length of time 
doing a joint activity adds up in one form or another to accredited 
joint experience. However, tenure in job serves a more useful pur-
pose: to improve organizational effectiveness. Organizations do not 
exist simply to provide experience to joint officers. Such experience is 
a by-product of organizational mission accomplishment. Organiza-
tions are better when there is not turnover after one or two years in an 
assignment. Efforts to increase the number of joint-experienced offi-
cers through shorter assignments must be balanced by consideration 
of effectiveness in organizations that use the officers. “Jointness” is not 
just about development of officers but also about having effective joint 
organizations.

Recency

Data and anecdotal evidence (e.g., interviews, open-ended survey ques-
tions) suggest that some junior officers do gain joint acculturation and 
experience early in their careers. An argument can be made that such 
experience may no longer be “valid” 20 years later if not refreshed. 
But early joint exposure serves another purpose—acculturation. The 
inculcation of values, attitudes, and beliefs early in careers is useful. 
While junior officers must learn the domain knowledge areas of their 
occupational specialty skill groups and the context of their services 
early in their careers, there is also room for beginning to develop an 
understanding of the other military services and organizations that can 
have long lasting effects.

Intensity

Data also show that intense experiences lead to becoming comfortable 
in a joint environment more quickly. For example, one could assume 
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that certain work associated with Operation Iraqi Freedom/Operation 
Enduring Freedom, as defined by service in a CENTCOM JTF, is 
more intense. The survey used a variable called “time to become com-
fortable in a joint environment,” and we examined whether increased 
work intensity reduced the length of time needed to attain “comfort.” 

To test this, we compared responses from those officers serving 
in a CENTCOM JTF (nonpermanent positions typically filled with 
individual augmentees) with all other officers on the JDAL (exclud-
ing CENTCOM JTFs). In general, the two groups of positions were 
similar in terms of need for JPME and prior joint experience. Not sur-
prisingly, those serving in a CENTCOM JTF got more multinational 
experience. Another difference was that more of the JDAL jobs were 
at the strategic level and more of the CENTCOM JTF positions were 
at the operational level. Also, those in CENTCOM JTFs drew on 
their primary occupational specialty and their own-service capabilities 
somewhat more and had own-service supervisors more frequently than 
did their JDAL counterparts. Both groups performed the same number 
of critical joint tasks, but the CENTCOM JTF group required fewer 
knowledges and gained fewer knowledges than their counterparts. 
Those in CENTCOM JTF positions had more interactions with non-
own–service personnel but fewer interactions with other organizations 
than those in JDAL billets. 

Those in the JDAL positions reported taking six months (median) 
to become comfortable in a joint environment, while those assigned 
to a CENTCOM JTF reported one month (median). Is it plausible 
that one can gain the same joint experience in a shorter time? One 
explanation might be that some jobs are not as complex (for example, 
they require fewer tasks to be done), draw from other learned experi-
ence, or have fewer organizational interactions. Our observations are 
as follows:

JTF work is more intense but less complex:•	
relies on service capabilities and primary specialty––
more operational––
fewer organizational interactions––
provides and requires fewer knowledges.––
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JTF work appears to need similar levels of prior education and •	
experience as JDAL work.
JTF work appears to provide as much experience as the JDAL •	
work but in different areas.
Officers in JTF work acculturate and gain joint proficiency faster •	
than officers on the JDAL.
Officers in intense environments gain joint experience at a faster •	
rate than officers in less intense environments. 

Thus, intensity appears to interact with duration in gaining joint accul-
turation and experience. In other words, equal joint experience credit 
could be given for a shorter but more intense assignment.

Depth of Understanding

Approximately 3,800 officers took the time during the survey to pro-
vide open-ended comments. We read those comments, and the views 
of those officers are compelling. At the enterprise and policy levels, per-
sonnel managers debate qualitative and quantitative measures of out-
puts and outcomes; at the billet level, there is much more “jointness” 
going on than is easily measured at the enterprise level. Any joint officer 
management system put in place should be periodically reviewed, and 
such reviews should take account of the voices of the officers affected 
by the system.

Expanding Joint Experience Credit

We examined three clusters of billets: those on the JDAL, those in 
organizations external to the military services with some positions on 
the JDAL, and those nominated by the services as likely to be needing 
or providing joint experience. In order to meet the demand for officers 
with prior joint experience, it is necessary to expand supply of officers 
with the experience. One way to do this is to expand the current JDAL 
by including all positions external to the military services (an organi-
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zational look rather than an individual billet look). Another way to do 
this would be to accredit the experiences of individual officers indepen-
dent of the organizational location of the billet(s) in which the officer 
is serving. We assessed different systems for doing this in an earlier 
work and recommend that an interested reader review that analysis.1 
That report stated that a “point” system useful in documenting periods 
of experience for reserve active status list officers would also be adapt-
able for active duty list officers. DoD has since implemented such an 
individual-based system. 

The Value of Joint Professional Military Education

The bulk of this report is focused on issues dealing with joint expe-
rience. However, the survey responses allow us to analyze the views 
of respondents with respect to JPME.2 The survey asked respondents 
about gaining joint knowledge through experience in their billet as well 
as the need for such joint knowledge in their billet. The joint knowl-
edge areas listed in the survey were derived from the JPME curricu-
lum contained in the Chairman’s Officer Professional Military Educa-
tion Memorandum.3 There were 65 questions dealing with particular 
knowledges grouped under 15 broad areas.

We examined the response from each billet, aggregated the indi-
vidual responses for each of the 65 separate knowledges, and then 
averaged them by broad knowledge areas. In essence, the aggregated 
responses represent whether officers thought they received sufficient 
knowledge in each area through experience, received more than enough 
knowledge in each area through experience (a surplus of knowledge), 
or did not receive sufficient knowledge in each area through experience 
(a knowledge deficit). The latter gap ostensibly could be closed through 
JPME.

1	  Thie et al., 2006. 
2	  All of the responses with respect to JPME are reported in Kirby et al. (2006). 
3	  Joint Chiefs of Staff, Officer Professional Military Education Policy, Washington, D.C., 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction 1800.01C, August 7, 2007. 
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Figure 6.1 shows the results of the analysis, aggregated by broad 
knowledge area. We show the proportion of respondents indicating a 
deficit or a surplus. The respondents not represented in these bars indi-
cated sufficient knowledge gained through experience. Approximately 
one-third of all billets never receive enough knowledge through experi-
ence to be proficient in their jobs. This varies by knowledge area, with 
national security strategy knowledge at the high end and knowledge 
of capabilities, organizations, and command structures at the low end. 
Slightly more than 5 percent of all billets gained more knowledge than 
they needed, but this surplus does not offset any of the deficit because 
the data are analyzed billet by billet. Besides its value in helping offi-
cers ease more quickly into a joint assignment, JPME has real value 
in making up a knowledge deficit that cannot be overcome solely by 
experience.

Figure 6.1
Knowledge Surplus and Deficit
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Chapter Seven

Conclusions and Recommendations

Our report focused on three areas related to joint officer management: 
(1) analyzing the characteristics that measure “jointness” of a billet and 
using that analysis to identify billets that could be recommended for 
inclusion in the JDAL; (2) determining whether sufficient numbers of 
officers with joint education, training, and experience are likely to be 
available to satisfy DoD’s needs; and (3) exploring whether and how 
the experiences of selected communities of officers—for example, those 
assigned to billets dealing with acquisition matters—differ from those 
of their peers. In this chapter, we summarize our major conclusions 
drawn from the analyses reported in earlier chapters. 

Conclusions

Characteristics That Measure Jointness

We used different statistical techniques to examine the characteristics 
of joint billets with a view to developing criteria that could be used to 
classify future billets as suitable for the JDAL. 

Factor analysis identified natural groupings of potential variables. 
These groupings are deployment, joint tasks, job assessment, depth and 
breadth of knowledge, interactions with other services, organizational 
interactions, strategic work, and JTF service. Within these factors, 
some variables were robust across the different techniques in discrimi-
nating billets. These included (1) whether the billet involved serving 
with other military departments; (2) whether the billet was primarily 
tactical, operational, or strategic in nature; (3) the types of experiences 
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provided by the billet, especially multiservice and interagency experi-
ence; (4) whether the billet involved having frequent interactions with 
different types of non-own–service personnel; and (5) whether the billet 
involved frequent interactions with non-own–service organizations. 

The analyses were exploratory, but there was a good deal of con-
sistency in the variables identified by the various methods as important 
discriminators of non-JDAL billets that resemble JDAL billets. Some 
non-JDAL billets appeared to be good candidates for the JDAL, i.e., 
billets that ranked high on such characteristics as the ones listed above. 
The list of variables may also prove useful in developing guidelines and 
criteria for evaluating the service of officers in individual billets that are 
not on the JDAL.

Meeting Demand for Joint-Experienced Officers 

Can enough officers be given a joint experience at some point in their 
career to meet the demand for such officers? Can all officers accrue 
joint experience by the grade of O-6? In the first case, the answer is yes, 
given reasonable statements of demand and purposeful management of 
officers. The answer to the second question is no.

There is little stated demand for joint experience in the current 
joint environment, so it is easily met through any system for provid-
ing officers with experience in joint matters. At the other extreme, it is 
infeasible to place joint-experienced officers in all positions for which 
such experience is desirable (as indicated by the JOM survey1), or to pro-
vide joint experience to the entire officer corps. Enough officers cannot 
be produced through any system that uses experiential service, because 
ultimately there are not enough such developmental opportunities. On 
the other hand, if the goal becomes to place joint-experienced officers 
in all positions for which joint experience is required (as indicated by 
the JOM survey), then either a current or expanded JDAL system or 
a modified accrediting system could meet the demand. However, the 
current JDAL system requires much more careful attention to match 
officers to billets, because there are fewer joint-experienced officers for 

1	  See Kirby et al. (2006) for a more detailed analysis of the likely number of positions for 
which prior joint experience would be required or desired.
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each billet that needs them. Moreover, the current JDAL system does 
not recognize as valid joint experience gained in other than approved 
billets. 

For officer communities with grade structures similar to those 
we modeled, how those officers are managed does not make a signifi-
cant difference. Using only a competency or skills framework requires 
slightly more-purposeful management, but either would provide 
enough officers. Moreover, in our analysis, the different frameworks 
used different tour lengths, and tour length by itself did not signifi-
cantly change outcomes. All of the frameworks can exist within the 
joint officer management system and provide enough officers to meet 
required demand.

Functional Categorizations

We used acquisition billets to understand how particular occupational 
groupings might differ from traditional JDAL billets on the variables 
that the statistical techniques showed as characterizing jointness.

Billets in JPOs rank high on several variables, particularly on the 
kinds of joint experiences they provide and the usefulness of prior joint 
education and experience. Billets whose primary function includes 
procurement or contracting also appear to have many of the charac-
teristics of JDAL billets. We cannot conclude from this one sample 
whether similar results would obtain for other functional or occupa-
tional categorizations, such as intelligence or engineering. However, 
the similarity of billets in the acquisition community to traditional 
JDAL billets should warrant an examination of the policy choice to 
exclude certain billets, such as health services occupations, from inclu-
sion on the JDAL.

Recommendations

Currently, officers receive joint credit for serving in positions on the 
JDAL. One frequent criticism of the current system is that officers are 
serving in non-JDAL assignments that provide a rich joint experience 
but do not grant the officer joint credit. Likewise, there are officers 
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serving in assignments on the JDAL that may not provide what some 
would consider a joint experience, either because of the content of their 
work or because of limited interaction with other services, nations, or 
agencies. Our analysis has provided evidence to support both these 
assertions. We have also argued that a point system be considered in 
which individuals could petition to receive credit for joint duty assign-
ments not currently included on the JDAL by developing portfolios to 
be evaluated by officer boards, and DoD has now implemented such a 
system. The variables associated with jointness identified in the statisti-
cal analysis in this report would provide a good start at outlining the 
guidelines for putting together such portfolios and criteria for evaluat-
ing them.

The best management system in terms of feasibility, management 
flexibility, and movement toward the Chairman’s vision for joint officer 
development2 is to recognize that a larger number of billets require prior 
experience and to use a modified JDAL system that allows individual 
officer assessment of joint experience and accredits officers accordingly. 
Thus, we recommend the following:

Maintain a billet-based system that is an organization-based •	
system and supplement it with an individual-based system. In 
other words, judge all the billets within an organization to be 
equally joint, and supplement this system with an evaluation of 
individuals’ cumulative joint experiences gained elsewhere.
When implementing an individual-based system, recognize inten-•	
sity of experience when considering those in either non-JDAL bil-
lets or those in JDAL billets with tenure appeals.
Because they include joint content, consider O-3 billets for inclu-•	
sion on the JDAL and consider experience in O-3 billets when 
assessing the joint experience of individuals. 
Consider recency of experience when measuring an individual’s •	
experience. Thus, if a senior officer’s only joint experience was 
gained as an O-3, that prior assignment may not provide sufficient 
prerequisite experience for important senior joint assignments.

2	  Joint Chiefs of Staff, 2005.
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Consider managing (and tracking relevant experience) separately •	
for multiservice, multinational, and interagency matters.
Reconsider the exclusion of certain occupational groups from the •	
JDAL.
When determining tenure restrictions for joint credit, recognize •	
that it is in the best interest of the joint organization to have 
longer-tenured personnel, but that the average individual gains 
acculturation and joint experience quickly. Thus, tenure restric-
tions may benefit the organization more than they are relevant to 
determining who has received a valid joint experience.

Findings from the analyses were provided to the sponsor and used 
in developing DoD’s new Strategic Plan for Joint Officer Management 
and Joint Professional Military Education, issued in April 2006,3 and 
the implementation plan for the new joint officer qualification system, 
issued in March 2007.4 Many of these recommendations have been 
incorporated into the new joint officer qualification system.

3	  DoD, 2006.
4	  DoD, 2007.
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Non-Incumbent Questionnaire, 2005 Joint Officer 
Management Census Survey
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Appendix B

Model Description

Joint Management Model

The joint management model simulates the flow of officers through 
O-4 to O-6 assignments. The model represents the process by which 
each service community develops officers who have some degree of 
joint experience. The model is dynamic in that it does three things that 
depend on one another: 

enters, promotes, and retains field grade officers (differently for 1.	
joint and non-joint) 
assigns officers to joint and non-joint assignments2.	
quantifies the accumulation of officers with joint experience. 3.	

As described in Chapter Four, modeling this system produces an 
assessment of whether we might expect sufficient joint officers to sat-
isfy the need for officers with joint experience. This system consid-
ers the supply of joint officers, the demand for joint officers, and the 
likely management of and resulting behavior of joint officers. A sys-
tems dynamic modeling software, iThink, was used in developing 
this model. The model’s primary purpose is to identify and illustrate 
the flow of officers from O-4 to O-6 as they progress though billets 
that provide and/or require joint experience, and to quantify the pro-
cess. Thus, the model includes assignments to four types of jobs: those 
that provide joint experience, those that require prior joint experience, 
those both provide and require joint experience, and those that nei-
ther provide nor require joint experience. The input of each model run 
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includes the numbers of each of those four types of billets at each pay 
grade, and the management and behavior assumptions, as embodied 
by the different management frameworks (competencies, leadership, 
and skills).

The output of each model run provides the number of joint officers 
at each pay grade (O-4 to O-6) that can be expected to have acquired 
joint experience, given assumptions about the management of those 
officers and their retention behavior. This output tells us whether there 
are sufficient numbers of field grade joint-experienced officers to satisfy 
the demand for such officers. For each model run, the three demand 
questions discussed in Chapter Four are considered. 

This appendix explains the assumptions and calculations in the 
model, discusses the input provided by the survey, and describes some 
of the relationships between the various elements that flow throughout 
the model (for example, how the management frameworks affect the 
inputs and outputs). To illustrate this process, we isolate in this appen-
dix one section of the model, the path to and from O-5 (see Figure B.1). 
In the sections below, we start by describing the basic principles of 
system dynamics, then follow with a discussion of the key assump-
tions, inputs, and outputs on which the model is based. 

Basic Principles of System Dynamics1

Stocks

Stocks and flows are the primary building blocks of systems structures 
in systems dynamics. Stocks are most easily explainable as things or 
accumulations of things. In the case of this joint model, stocks repre-
sent types or accumulations of people, such as officers in a joint assign-
ment or officers with joint experience. There are, however, different 
kinds of stocks. The joint model uses reservoir stocks and conveyer 
stocks. Reservoir stocks accumulate people until an event is specified: 

1	  This section was incorporated from Margaret C. Harrell, John F. Schank, Harry J. Thie, 
Clifford M. Graff II, and Paul Steinberg, How Many Can Be Joint? Supporting Joint Duty 
Assignments, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, MR-593-JS, 1996. 
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For example, joint officers at each pay grade remain in that reservoir 
until they are promoted or they leave the service. Conveyer stocks 
retain their content only for an established period of time and then 
empty automatically. A conveyer stock is used to represent the flow of 
joint officers through a job in a certain amount of time. For example, 
if the duration of a tour in one of the management frameworks is three 
years, the conveyer stock representing that tour will retain an officer 
in a joint billet for only three years and will then release him or her to 
the next stage of the process. These duration values can, of course, be 
changed, and they vary from conveyer to conveyer. 

Flows

Flows represent activity, or movement, into and out of stocks. In any 
representation of a system, stocks and flows are mutually dependent, 
because stocks can neither accumulate nor empty without a flow. 
Because it is not necessary in this example to specify the source of 
the inflow or the destination of the outflow, we use cloud symbols to 
begin and end this chain. Another way to think of stocks and flows 

Figure B.1
Assignment to Different Billet Types and Joint Experience Outcomes
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is as “facts” and “policies.” In other words, the stocks represent facts 
that are a result of policies. For example, the number of joint O-5s in 
Figure B.1 is a fact that reflects the related policies of how frequently 
O-5s are assigned to joint billets and how O-4s and O-5s with joint 
experience are promoted and retained. There will frequently be more 
than one flow, or policy, that affects any stock, but flows are the only 
way to adjust stocks.

Auxiliaries

Another building block used in system dynamics modeling is the auxil-
iary, which is represented in the model as a circle. Auxiliaries represent 
information that will affect the flow or accumulation in the model. 
In the modeled joint officer management process, auxiliaries repre-
sent such factors as the loss rates and promotion rates of officers out of 
grade. Auxiliaries can vary over time and can be defined by graphing a 
function in which time is one of the axes. 

Joint Management Model: Key Assumptions, Inputs, and 
Outputs

The key assumption in this model is that inventory equals authoriza-
tions, and thus the model promotes and retains to fill the billets that 
were identified by the service communities as the appropriate number 
of billets for those communities, by pay grade. Inputs to the model 
include the number of billets, by pay grade; the number of those bil-
lets that provide joint experience, require joint experience, and both 
provide and require joint experience; promotion rates for joint officers; 
promotion rates for non-joint officers; loss rates for joint officers; and 
loss rates for non-joint officers. Outputs of the model are the number 
of officers, by pay grade, with joint experience. These elements of the 
model will be discussed in more detail in this appendix.

Key Assumptions: Inventory and Authorizations

As shown in Figure B.1, there are four kinds of O-5 billets in the model 
that officers might be assigned to; only two of them provide a joint 
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experience. The first billet type provides a joint experience. The second 
provides a joint experience but must be filled by an officer that has 
already obtained joint experience in a prior job. The third kind of billet 
requires officers to have prior joint experience but does not provide 
joint experience, and the fourth neither provides nor requires joint 
experience. The model that supports the analysis of this report and is 
described in this appendix follows the flow through these four kinds 
of billets to produce the primary outcome: the number of officers with 
joint experience. In grade, an officer can serve in a number of different 
billet types and therefore has several opportunities to gain joint experi-
ence and thus contribute to the pool of joint-experienced officers.

The overall purpose of the model is to illustrate and quantify the 
flow of joint-qualified officers from one pay grade to another. The offi-
cers within a pay grade are assigned to multiple jobs while at that pay 
grade, which may be any of the four kinds of jobs described earlier. 
When officers move through these four types of billets, they are tal-
lied in the model, which tracks the officers with joint experience who 
leave the service or who remain to be promoted. Those that have served 
in a job that provides joint experience contribute to the stock of joint 
officers in the outcome (even if they also serve in non-joint jobs while 
in grade).

To illustrate the tallying of officers who are receiving joint experi-
ence, a more detailed look at the effect of serving both in billets that 
provide and do not provide joint experience, and the resulting effect 
on the stocks representing the tally of those officers, is required. This 
portion of the model is represented in Figure B.2. This figure displays 
an excerpt of the actual model to show how officers enter, promote, 
and retain. This figure includes two stocks (indicated as rectangles): 
one representing the tally of O-5s who have acquired joint experience 
and one representing all other O-5s. At each time point in the model, 
the flows that send officers into these stocks represent the promotion 
of O-4s without joint experience to O-5, the promotion of O-4s with 
joint experience to O-5s with joint experience, and number of O-5s who 
have just completed an assignment that provides joint experience. The 
auxiliary (circle) labeled “Jt to O-5” provides data about the number 
of newly promoted O-5s who had received joint experience while they 
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were O-4s. The outflows are affected by a number of auxiliaries, includ-
ing the promotion rate for O-5s to O-6, the promotion rate for joint 
O-5s to O-6, and the loss rates for joint O-5s and non-joint O-5s. As 
with new O-5s, the auxiliary labeled “Jt to 6” will inform the flows 
entering O-6 as to the number of newly promoted O-6s that received 
joint experience in prior pay grades. In sum, the two stocks illustrated 
show how the officers who receive joint experience are added to the 
overall O-5 “stock,” both with joint experience and without. The top 
portion of the illustration shows the stock of officers that flow in and 
out of the process getting joint experience, while the bottom portion 
illustrates officers who never serve in a billet providing joint experience, 
thereby not adding to the joint stock. 

Figure B.2
Flow Into and Out of Grade O-5 
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Model Inputs

To better understand how officers serving in the four different kinds 
of billets contribute to the stock of joint officers, various inputs are 
required. Inputs to the model include the number of billets by pay 
grade (authorizations); the number of those billets that provide joint 
experience, require joint experience, both provide and require joint 
experience, and neither provide nor require joint experience; the typi-
cal length of time in job; promotion rates for joint officers; promotion 
rates for non-joint officers; loss rates for joint officers; and loss rates for 
non-joint officers. 

Authorizations. We used total authorizations as an input to 
account for all other billets that were not considered joint, either by 
JDAL standards or from the survey responses. The authorizations 
were identified primarily from the Defense Manpower Data Center 
(DMDC) FORMIS database and through communications with com-
munity managers and other representatives of the communities mod-
eled. After all joint billets (either requiring or providing jointness) were 
identified, the remaining authorizations were considered non-joint 
billets.

Billets That Supply Joint Experience. The counts for billets that 
supply joint experience are derived from two sources: the JDAL and 
the JOM survey. For the former, we assumed that any billets included 
on the JDAL supply joint experience. Just as the current joint officer 
management system assumes that officers who serve (with a minimum 
tenure) in a billet on the JDAL receive joint credit, our model assumes 
that those officers have obtained joint experience. 

The second source of counts for those billets that supply joint 
experience came from the survey respondents. On the survey, there are 
three questions that were intended to elicit answers that would indicate 
whether the respondent might be serving in a billet that supplies joint 
experience. The three questions are as follows:

Q54: This position gives me significant experience in multi- 
service matters. [Select one answer: Strongly Agree, Agree, Nei-
ther Agree nor Disagree, Disagree, or Strongly Disagree.] 
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Q55: This position gives me significant experience in multi
national matters. [Select one answer: Strongly Agree, Agree, Nei-
ther Agree nor Disagree, Disagree, or Strongly Disagree.] 

Q56: This position gives me significant experience in interagency 
matters. [Select one answer: Strongly Agree, Agree, Neither Agree 
nor Disagree, Disagree, or Strongly Disagree.] 

To be considered as a billet that provides joint experience, the respon-
dents had to answer that they either strongly agree or agree to any of 
those three statements. 

The model runs used either the JDAL billets or the survey 
responses to provide the number of billets that provide joint experi-
ence. Chapter Four explained the model excursions in greater detail, 
but for each of the communities, Analyses 1–3 used the JDAL billets 
and Analyses 4–6 used the survey responses.

Billets That Require Joint Experience. We used the same two 
sources to determine the need for officers who can occupy joint billets. 
First, to determine the need for joint officers based on the JDAL, we 
counted critical billets. Critical billets both provide and require joint 
experience; therefore, the billets demand joint experience, and the offi-
cers filling these billets also acquire joint experience. However, officers 
serving in such joint billets do not further increase the stock of joint 
officers because they are not gaining new joint experience by serving in 
the billet; they were already tallied in this stock. 

The JOM survey data were the second source of data used to 
determine the demand for joint experience. In the survey, there is one 
question that inquires whether the respondent believes prior joint expe-
rience should be required or desired for the billet in question. This 
question is

Q60: In order to perform my duties successfully, I have found 
prior experience in a joint environment: [Select one answer: 
Required, Desired, Not Helpful.]

Answers accounted for all those billets that “required” a prior joint 
experience as well as those that were “required or desired.” As discussed 
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in Chapter Four, the JDAL critical billets were used to determine the 
demand for joint experience in Analyses 1 and 4, survey responses 
that indicated joint experience was “required” indicated the demand 
for joint officers in Analyses 2 and 5, and the survey responses that 
indicated either “required” or “desired” indicated the demand for 
Analyses 3 and 6.

Determining Army Infantry, Navy Surface Warfare Officer, Air 
Force Space and Missile, and Marine Corps Ground Billets. The model 
excursions were analyzed separately for Army Infantry, Navy Surface 
Warfare, Air Force Space and Missile, and Marine Corps ground occu-
pations, and therefore survey responses were also analyzed separately 
for these communities. Because the survey focused on the character-
istics of a billet, and because respondents included both billet incum-
bents and others designated to complete the survey, the analysis needed 
to consider both the occupation of the incumbent respondents and 
also the occupation associated with the billet. Specifically, incumbent 
respondents were asked their Army Area of Concentration (AOC), 
Navy Officer Designator Code, Air Force Specialty Code (AFSC), or 
Marine Corps Military Occupation Specialty (MOS) code. The occu-
pation associated with the billet was also separately available (indirectly 
from DMDC). 

We included incumbent records when the respondent specialty 
codes matched those found to represent Army Infantry, Navy Surface 
Warfare, Air Force Space and Missile, or Marine Corps ground spe-
cialties. We included billet-specific information when the incumbent’s 
occupation did not match the criteria for inclusion in the study. These 
data were identified in supporting databases that categorized these 
occupations (e.g., DMDC and LMI databases). 

The pay grade data included both respondent pay grade and billet 
pay grade. Incumbent respondent pay grade was generally used where 
possible. If the pay grade of the incumbent respondent was missing, 
and if the billet pay grade was in the O-4 to O-6 range, then the billet 
pay grade was captured in the analysis. 

The response rate from the JOM survey was about 70 percent, 
leaving us with 30 percent missing data. In an effort to make sure that 
this 30 percent of responses was represented in the model, we developed 
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proxy responses. The goal was to use information about those billets 
even though the responses were by proxy. Survey response rates varied 
by billeted organization, and in order to represent all appropriate offi-
cer positions with the survey responses at hand, we magnified survey 
response records in a manner determined by organizational response 
rates. Stratifying on billeted organization, records were hotdecked (i.e., 
repeated, random draws with replacement) from those at hand in order 
to expand the record set to the number of records thought to be the 
reasonable approximation of billets from which responses might have 
been anticipated. From the expanded record set thought to represent 
the universe of targeted positions, then, various key variables were 
collected from the resultant records to allow for demand and supply 
analysis. 

Promotion and Loss Rates. In addition to authorizations and bil-
lets, other inputs include promotion and loss rates. The model used 
promotion and loss rates that approximate the current management of 
these occupations, adjusted slightly to ensure that inventory matched 
authorizations in the model. These rates were used for officers with-
out joint experience. The promotion and loss rates for officers with 
joint experience deviated from those as the management frameworks 
suggest, as each framework provides a different expectation for how 
joint experience officers promote and retain. The “factor” or difference 
between the promotion and loss rates used for non-joint and joint offi-
cers allowed us to account for the variations in how the management 
frameworks (leader, skills, and competency) treat joint officers, com-
pared with other officers. The “factor” was increased, decreased, or kept 
equal based on the framework suggestion (see Table 4.1). For exam-
ple, when we apply the competencies framework, the factors change 
to force a higher promotion rate to O-5 and a lower promotion rate 
to O-6, compared with non-joint officers, than it would in the other 
management frameworks. Alternatively, the loss rate factors for infan-
try officers with joint experience remain the same for O-4s, increase 
for O-5s, and decrease for O-6s when they are managed by the com-
petency framework. These rates reflect real-world promotion and loss 
rates and also force the model to reach a 100 percent fill rate of bil-
lets. For example, at the time of this research, the Army was promot-
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ing about 90 percent of infantry officers to O-5. Therefore, the mod-
eled promotion rates from O-4 to O-5 reflect these actual promotion 
rates and also ensure that the modeled O-5 billets are filled. These 
promotion rates affect the model outputs. For example, it is difficult to 
improve infantry officer promotion by much in the leadership model, 
and thus joint infantry officers tend to be promoted at a rate similar to 
non-joint infantry officers. 

Length of Time in Job. As explained in Chapter Four, each man-
agement framework assigns job lengths that vary based on the man-
agement assumptions. The managing leader succession framework 
would feature relatively shorter joint assignments; the managing com-
petencies framework would keep officers in a billet for a longer, more 
stable assignment; and, in the managing skills framework, assignment 
lengths do not vary for joint and non-joint assignments. The job length 
for each framework is shown in Table B.1. There are four job lengths 
per pay grade for each framework. These different job lengths are asso-

Table B.1
Assignment Lengths, by Management 
Framework

Assignment 
Length

Managing
Leader 

Succession
Managing 

Competency
Managing 

Skills

O-4length 2 3 2.5

O-4length2 2 4 2.5

O-4length3 1.5 4 2

O-4length4 2 3 2

O-5length 2 3 2.5

O-5length2 2 4 2.5

O-5length3 1.5 4 2

O-5length4 2 3 2

O-6length 2 3 2.5

O-6length2 2 4 2.5

O-6length3 1.5 4 2

O-6length4 2 3 2
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ciated with the four different kinds of billets (those that provide joint 
experience, provide and require joint experience, and require joint 
experience; and non-joint billets).

Running the Model and Model Outputs

Each model run starts with the number of authorizations, by pay grade, 
for a specific community and the number of billets that supply joint 
experience (or not). For example “O5provjtblt” represents the number 
of O-5 billets that provide joint experience (and these counts are rep-
resented as auxiliaries). The auxiliary labeled as “O5provreqjtblt” is the 
number of O-5 billets that provide and also require joint experience. 
This, combined with “O5provjt” billets, is the total number of billets 
that provide joint experience. These “O5provreqjtblt” billets, however, 
do not increase the total tally of officers who have joint experience, since 
they had joint experience prior to being assigned to this billet. The next 
auxiliary, “O5intreqjtblt,” is the number of billets that require joint 
experience. The total O-5 billets that require joint experience is a com-
bination of “O5provreqjtblt” and “O5intreqjtblt” and is calculated as 
the sum of “O5intreqjtblt” plus “O5prvnreqjtblt.” Finally, “O5svcblt” 
is non-joint service billets.

These four auxiliaries, which dictate the total number of each 
kind of billet, are shown on the left side of Figure B.3, which illustrates 
the O-5 portion of the model. The auxiliary at the bottom left is the 
total number of O-5 billets. On the far left is the auxiliary that sums 
the number of officers with joint experience that is required at O-5.

The stocks (represented by rectangles) indicate the officers serv-
ing in each type of billet. The conveyer duration of the stock is set to 
the various job lengths (which change depending on which manage-
ment framework is applied) and is represented by the calculation (as an 
example, here is the equation for billets that require joint experience in 
job length “3”): 

(O5intreqjtblt × O-5_Avg_Fill_Rate) / O-5length_3. 

This equation multiplies the O-5 billets that require joint experi-
ence by the average fill rate of O-5 officers and then divides this number 
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Figure B.3
Flow Into and Out of Grade O-5 with the Addition of Joint Flow Options
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by the length specific to the management framework being applied. the 
average fill rate is considered the proportion of O-5 billets to the total 
number of O-5s. The total supply of O-5 joint officers for each model 
run is provided by those that flow through the “O-5 provjtblt” path. 
The officers that flow through this path represent those that are getting 
joint experience for the first time; the officers going through this path 
contribute to the overall stock of officers with joint experience. Thus, as 
officers complete the billets that provide joint assignments (represented 
at the top of the figure) and thus flow out of the stock that provides 
joint experience, the number of officers with joint experience increases, 
as reflected by the arrow connecting this outflow and the tally of joint 
officers at the bottom of the figure.

As a recap, the model accounts for all field grade officers who are 
moving through a grade. Each officer is assigned to one of four differ-
ent kinds of assignments, which are reflected in the model as stocks: a 
billet that provides joint experience, a billet that provides and requires 
joint experience, a billet that requires joint experience, or a non-joint 
service billet. As officers complete an assignment, they are returned 
to the stock of O-5s, from which promotions, losses, and additional 
assignments occur. As these officers serve in these various billets, they 
gain joint experience and contribute to the stock of overall officers with 
joint experience. By considering the average fill rates, the promotion 
and loss rates, the length of time spent in each job, and how these fac-
tors differ for joint and non-joint officers, the model determines the 
total count of officers with joint experience at each pay grade.
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