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Chapter 1:  
Introduction and Background 

Dr. Austin Lawhead, Dr. Ashlea Klahr, Dr. Rachel Clare, Dr. Julia Dahl, Dr. Jonathan 
Schreiner 

The Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) is a unit-level climate survey that all 
military commanders and Department of Defense (DoD) civilian organization leaders are 
required to administer to their unit or organization within 120 days1 of a change in command, 
and annually thereafter.  Due to this congressionally mandated requirement, the DEOCS is one 
of the largest and most important DoD surveys.  Its breadth is unmatched:  over 1 million Service 
members and DoD civilians take the survey annually, making it the Department’s largest 
voluntary personnel data collection.   

Although massive in breadth, the survey is also incredibly localized in its impact.  Results of the 
survey are reported directly to each commander2 and their supervisor within a week after the 
survey closes, providing leaders with unit-specific3 survey data covering a range of critical 
personnel topics.  Because results are reported at the unit level, the impact of the data for leaders 
and Service members is incredibly personal; it reflects the organizational and interpersonal 
relations of Service members within units and is often the only mechanism for Service members 
to provide their command with completely confidential feedback.  This combination of scope 
and unit-level granularity makes the DEOCS, and the data it collects, an asset of incredible value 
for the Department.   

The DEOCS was first conceived, designed, and operated by the Defense Equal Opportunity 
Management Institute (DEOMI) in order to help commanders identify concerns and develop 
action plans to improve unit effectiveness and function (Landis & Dansby, 1991).  It began as the 
Military Equal Opportunity Climate Survey (MEOCS) in 1990 and has been operating 
continuously since then, with a number of changes and enhancements made to the survey over 
time.   

In a February 2018 Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness (USD [P&R]) 
memorandum, responsibility for the DEOCS was transferred from DEOMI to the Office of 
People Analytics (OPA), a component within the Defense Human Resources Activity (DHRA), 
under USD (P&R), with policy direction and oversight provided by the Office for Diversity, 
Equity, and Inclusion (ODEI).4  In this realignment, OPA was charged to “revitalize and 

 
1 Some Services have a lower requirement for time spent in command before a DEOCS is required.  
2 The DEOCS is used by both military commanders and DoD civilian organization leaders.  For ease of reading 
throughout the report, we will simply refer to “commanders;” though unless otherwise noted, DoD civilian leaders 
are included in this term. 
3 Similar to the footnote above, the DEOCS is administered to both military units and civilian organizations.  For 
ease of reading throughout the report, we will simply refer to “units;” civilian organizations are also implied unless 
otherwise noted. 
4 Policy direction and oversight for the DEOCS was previously provided by the Office of Diversity Management 
and Equal Opportunity (ODMEO).  In the Feb 2018 USD (P&R) realignment memorandum, ODMEO was divided 
into two distinct offices, a policy office (ODEI) and an operational component (DMOC).  ODEI falls under the 
Office of Force Resiliency (OFR) while DMOC falls under the Defense Human Resources Activity (DHRA).  
DEOMI was also realigned under DMOC. 
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modernize the survey.” This memorandum, along with a subsequent May 2019 memorandum by 
the Acting Secretary of Defense, charted a course for OPA to redesign the DEOCS. 

The current DEOCS Redesign Phase 1 report describes our work to address these mandates.  We 
describe the three action areas within the DEOCS redesign, and the rationale, research, and 
analysis that guided our work across these action areas.  This report is intended to serve as a 
comprehensive source for information regarding the DEOCS redesign and how we got to where 
we are today.  We aim to highlight where there is continuity with the DEOCS historical mission 
and where we made changes in response to stakeholder feedback, in accordance with the most 
current science of climate assessment and prevention of problematic behaviors, and/or in 
accordance with survey methodology best practices.  The planned DEOCS Redesign Phase 2 
report (scheduled for 2022) will describe an evaluation of the effectiveness of the redesigned 
DEOCS and any further enhancements.   

Introductory Chapter 

This introductory chapter begins with an overview of the DEOCS, its early manifestations, and 
its goals.  Documenting this history is important because the survey has undergone a number of 
updates, iterations, and changes that have affected not just the content of the DEOCS but also its 
administration, use, and interpretation of the data it provides.   

As with any descriptive endeavor, an important first step is creating a shared understanding of 
the terminology.  We begin with a brief discussion of the concept of “command climate,” how 
we operationalize this construct, and the various theoretical frameworks that have animated not 
just OPA’s work, but also the seminal work on DEOCS done at DEOMI.  Then, after providing 
some historical background on the DEOCS, this chapter discusses some of the more recent 
changes the survey had undergone prior to 2018, setting the immediate context for the survey 
redesign.  Finally, we will introduce our plan, core principals, and method for the redesign, 
before mapping out the rest of the report describing how this plan unfolded.   

What is Climate?  

Foundational Research  

There is extensive literature that describes the way that organizations affect their personnel and 
vice versa.  Because the DEOCS is meant to provide leaders with relevant and actionable 
information about their command’s “climate,” this research provides important context for 
understanding the development of the DEOCS throughout its iterations. 

Organizational climate research is punctuated by disagreements about the very nature of the 
concept and its status as a dependent or independent variable (Landis, 1990) as well as whether 
or not organizational climate is really just a measure of job satisfaction (Johannesson, 1973) and 
whether there is a difference between an organization’s “climate” and “culture” (Meredith et al., 
2017).  Further controversies in organizational climate research include whether climate is an 
objective attribute of an organization or is rather the subjective perceptions of individuals’ 
feelings about the organization (Landis, 1990).  It is beyond the scope of this report to delve into 
these various parochial disciplinary disagreements; however, it is essential to explain these 
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concepts in order to understand the DEOCS as a long-term project as well as to glean OPA’s 
understanding of climate and how our perspective is situated in these disputes.   

Attempts to measure a singular, “objective” organizational climate factor have yet to be 
developed because there are few methods for measuring or assessing the characteristics of an 
organization outside of the behaviors and perceptions of the individuals within that organization.  
As a result, we at OPA have taken an interactionist approach to climate that defines it as a 
collection of objective and subjective variables, but is not itself a one-dimensional, singular, 
quantifiable index (Tagiuri, 1968).  Furthermore, OPA agrees with recent climate literature that 
defines climate as “employee perceptions of what the organization is like in terms of practices, 
policies, procedures, routines and rewards” (Ostroff et al., 2012). 

This approach to climate allows us to understand it as a matrix of measurable and interacting 
phenomena that lacks a unitary framework but still provides predictable outcomes based on 
variables we term “risk and protective factors” (discussed more in Chapter 6).  Later in this 
chapter, in a section describing the history and background of the DEOCS, we discuss more 
about the ways these frameworks helped us understand EO (equal opportunity) command climate 
and have influenced the development of the DEOCS.  Next, however, we briefly turn toward the 
concept of command climate and how the research in this area has influenced the design of the 
survey and describe the basis of OPA’s theoretical framework for command climate.   

Command Climate  

What is command climate and why is it so important? What separates the climates of high-
performing military organizations from the toxic climates of commands you hear about on the 
news? What role do leaders play in establishing good discipline and command climate? 
Although a fulsome answer to these questions is beyond the scope of this report, it is important 
to generate a shared conceptual understanding of the terminology used throughout the rest of this 
report.  In this respect, the purpose of the following paragraphs is to orient readers toward these 
questions and to provide some definitional clarity as we move through this chapter.  
Organizational climate, culture, and command climate are all similar organizational-level 
constructs that are composed of aggregated individual-level perceptions, attitudes, beliefs, and 
nor However, these concepts differ in important ways that require some discussion.   

An organization’s “culture” is often expressed in general terms as an organization’s long-held 
beliefs about itself, the expectations of its members, and practices shared by the group (Meredith 
et al., 2017).  The differences between an organization’s “culture” and its “climate” can be 
articulated by both scale and temporality—with “climate” being more immediate and 
experienced in smaller groups and “culture” being more deeply rooted in tradition and being 
experienced throughout larger organizations.  For example, the Army, as an organization, has a 
describable “culture” that is known, experienced, and understood by its members and is passed 
down through socialization and ritual.  This culture has deep historical roots and is generally 
more stable over time than climate.  While it may also be true that individual units within the 
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Army have some cultural traits that may be more or less persistent,5 in general, you would 
describe units as having a “climate” rather than a “culture.”  

Understanding an organization’s culture may assist in pointing to an underlying “why” of 
organizational behavior.  Climate, however, focuses more on the “what” of organizational 
policies and practices (Ostroff et al., 2012).  Although culture is generally theorized as a global 
characteristic of an organization that is stable over time, we theorize climate as an 
epiphenomenon that presents as a “snapshot” aggregation of individual perceptions of policies, 
group behavior, and leadership behavior.  Climate may contribute to culture and vice versa, but it 
is also the case that climate is often specific to a group and can be independent or even contrary 
to the larger organizational culture (as is the case for so-called “toxic climates” and “sub-
cultures”).   

In addition to being differentiated by scale and temporality, climate has recently been most often 
articulated as being for some purpose; for example, safety climate or equal opportunity climate 
(Schneider, 2011).  In this respect, we can think of command climate as the climate for, or in, a 
command.  This framing does have some implications, particularly in a military context.  Due to 
the hierarchical nature of command structures in the military, leaders are believed to have an 
outsized role in shaping the climate of any given command (Doty & Gelineau, 2008).  In fact, 
there is an expectation that leaders set an example for their subordinates and that an overly 
permissive environment, where disciplinary violations are tolerated, can be seen as a poor or 
dysfunctional climate.  Military leaders “set the tone” for their organization in terms of 
communication style, allocation of rewards and punishments, and by enforcing disciplinary 
standards (Doty & Gelineau, 2008).  Members of an organization learn which behaviors leaders 
reinforce, encourage, simply tolerate, or actively prohibit.  This knowledge shapes members’ 
interpretation of events and thus, drives their behavior, creating a shared “climate” of the 
organization. 

To summarize; organizational climate, culture, and command climate are all related, broadly 
defined constructs that provide frameworks for understanding the aggregated perceptions and 
attitudes of members of a given organization.  All of these constructs are useful for gaining 
insight at different organizational levels of spatial and temporal abstraction, but the DEOCS is 
meant to be a measure of command climate specifically and is intended to be a tool for 
commanders.  Thus, both historically and in the present, the DEOCS focuses on discrete factors 
that are related to military commands and relevant to commanders regarding the experiences, 
attitudes, and perceptions of unit members.   

Defense Organizational Climate Survey Background  

Beginnings of Equal Opportunity Pre-1980s 

In recent years, the DEOCS has evolved to serve as the cornerstone of the Department’s efforts 
to address various types of problematic behaviors and poor climate by empowering commanders 
with actionable information about their unit.  However, this has not always been the case.  To 

 
5 101st Airborne or the “Screaming Eagles” are well known for their courage, discipline, and for having had Jimi 
Hendrix as a member.  
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understand the contemporary DEOCS, it is important to begin with the history of Military Equal 
Opportunity (henceforth MEO or EO) initiatives in the Department and how this matrix of 
regulations and protocols shaped the policy and operational landscape in which the DEOCS 
would emerge.   

One of DoD’s foundational EO directives was Executive Order 9981, issued on July 26, 1948.  
This order established a commission on Equal Opportunity in the Military that sought to racially 
integrate the Armed Forces.  This was no doubt an incredible act of political courage on the part 
of President Truman, as there was widespread opposition to racially integrating the Armed 
Forces at the time (Landis, 1990).  The first DoD directive that applied to all Services in regard 
to EO was DoD Directive 5120.36, issued in July 1963 by then-Secretary of Defense Robert 
McNamara.  The importance of this directive is twofold.  First, it was this directive that 
acknowledged that racial discrimination was harmful to effective mission accomplishment and 
led to a degradation to morale.  Second, it placed the responsibility for EO issues within units on 
the individual unit commander.  Although the first point is self-evidently important, the second 
aspect—identifying the unit commander as being responsible for what we now might call EO 
“climate”—would have significant consequences for future EO and command climate efforts.  
There have been many efforts to collect data from Service members about EO issues and climate 
(e.g., the Racial Awareness and Perceptions Survey in the 1970s).  But these efforts only 
provided commanders de-contextualized data at the installation rather than unit level and did not 
provide commanders with actionable guidance, both of which were operational voids command 
climate surveys would fill in later years (Hiett et al., 1978).   

Research and Development of the Military Equal Opportunity Climate Survey 
1980s–2005 

In 1987, DEOMI initiated a process to develop a measure (i.e., survey) of command climate and 
provide commanders with actionable guidance (Landis, 1990).  This survey, MEOCS, was 
released in June 1990.  This survey was the result of years of rigorous organizational psychology 
research identifying the most important variables and behaviors that contribute to EO climate 
(Barnes, 1996).   

According to Landis (1990), the MEOCS development was based on a theoretical model that 
postulated that command climate in a unit is largely informed by the summation of a set of 
cognitive operations made by people in that unit or organization.  These cognitive operations are 
generated from a matrix of past experiences that also reinforce expectations about concepts like 
how punishment and rewards will be distributed and what sorts of behaviors are associated with 
each.  Based on the awareness of these behaviors and expectations, individuals create normative 
judgments about the organization and institution that are represented by constructs like 
“satisfaction” and “commitment.” From their studies, Landis and Fisher developed a definition 
for “positive” EO climate:   

“The expectation by individuals that they will have equal access to opportunities, 
responsibilities, and rewards within an organization.  It is also the expectation 
that these opportunities, responsibilities, and rewards will be accorded on the 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

6 Introduction and Background 
 

basis of a person’s abilities, efforts, and contributions; and not on race, color, 
sex, religion, or national origin.”—Landis & Fisher, 1987, p. 8 

This definition provides us with two important insights to the foundational theoretical framework 
that animated the DEOCS genesis and continues to influence our understanding of climate.  First, 
as mentioned previously, command climate is not an objective element that exists separate from 
the perceptions and attitudes of members of the organization.  Second, any judgment about 
command climate made on the part of an individual in an organization may or may not be based 
on witnessing any particular behaviors but may be influenced by other social cues within the 
organization (Landis & Fisher, 1987). 

The MEOCS itself was a 124-item paper survey composed of six parts (Landis et al., 1993).  In 
the first section, participants were asked to estimate the likelihood that 50 equal opportunity-
related behaviors occurred in their unit over the past 30 days.  The response options were on a 5-
point scale from “very high chance that the action occurred” to “almost no chance the action 
occurred.” The five “factors” addressed by these items were:  sexual harassment and 
discrimination, differential command behaviors, positive command behaviors, racist and sexist 
behaviors, and “reverse discrimination.”  

Additional parts of the survey focused on participants’ views on their unit or organization, 
including organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and work group effectiveness.  The final 
two sections dealt with questions related to “racial awareness” as well as participants’ personal 
experiences with discrimination.   

Once introduced, the MEOCS was broadly used and viewed as a valuable organizational 
development tool (McIntyre et al., 1996).  However, some users noted the survey was less 
applicable to certain populations, including smaller units and civilians (McIntyre et al., 1996).  In 
response to feedback from the field, a number of variations on the MEOCS were developed 
throughout the 1990s.  These include the Senior Leader Equal Opportunity Survey, the Small 
Unit Equal Opportunity Survey, and the MEOCS-EEO civilian version.  These various versions 
ended up having differing levels of utility and were not in widespread use for very long.   

As the 1990s gave way to the new millennium, there were increasing proposals for a “MEOCS 
2000” (Truhon, 2000).  These calls for an updated MEOCS included recommendations that the 
survey become more “modular” (Barnes, 1996) and that each module be shortened.  In addition, 
with increasing internet access, there was some suggestion that DEOMI should provide a web-
based survey, rather than the paper surveys that were then in use (Barnes, 1996).  Finally, early 
MEOCS researchers recognized that the issues that constitute “equal opportunity” concerns 
would change dramatically as the demographics of the population changed and that there was a 
need to have some flexibility in the instrument as new personnel issues arose (Barnes, 1996).   

Defense Organizational Climate Survey and the Computerized Era 2005–2016 

In 2005, DEOMI replaced the MEOCS with the DEOCS.  This name change corresponded with 
a number of other updates to the survey that were the result of years of testing and development 
(Truhon, 2000, 2008).  These revisions included shortening the survey, making items and 
terminology more neutral, and perhaps most importantly, providing survey administrators the 
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opportunity to request a web-based version of the survey for the first time.  The survey also 
began to further expand its scope beyond EO in an effort to measure “organizational 
effectiveness” in a more comprehensive way.  In the new web-based DEOCS, organizational 
effectiveness was measured using 25 items grouped into six scales with categories including 
organizational commitment and job satisfaction (Truhon & Parks, 2005).  Additionally, the 
survey incorporated Sexual Assault and Prevention and Response (SAPR) questions that aimed 
to characterize the organization’s SAPR environment.   

Over the years, DEOCS usage has grown tremendously, from 154,381 surveys administered6 in 
Fiscal Year (FY) 2005 (the first year the survey went digital) to 3,104,702 surveys administered 
in FY 2018 (McDonald, 2018).   

The primary reason for this rapid increase in DEOCS administration was the passing of the 
National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for FY 2013 (Section 572), and amended by section 
1721 of the NDAA FY 2014, which mandated climate assessments within all DoD organizations.  
Specifically, this requirement mandated that leaders of DoD organizations must conduct a 
climate assessment within 120 days of taking command and at least annually thereafter while in 
command.  A subsequent November 20, 2014, memo from the Acting USD (P&R) designated 
the DEOCS as the Department’s official survey tool to support the NDAA requirement for a 
DoD command climate assessment program (Appendix A).  Furthermore, this mandate also 
requires unit climate assessment results to be made available to the next most senior commander 
in the chain of command.  This requirement has had broad implications for the usage of the 
DEOCS as well as for how the results are used by upper echelon leadership.   

Although initially conceptualized and used as a commander’s tool for assessing and managing 
their command’s climate, these new requirements have somewhat complicated the survey’s 
purpose.  The DEOCS now, in addition to serving as a tool for commanders, is also used to 
ensure commander accountability with regard to their command climate, particularly as it relates 
to sexual assault per the FY 2013 NDAA congressional mandates.  In addition, allowing upper 
echelon commanders direct access to subordinate commanders’ DEOCS results has caused some 
concern that the survey will be used as a “report card.” The initial intent was certainly guided by 
important oversight principals, but our focus groups and qualitative data have shown that these 
accountability mechanisms also produce some unexpected and often contradictory outcomes in 
how the survey is understood by commanders (discussed further in Chapter 2).   

Assessment to Solutions  

Around the time the 2013 NDAA took effect, DEOMI also began to implement newly developed 
recommendations for commanders designed to complement DEOCS results.  This included a 
more comprehensive process of climate assessment called Assessment to Solutions (A2S).  The 
A2S represents the climate assessment as a five-step process:  Prepare, Conduct, Interpret, Plan, 
and Execute.  It provides concrete guidance for additional follow-on assessment actions for EO 
professionals to take after completing the DEOCS to expand upon the DEOCS findings.  These 
follow-on assessment actions include conducting focus groups or individual interviews, 

 
6 Surveys administered refers to the number of surveys that an administrator sent out to the field for completion.  It 
is not the number of surveys completed or returned.  We were unable to confirm the number of surveys completed 
during these years from the documents obtained. 
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observations, and records reviews.  Additionally, the A2S process provides commanders with 
toolkits and resources that can assist commanders in leveraging the results of their climate 
assessment to craft and execute an action plan to improve their command climate based off the 
results of their climate assessment.   

DEOCS 4.1  

DEOMI launched DEOCS 4.1 in August 2017, building on prior organizational and 
psychometric research (DEOMI, 2018a, 2018b; Schneider, 2013).  Enhancements from 4.0 to 4.1 
included a reduction in items from 95 to 56, a color-coding scheme for the reporting of results, 
and “like unit” comparisons as well as Service averages.   

In October 2017, DoD’s Office of Diversity Management and Equal Opportunity requested that 
OPA conduct an independent assessment and evaluation of DEOCS 4.1.  This work was 
conducted by OPA’s Retention and Readiness (R&R) Division, overseen by Paul Rosenfeld.  
The division undertook this assessment in order to document the DEOCS 4.1 process, 
methodological considerations, use of the data collected (including identifying key stakeholders), 
and to provide practical recommendations for improving the collection and use of DEOCS data 
(Alley et al., 2018).   

Defense Organizational Climate Survey Realignment to OPA 

“In placing responsibility for the DEOCS, which has proven an invaluable tool 
for the assessment of organizational climate in DoD, under the Department’s 

premier survey and analytic element, it is my intent to revitalize and modernize 
the survey to preserve and enhance its utility and credibility into the future.”—

Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness Memorandum, 
“Realignment of Force Resiliency Elements of the Office of the Under Secretary 

of Defense for Personnel and Readiness,” February 21, 2018 

On February 21, 2018, Robert L. Wilkie, USD (P&R), signed a memorandum outlining a 
strategy for realigning resources within the P&R portfolio.  Among other realignments, this 
memo shifted the responsibility of managing the DEOCS from DEOMI to OPA.7  OPA was 
stood up in 2016 to harness cutting-edge analytic methods to understand and improve the DoD 
workforce and to develop a collaborative research environment for DoD.  OPA’s mission is to 
provide the go-to expertise for scientific assessments, data analytics, and outreach to improve the 
lives of the DoD community.  To meet this mission, OPA leverages a wide range of 
methodologies (e.g., surveys, qualitative research, quantitative and data science techniques) to 
address a wide range of personnel constructs (e.g., recruiting, selection, resilience, retention, and 

 
7 Another aspect of this realignment involved the division of ODMEO into two organizations:  ODEI, under the 
OFR, which was charged with policy oversight, and DMOC, which was charged with the operational elements of 
diversity and equal opportunity activities and was aligned under DHRA.  DEOMI was aligned under DMOC.  Thus, 
both DEOMI and OPA were part of DHRA as a result of the realignment, and the Director of DHRA oversaw the 
transition of the DEOCS from DEOMI to OPA. 
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personnel security).  OPA research and key findings are regularly reported to policy officials, 
senior DoD leaders, and Congress.   

Following the directive to realign the DEOCS program, DHRA (including OPA, Diversity 
Management Operations Center [DMOC], and DEOMI, with consultation from policy officials 
in ODEI) undertook transition planning, realigning resources, designating responsibilities, and 
reconfiguring contractual obligations.  During this time, members of the OPA staff began to get 
familiar with the DEOCS program and spent several days on site with DEOMI staff.  At the end 
of this process, Matt Boehmer (Director of OPA) and Clarence Johnson (Director of DMOC) 
signed and delivered a memorandum to William Booth (Director of DHRA) outlining the way 
forward.  This memo outlined that OPA would manage all aspects of the DEOCS, (including 
survey design, data collection, data analysis, and reporting of results),8 and DEOMI would be 
responsible for maintaining a center for excellence in training command climate specialists as 
well as maintaining the repository of information on the other follow-on elements of climate 
assessment.  When the transition to OPA was complete, the name of the survey was updated 
from the DEOMI Organizational Climate Survey to the Defense Organizational Climate Survey 
(Appendix B).   

Within OPA, the responsibility for managing the DEOCS program was placed within the Health 
and Resilience (H&R) Division.  H&R conducts multiple large-scale, congressionally mandated 
surveys addressing climate-related issues across the entire DoD community.  These include the 
Workplace and Gender Relations (WGR) surveys of the Active Component (WGRA), Reserve 
Component (WGRR), and DoD civilians (WGRC); the Service Academy Gender Relations 
(SAGR) survey; and the Workplace and Equal Opportunity (WEO) surveys of the Active and 
Reserve Components (WEOA and WEOR).  In addition, H&R conducts qualitative research 
(including congressionally mandated focus groups) and advanced analytic research to inform 
prevention and response efforts across multiple domains of resiliency (including sexual assault, 
sexual harassment, racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination, diversity and inclusion, and suicide).   

Secretary of Defense Memorandum Directing Enhanced Climate Assessment 
Tools 

“To identify emerging climate challenges within military units and provide 
critical oversight mechanisms…develop and provide leaders with assessment 

tools that help them with developing an appropriate course of action from a suite 
of interventions, and provide them with feedback on the impact of their efforts.”—

Secretary of Defense Memorandum, “Actions to Address and Prevent Sexual 
Assault in the Military,” May 1, 2019 

On May 1, 2019, then-Acting Secretary of Defense (SecDef) Patrick T. Shanahan released a 
memorandum outlining various actions to address sexual assault in the Department in response 

 
8 After the division of responsibilities was complete, OPA submitted an FY21 POM Issue Paper to align support 
needed to manage the DEOCS program.  The budgetary requirement was approved, with funds added to OPA’s 
baseline budget for the continuing maintenance of the DEOCS program beginning in FY21.  OPA’s redesign efforts 
in FY 19 and FY 20 (described in this report) were supported by DHRA and OPA as Unfunded Requirements, 
including two temporary (2-year term) full time equivalents. 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

10 Introduction and Background 
 

to an increase in rates of sexual assault experienced by active duty women in 2018 (Breslin et al., 
2019).  Among these actions, USD (P&R) was directed to “develop and provide leaders with 
assessment tools,” and to provide a Plan of Action and Milestones (POAM) to the SecDef 
outlining how the task would be accomplished.  USD (P&R) operationalized this directive via 
the DEOCS and provided a POAM to SecDef in October 2019 outlining three lines of effort as 
part of the DEOCS redesign (described in detail below).   

Defense Organizational Climate Survey Redesign Plan of Actions and Milestones  

In the aforementioned May 1 memorandum, the Acting SecDef directed USD (P&R) to develop 
a POAM to create new climate assessment tools for unit-level leaders (Appendix C).  OPA was 
tasked with this work.  Consultation with senior leaders, key stakeholders, commanders, and 
Service members indicated a need for an update to the content of the DEOCS to enhance its 
relevance to key personnel issues and to provide actionable information for commanders, as well 
as updates to the DEOCS administration and reporting system  

During the development of the POAM, OPA began gathering information from key stakeholders 
across the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and the Services by convening a Command 
Climate Assessment Summit in July 2019.  During presentations and discussions with 
approximately 100 summit participants, OPA collected information regarding stakeholders’ 
views on the purpose and goals of the DEOCS, the types of information commanders and DoD 
leaders need to improve climate, and ideas for improvements to the administration, reporting, 
and analysis process to make the DEOCS more useful for all users.  OPA also held multiple 
meetings with Service representatives to identify technical capabilities and existing climate 
dashboards and tools, including those in development and those already in use.  The resulting 
POAM action areas, developed in consultation with key OSD stakeholders, are listed below.   

Action Area 1:  Create Defense Organizational Climate Survey Administration 
Platform The first action area outlined the development of a new web administration platform 
for requesting a DEOCS, administering a DEOCS, and reporting DEOCS results (including 
storage of these results for future access).  DEOMI administered the DEOCS via a proprietary 
system, which limited the government’s flexibility in managing the system and the DEOCS 
program.  For Action Area 1, USD (P&R) set out to develop a new government-owned 
administration platform that includes a survey request system, administration portal, report 
automation, and a data retrieval system.  The new system, which launched July 27, 2020, is 
compatible with OPA’s other DoD surveys, follows industry best practices, and allows for future 
upgrades.  The new system, including the rationale and methodology guiding its development, is 
described in DEOCS Administration. 

Action Area 2:  Redesign Defense Organizational Climate Survey Content 

Multiple independent assessments of the DEOCS have indicated that the content could be 
improved to increase validity, provide actionable results, and reduce survey burden (Adis et al., 
2020; Alley et al., 2018; Army Research Institute, 2014).  In addition, the scientific literature on 
organizational climate has grown since the previous DEOCS update, and this research is not 
reflected in the DEOCS 4.1.  For example, recent OPA research has highlighted the importance 
of factors such as workplace hostility for predicting sexual assault (Samuelson et al., 2021).  
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However, workplace hostility was not captured on the DEOCS 4.1.  In addition, some of the 
factors on the DEOCS 4.1 have demonstrated low utility over time.  Therefore, Action Area 2 set 
forth by USD (P&R) outlined a redesign of the survey content (i.e., the constructs covered on the 
survey and the specific survey questions).   

Action Area 3:  Create Defense Organizational Climate Survey Reporting Tool and 
Toolkits 

In the third Action Area, USD (P&R) outlined a plan to build a climate dashboard and reporting 
tool that would display DEOCS results and, ultimately, other metrics of relevance for 
commanders to proactively understand and address unit climate challenges.  This final Action 
Area represents the greatest departure from the historical DEOCS program.  Although a survey 
administration system and survey instrument existed previously, and were simply undergoing 
revisions, a dashboard was not historically part of the DEOCS.   

The objectives of the climate dashboard, outlined in the POAM, are to (1) display unit-level 
climate metrics, including full DEOCS results, and (2) connect commanders to resources to 
address identified climate issues.  Discussions with the Services revealed that efforts for two 
Service-wide climate dashboards were in progress or had launched; however, neither fully 
addresses both objectives of the DEOCS dashboard.  The Army’s Command Climate Navigator 
uses a subset of DEOCS results and a plethora of toolkits to guide commanders in creating a 
Climate Action Plan.  The Navy’s Risk Mitigation Dashboard uses a modeling approach to 
measure risk in four key areas and offers resources to mitigate risk.  Neither effort displays full 
DEOCS results.  A DEOCS reporting tool or dashboard is needed to display a unit’s full DEOCS 
results and assist commanders in identifying potential problem areas.  Per the POAM, additional 
climate-related data will also be phased into the dashboard.  OPA is working with the Services 
and OSD policy offices to integrate relevant toolkits to address organizational climate.  Feedback 
from users will be used to make updates to the dashboard to ensure optimal functionality and 
usefulness.  A beta version of the dashboard launched in July 2020, but enhancements are 
planned through 2024 (pending resources).9  The dashboard is discussed in greater detail in 
DEOCS Analysis and Reporting. 

Below we introduce in more specificity our approach to executing the profoundly important task 
of redesigning the DEOCS.  Where applicable, we will indicate where in this report more 
information will be available.  Many of these data-gathering lines of effort and content and 
platform development are described in more thorough detail in subsequent chapters; however, 
the following sections provide a high-level overview.   

Defense Organizational Climate Survey Redesign Approach 

The Purpose of the Defense Organizational Climate Survey 

Our first step in redesigning the DEOCS was to clarify and state the purpose of the DEOCS.  
Defining its purpose may seem simple and straightforward, and perhaps unnecessary, but it has 
many implications for decision making.  We defined this purpose as follows:   

 
9 As of this writing, resources have not been aligned for the execution of Action Area 3. 
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The DEOCS is a tool for commanders to provide reliable and actionable information on risk and 
protective factors that allow them to take immediate steps to improve the climate in their unit.  
Ultimately, the DEOCS should serve as a tool to prevent problematic outcomes and bolster 
desirable outcomes. 

Thus, the DEOCS should provide commanders with important information about the health and 
overall climate of their unit that enables them to make important decisions about their unit.  At 
OPA, we view the DEOCS as primarily a commander’s tool to aid in this important type of 
decision making.  However, in recent years, policymakers and senior leaders in OSD and the 
Services are increasingly interested in the data collected by the survey, which they can use to 
evaluate programs and track climate and problematic behaviors of interest to the Department.  
We view these uses of the data, though potentially incredibly valuable, as secondary to the 
primary purpose of serving as a tool for commanders.  Indeed, this is what makes the DEOCS 
unique from almost all other DoD surveys. 

The collection, analysis, and representation of organization-level climate data aligns with USD 
(P&R)’s core strategy of “data dominance” (Personnel and Readiness Strategy for 2030, October 
2020).  By providing commanders with accurate and timely climate data, we empower 
commanders to employ data-driven solutions to “get ahead” of personnel problems (e.g., 
harassment, suicide, sexual assault) and to bolster desirable outcomes (e.g., retention, readiness), 
ultimately allowing the Department to continuously hone our national competitive advantage 
over the Nation’s enemies.  As such, the DEOCS is a key pillar of the Department’s pivot to 
prevention (DoDI 6400.09).   

Recent events at Fort Hood10 have demonstrated the importance of getting ahead of climate 
issues early.  Indeed, one of the recommendations of the Fort Hood Independent Review 
Committee was an increased emphasis on command climate and the utilization of command 
climate tools (like the DEOCS) to prevent tragedies from occurring within the Force (FHIRC, 
Nov 6, 2020).  At OPA, we view the DEOCS and other command climate tools as just one 
crucial part of a more holistic strategy to leverage the best data analytics to assess and improve 
prevention efforts across the Total Force.   

In sum, the DEOCS provides commanders and leaders a place to begin to understand the social, 
organizational, and operational climate of the discrete units that compose the Total Force so that 
they can stage targeted interventions where needed.  The DEOCS also provides Service members 
and civilians an opportunity to provide real-time feedback to commands and allows them to 
speak directly to their commands in ways that might not be possible in other venues.  Finally, for 
researchers, policymakers, and upper echelon decision makers, the DEOCS is an incredible 
resource of data and information about the health, readiness, and resilience of the Total Force.   

Strategic Target Outcomes 

With the purpose of the DEOCS clearly in view, we moved to the question, “What does a 
success look like for the DEOCS?” Or, in other words, “How will we know the DEOCS is 

 
10 Fort Hood was the site of the April 2020 murder of 20-year-old US Army Private Vanessa Guillen, who had 
previously reported experiencing sexual harassment.  
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working?” To answer this question, we consulted policymakers and senior leaders to identify 
personnel issues strategically important to the Department.11  These personnel issues, hereafter 
referred to as strategic target outcomes (STO) are  racial/ethnic harassment and discrimination, 
sexual harassment, sexual assault,12 suicide, readiness, and retention.  In Table 1 below, the 
Army Research Institute (ARI) lists all six STOs along with their definitions.   

Table 1.  
Defined Strategic Target Outcomes (STO) 

STO Definition 

Racial/Ethnic 
Harassment/Discrimination 

Unfair treatment and/or behavior that is unwelcome or offensive to a reasonable 
person and is based on race, color, religion, and/or national origin (Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness, 2018; U.S. Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission, 2021a, 2021b).   

Readiness 
The capability of a unit or organization to perform the mission or function for which it 
is organized or designed.  Readiness also includes overall work performance and 
deployability (DoD, 2020a). 

Retention 

The individual's voluntary decision to stay with their unit or organization after their 
obligated term of service has ended (i.e., as determined by their enlistment contract) 
or until the completion of the mission or project (Congressional Research Service, 
2020; Das & Baruah, 2013; Knapp, 1993). 

Sexual Assault 
Intentional and unwelcome sexual contact characterized by use of force, threats, 
intimidation, abuse of authority, or when the victim does not or cannot consent (DoD, 
2017; Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness, 2018). 

Sexual Harassment 

Unwelcome sexual advances, requests for sexual favors, and deliberate or repeated 
offensive comments or gestures of a sexual nature.  These behaviors are so severe and 
pervasive that a reasonable person would perceive, and the victim does perceive, the 
environment as hostile or offensive (Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Personnel and Readiness, 2018). 

Suicide The act, or an attempt, of taking one’s own life voluntarily and intentionally (Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention, 2020).   

 

If the DEOCS is working as intended and providing commanders with valid, reliable data on 
climate in their unit that allows them to take action to address problems, we would expect to see 
impacts on these STOs in the long term.  Of course, there are many other variables at play in this 
causal chain, of which DEOCS is just one small piece.  However, if we were able to run a true 
experiment, whereby some units were randomly selected to use the DEOCS and others were not, 
we would expect to see improvements in the STOs in our experimental group because 
commanders have the information needed to take action to improve climate related to the 
STOs.13  Defining our successful end state for the DEOCS (success=change in the STOs) had 
numerous consequences for our redesign process, including shaping the information we collected 

 
11 These personnel issues were identified as being of importance: to Department senior leadership (e.g., included in 
quarterly updates for the SecDef); to Congress (e.g., legislative requirements); and to the American public (e.g., 
media attention). 
12 As directed in Section 540D of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2020 (2019). 
13 Even better would be an experiment with parallel universes, where the DoD in Universe A has the DEOCS and 
the DoD in Universe B does not.  At the time of this writing, this technology is not available. 
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in support of the effort (e.g., determining the focus of our literature review, informing the 
questions we asked in focus groups) and most notably in designing the content of new survey, 
which prioritized prediction of STOs in our selection of survey constructs (DEOCS 5.0 Construct 
Selection) and in the selection of specific survey items (DEOCS 5.0 Item Selection). 

Guiding Principles 

Finally, with the purpose and the ideal end state of the DEOCS defined, we identified three core 
principles to further guide our decision making:  ensuring the DEOCS is (1) accurate and data 
driven, (2) user friendly, and (3) actionable.  These three principles are in many ways interrelated 
and interdependent, and all are ultimately in service of the purpose of the DEOCS as a tool for 
commanders and enabling the DEOCS to meet its long-term objective of addressing the STOs.   

Accurate and Data Driven 

The entire premise of the DEOCS, from its inception, is the idea that, when provided with good 
and reliable information, people (in this case, commanders) can make better decisions.  This is 
the underlying rationale for the command climate assessment requirement.  It drives the notion 
of why unit commanders need survey data in the first place.   

However, not all surveys accomplish this effectively.  In fact, there is a huge range of variability 
in survey quality, and entire fields of study devoted to optimizing surveys to collect good, useful, 
important information.  The quality of the information received from the DEOCS, including both 
its relevance, as well as its accuracy, will make or break the success of the DEOCS as a tool for 
commanders to drive change in the STOs.   

First, if the information provided by the DEOCS is not relevant for the purpose of the DEOCS, it 
does not matter how interesting or even accurate that information may be.  To provide an 
exaggerated example, information about unit members’ favorite dessert may be interesting and 
may be obtained with accuracy (provided the methodology is sound) and may even drive change 
in a unit (e.g., a commander might ensure that cupcakes are always available during social 
events, given her unit’s preference).  However, this information is unlikely to drive change that is 
relevant for the STOs.14  In order for the DEOCS to work, it must collect information that is 
relevant, ideally the most relevant information, for impacting the STOs.   

Second, even if the information solicited is highly relevant, if the information provided by the 
survey is not accurate, then it cannot be used to truly understand risk for STOs and inform the 
appropriate action.  If the information is not accurate, then at best, a commander’s attempts to 
improve climate guided by the DEOCS will not work.  At worst, inaccurate information could 
lead to actions that inadvertently worsen unit climate and ultimately worsen the STOs in the long 
term.   

In line with this rationale, relevant and accurate information were necessary for planning a 
successful DEOCS redesign effort.  In order to redesign the DEOCS, we aimed to collect 
relevant and accurate information from a wide range of sources and stakeholders.  This 
information informed every aspect of the DEOCS redesign.  Thus, we took a data-driven 

 
14 To our knowledge, no research has examined the association between cupcakes and the STOs. 
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approach to creating a tool, the DEOCS, that is itself optimized to enable data-driven decision 
making. 

User Friendly 

In order for the DEOCS to “work” and achieve its purpose, people need to use it.  Unit members 
must take the survey and feel comfortable providing their honest responses, and commanders and 
their teams must use these data to drive actions.  Although commanders are required to 
administer a DEOCS, the survey is voluntary, and people are not required to take it.  Even if the 
survey were mandatory (which we do not recommend),15 Service members cannot be forced to 
respond to a survey openly and honestly.  Moreover, commanders are not required to use 
DEOCS results to inform their actions.  Finally, although survey administrators may be required 
to request and administer a DEOCS as part of their job duties, their experience in doing so will 
shape their perceptions of the DEOCS, and any time savings in a more efficient and user friendly 
system can be leveraged.  With less time spent on the business of administering the survey, 
survey administrators will have more capacity to do the crucial work of survey outreach 
(encouraging unit members to take the survey), survey results interpretation, and translation into 
action (a necessary part of the DEOCS meeting its objectives).   

Therefore, ensuring all aspects of the DEOCS are user friendly for all users is essential.  A user 
friendly process for survey administrators frees up their valuable time, a user friendly survey for 
participants makes people more likely to take the survey (and take it again the following year) 
and provide good data, and a user friendly reporting of survey results supports commanders (who 
are also busy) in digesting their unit’s results and taking necessary action.  This “user friendly” 
principle is clearly reflected in our design of the new survey administration system (DEOCS 
Administration) and in creating the DEOCS dashboard (DEOCS Analysis and Reporting).  
Everything about the survey itself is also created with the participant’s experience in mind 
(DEOCS 5.0 Survey Instrument Development).  We continue to learn every day from users in 
the field, via the DEOCS help desk and users reaching directly to OPA, regarding what’s 
working, what’s not working, and what is cumbersome or could be improved, across all aspects 
of the DEOCS process.  This information will continue to drive enhancements into the future. 

Actionable 

In order for the survey to work, it is not enough for many people to take it, and it is not enough 
for it to provide the most accurate and relevant assessment of climate mathematically possible,16 
nor for the results to be clear and understandable for users.  The last, most critical, piece is that 
commanders use the information to take appropriate action.   

This crucial piece is perhaps the most difficult and the least “finished” portion of the DEOCS to 
date.  We are not alone in this challenge.  Although there are numerous surveys across DoD—
and beyond surveys, numerous data visualization efforts underway—the translation of survey 

 
15 In accordance with DoDI 1100.13 “DoD Surveys,” OPA and the Services developed a set of guidelines for DoD 
surveys, which includes the following: “Participation in surveys and focus groups must be voluntary.”  Furthermore, 
all DoD surveys follow Human Research Protection Program guidance and include a privacy advisory stating that 
there’s no penalty for not responding.   
16 To be clear, we certainly have not met this bar! 
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results and other forms of personnel data into action remains a challenging and an under-
developed practice.   

This is for good reason.  The fields of clinical psychology and psychiatry—and related areas of 
sociology, public health, and behavioral science—have developed robust insights across many 
decades.  This has allowed for the reliable identification and quantification of various human 
behaviors, mental states, personality traits, group dynamics, and more.  Taking this information 
and translating it into an intervention or action that has a measurable impact on the behavior, 
state, or dynamic in question, however, remains a profoundly challenging endeavor across all of 
these disciplines.  Certainly, progress has been made.  However, unresolved questions remain 
about the effectiveness of psychotherapy (Dragioti et al., 2017), and this effectiveness depends 
on many factors (Lynch & McKenna, 2010; Chatoor & Kurpnick, 2001), even though 
psychotherapy is a well-studied and long-established intervention delivered by skilled and 
trained professionals.  The DEOCS is asking commanders, who may have limited training 
regarding the issues at hand, to implement unspecified changes or actions that will have a 
measurable impact on human behaviors that are often very difficult to change—this is a tall 
order. 

This does not mean the DEOCS cannot work.  Indeed, there are many behavioral interventions 
that have been shown to work (Basile et al., 2016).  However, the challenge is making these 
interventions easily accessible to unit commanders and personnel on the ground, ideally tailored 
to meet the unique needs of their unit population and in response to their unique constellation of 
risk and protective factors identified in their DEOCS results and ensuring commanders and other 
relevant personnel have the training needed to implement these interventions.  This work with 
respect to the DEOCS is in its infancy and was not part of our DEOCS redesign effort.  
However, we view this as an ideal and necessary end state for the DEOCS if it is to ultimately 
achieve its objectives.  Therefore, to the maximum extent possible, we designed the new survey 
with the principle of actionability at the forefront to poise the DEOCS for future enhancements 
in this domain.  We chose survey content based on potential actionability—creating a user 
friendly dashboard is one step on the journey of making survey results come to life and ensuring 
that results are directly linked to recommended follow-on actions that can move the needle on 
critical climate issues.    

Summary of Information-Gathering Efforts 

In order to begin the task of redesigning a survey as large and as important to the Department as 
the DEOCS, and in line with the principle of being data driven, one of the first and most 
meaningful steps OPA undertook was to gather information.  This information gathering 
consisted of OPA gaining insight about how the survey has been and is used, what could be 
improved, and perceptions of the survey in the field and among our stakeholders.  Additionally, 
we sought to collect information on climate assessment generally and leading indicators of the 
STOs from the current scientific literature.  We relied heavily on conversations with DEOMI and 
on the recent evaluations of the DEOCS conducted by ARI and OPA’s Retention & Readiness 
Division (U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences, 2014; Alley et 
al., 2018) to provide a framework for understanding the survey, as well as providing 
recommendations to help orient the redesign team’s efforts.  These recommendations proved 
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instrumental in helping to frame the changes made in the redesign in order to address limitations 
of the survey as it was currently administered.   

The information-gathering stage of the redesign lasted approximately nine months and took 
shape through four distinct lines of effort:  a literature review, focus groups with Service 
members, interviews with stakeholders (policymakers and senior leaders in the Services and 
OSD), and responses collected directly from the field via a DEOCS redesign survey.  These 
efforts provided OPA with meaningful information into the DEOCS’s contemporary use in order 
to ensure the redesign process was undertaken thoughtfully, represented the needs of those who 
use it most, and used the most contemporary academic insights.  These efforts are detailed in 
later chapters.  However, here we briefly describe their scope and note where in the report you 
can learn more.   

Literature Review 

Our goal in the literature review was to examine relevant academic and scientific literature 
within the past 10 years, as well as internal DoD reports, to help us understand what behaviors 
and constructs would be most appropriate for inclusion in our redesign of the survey.  We use the 
term “preliminary constructs” to describe the topics or factors that were considered for inclusion 
on the survey.  Examples of preliminary constructs include “Cohesion,” “Morale,” “Leadership 
Support,” and “Connectedness.” 

The literature review included over 300 peer-reviewed journal articles, published reports, and 
internal DoD reports and generated over 400 preliminary constructs.  This information was 
foundational for making data-driven selections of constructs to include in the updated DEOCS.  
The DEOCS 5.0 Construct Selection has a detailed description of the literature review methods 
and how the results were used to inform construct selection.   

Focus Groups  

In July 2019, OPA held a Command Climate Assessment Summit, during which nine focus 
groups were conducted with summit participants.  The focus group participants included 
researchers, policymakers, program analysts, and other key DEOCS stakeholders from OSD and 
the Services.  These focus groups were primarily brainstorming sessions and focused on DEOCS 
4.1.  Subsequently, in the winter of 2020, OPA conducted an additional 14 focus group sessions 
with 158 participants, including commanders, Service members, and Equal Opportunity 
Advisors to gather insights on the current DEOCS 4.1 as well as to inform OPA’s redesign 
effort.  These focus groups were guided by trained moderators, while another researcher took 
notes.  The sessions were also audio-recorded, and these recordings were transcribed.  The 
transcribed qualitative data were coded and analyzed for key themes and recommendations. 

Both the summit and military focus groups allowed for participants to express their views, 
experiences, and suggestions associated with the current DEOCS.  The views captured were 
wide ranging and the participants’ perceptions on the content, process, and reporting of the 
DEOCS were varied and often contradictory.  The results from these focus groups were 
incredibly valuable for OPA to understand the perceptions of the DEOCS survey “on the 
ground” and assisted the redesign team across all redesign action areas.  Recommendations for 
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the content, process, and reporting elements of the redesign that emerged from these focus 
groups, as well as the methodology employed to conduct the groups and analyze the results, are 
thoroughly documented in DEOCS Focus Groups of this report.   

Stakeholder Interviews  

Although OPA considers Service members and commanders the primary stakeholders in the 
DEOCS redesign process, we also conducted a separate information-gathering stream for our 
upper echelon policy office- and Service-level points of contact (POC) who may have different 
perceptions, needs, and priorities for the survey than those on the ground.  The DEOCS is first 
and foremost a commander’s tool to assess and respond to their climate, but we also recognize 
that DEOCS results have been used, and have the potential to be incredibly valuable, for 
informing key policy and personnel decisions.  Indeed, the redesign effort attempts to address 
these needs at various levels, including with content (DEOCS 5.0 Construct Selection) as well as 
in the platform (DEOCS Administration) and reporting (DEOCS Analysis and Reporting).  
Because of this, OPA identified a number of key stakeholders in OSD and the Services and 
conducted a series of interviews.   

Although we looked to the focus groups to gather information about the survey “on the ground,” 
our conversations with stakeholders were aimed at elucidating their lessons learned from 
working with the DEOCS survey and its data.  Additionally, we wanted to understand what 
constructs senior leaders and policymakers thought were important for inclusion on the survey.  
Finally, working with policy offices and upper echelon Service POCs allowed us to gather any 
additional documents or information they had that related to the DEOCS that we had not already 
located through our literature review.   

Stakeholder interviews were conducted by one or more OPA researchers, who were 
accompanied by a note-taker.  We analyzed our notes from these meetings and identified key 
themes and recommendations, using a combination of term searching and thematic analysis to 
find concurrences and patterns between stakeholders.  These themes and recommendations 
informed all aspects of the redesign.  The methods and results from the stakeholder interviews 
are described in depth in DEOCS Redesign Survey   

Defense Organizational Climate Survey Redesign Survey  

In addition to our other qualitative data-gathering sources, we also leveraged the “research 
block” portion of DEOCS 4.1 to field a DEOCS redesign survey.  This allowed us to collect 
survey data from DEOCS users by adding sets of questions that participants could opt into after 
completing a DEOCS.  These questions consisted of a combination of multiple-choice and open-
ended questions.  This effort allowed us to gain more input from approximately 9,000 Service 
members and DoD civilians directly, far beyond what we could collect in the focus groups.   

To analyze the data received from this effort, we calculated descriptive statistics of the closed-
ended survey questions and used text analytic techniques to synthesize the open-ended 
responses.  This process allowed us to identify survey constructs that Service members and DoD 
civilians indicated should be added to (or removed from) the survey (DEOCS 5.0 Construct 
Selection), as well as numerous opportunities to improve user experience that informed the 
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design of the DEOCS platform (DEOCS Administration) and reporting (DEOCS Analysis and 
Reporting).  The methods and results from the DEOCS redesign survey are described in depth in 
DEOCS Redesign Survey.   

The Organization of the Rest of the Report  

The pursuant chapters describe our information-gathering efforts and the results in depth, 
followed by a description of our work to address each of the three action areas of the DEOCS 
redesign.  Specifically, Chapter 2, Chapter 3, and Chapter 4 detail the primary data collection 
activities we undertook over the course of the DEOCS redesign:  (1) focus groups (DEOCS 
Focus Groups), (2) DEOCS redesign survey (DEOCS Redesign Survey), and (3) stakeholder 
interviews (Stakeholder Conversations).  From there, we go onto describe (1) the new survey 
platform (Action Area 1; DEOCS Administration), new survey content (Action Area 2; DEOCS 
5.0 Construct Selection, DEOCS 5.0 Item Selection, and DEOCS 5.0 Survey Instrument 
Development), and (3) the Unit Commander Dashboard (Action Area 3; DEOCS Analysis and 
Reporting).  Finally, Discussion discusses and summarizes our overall approach, and in 
particular highlights the key innovations we made in line with our guiding principles of ensuring 
the DEOCS is data driven, user friendly, and actionable.  We also sketch our vision for the future 
of the DEOCS and its role in continuing to provide commanders with an accurate, user friendly 
tool that empowers leaders to identify and take action to address emerging climate problems in 
their unit, and ultimately impact key Department priorities.   
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Chapter 2:   
Defense Organizational Climate Survey Focus Groups 

Clancy Murray, Hunter Peebles, Dr. Julia Dahl, Dr. Austin Lawhead, Dr. Rachel Clare, 
Amanda Barry, Dr. Ashlea Klahr 

Introduction  

In order to inform the Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) redesign effort, the 
Office of People Analytics (OPA) conducted a series of focus groups designed to collect 
qualitative insights on the DEOCS from a wide range of stakeholders, including Command 
Climate Assessment Summit participants (which included researchers, policymakers, program 
analysts, and others) as well as groups with commanders, Army Equal Opportunity Advisors 
(EOA), active duty members, and National Guard members.  The purpose of this chapter is to 
describe the methodology, insights, and key findings that were gleaned from the focus group data 
collection effort.  The insights obtained from these groups played a substantial role in informing 
the new DEOCS administration platform and process, the DEOCS 5.0 survey content, and 
reporting of DEOCS results.  In line with our core guiding principles, our approach to the focus 
groups was data driven and emphasized the usability and actionability of the survey from 
multiple perspectives.  When applicable, this chapter notes differences in results between 
different groups of DEOCS stakeholders.  We also draw out themes that were common across 
stakeholder groups.  

Methodology  

In this section, we describe the methodology we used to conduct the DEOCS focus groups, 
including an overview of the summit and military focus group participants, protocol 
development, and our qualitative analysis approach.  The focus group procedures were reviewed 
by a DoD Human Research Protections Program officer as part of the DoD survey approval and 
licensing process.  In Figure 1, we present an overview of the summit and military focus group 
locations and participants.  

As shown in Figure 1, the redesign team conducted nine focus groups at the Command Climate 
Assessment Summit, which took place at the Mark Center in Alexandria, VA, in July 2019.  The 
purpose of the summit was to bring together key stakeholders to discuss the current DEOCS 4.1 
and recommendations for the revised DEOCS 5.0.  Summit focus group participants included 
researchers, policymakers, program analysts, and other key stakeholders from DoD-level offices 
and the Services.  Approximately 100 individuals participated in the summit focus groups and 
each group consisted of eight to 12 participants.   

The military focus groups were conducted across eight military installations in February 2020 
and included 14 separate focus groups.  With support from the Service Military Equal 
Opportunity (MEO) offices, OPA compiled a list of potential military installations in and around 
the Washington, DC metropolitan area to visit.  Once the installations were selected, OPA 
identified points of contact (POC) at each installation to aid in securing a location on-base to 
conduct focus groups and aid in recruiting participants.  Installation POCs largely handled 
recruiting and were asked to recruit up to 15 participants for each focus group.  Because the 
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discussion focused on the DEOCS 4.1, we asked to speak to individuals who were familiar with 
the DEOCS.  For budgetary reasons, all but two of the groups took place in person at a military 
installation within three hours driving distance of the DC metropolitan area.  The two groups that 
were outside of the DC area were conducted remotely via telephone.  A total of 160 individuals 
participated in the military focus groups, including commanders who had administered a 
DEOCS, active duty and National Guard Service members who had taken a DEOCS or were 
familiar with the survey, and EOAs who had assisted in the DEOCS administrative process.   

Figure 1.  
Overview of the DEOCS Summit and Military Focus Group Participants 

 
Note.  The group rank icon equals one focus group conducted with that respective population, such as a commander, Army EOA, or Service 
member.  Each green star represents a military instillation where a military focus group took place. 

Both the summit and military focus group sessions were 90 minutes each and were led by a 
trained moderator.  The focus groups that took place in person were conducted in a meeting or 
conference room setting with a note-taker.  All groups were also audio-recorded and later 
transcribed.  A further breakdown of the military focus group populations is in Appendix D. 

Protocol Development 

In this section, we discuss the protocol development for both the summit and military focus 
group discussions. 
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Summit Focus Group Protocol Development 

We developed the protocol for the summit focus groups with the intent of discussing command 
climate assessments, including how the participants use these assessments and what they need 
from them.  While there were specific questions within the protocol about the DEOCS, summit 
participants were encouraged to think about “any and all” command climate assessments they 
have used in the past.  The protocol was divided into three topic areas:   

1. Command climate assessment purpose and content, 

2. Survey administration, and  

3. Reporting results.   

The summit focus groups also asked participants to provide written responses to two questions 
that informed a word cloud that is described further in this chapter.  To view an example of the 
summit focus group protocol, the handouts for the sessions, and the word cloud activity, please 
refer to Appendix E, Appendix F, and Appendix G, respectively.  

Military Focus Group Protocol Development 

The military focus group protocols were designed with the intent of gathering insights from 
commanders, Army EOAs, and Service members to identify successes and challenges related to 
the current DEOCS 4.1 and to assist with the modernization and redesign of the DEOCS.  To 
gather insights from those who had administered a DEOCS and those who had taken a DEOCS, 
two separate protocols were developed.  One protocol was designed for Service members who 
had taken a DEOCS, and the other was designed for commanders and EOAs who had 
administered a DEOCS.  The focus group protocols were divided into five topic areas:   

1. Purpose of the DEOCS 4.1,  

2. Making the DEOCS 4.1 more useful,  

3. Leading indicators of the strategic target outcomes (STO),17  

4. Command climate activity, and  

5. Making the DEOCS an indispensable tool for commanders (commander-protocol 
only).   

The command climate activity asked participants to write down words, phrases, behaviors, and 
traits that described a positive and negative command climate.  Once the participants had 
completed their list of terms, the moderator asked everyone to share their responses and describe 
a positive or negative command climate.  The written responses were collected at the end of each 

 
17 For additional information on the STOs and their definition, consult Chapter 1. 
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focus group, transcribed, and analyzed.  To view both the Service member and commander/EOA 
protocols, please go to Appendix H and Appendix I, respectively. 

Qualitative Analysis 

The redesign team analyzed the findings from the summit and military focus group discussions 
in four steps, depicted in Figure 2 described below.   

Figure 2.  
Steps Taken to Analyze and Interpret Summit and Military Focus Group Qualitative Data 

 
 

Step 1:  Prepare 

As discussed above, each of the summit and military focus groups was led by a trained 
moderator with a note-taker onsite to capture key themes and assist as needed. In addition, all 
sessions were audio-recorded using digital voice recorders to ensure no information was lost.  
During both the summit and military focus groups, participants were asked to write down 
responses to specific questions, which are listed below.  At the end of the summit and military 
focus group sessions, the note-taker gathered the written responses provided by participants, and 
the redesign team met to debrief on the session and identify key findings.   

• Summit focus group activity questions:   

– If you could only measure one topic related to command climate, I would 
measure…? 

– The most important piece of information I need for my work that I don’t currently 
have is… 

• Military focus group activity question:   

– When you think about an effective or positive command climate, what are some 
words, behaviors, and phrases that come to mind? 

– When you think of an ineffective or negative command climate, what are some 
words, behaviors, and phrases that spring to mind?  
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During the week following the focus groups, team members assembled their notes, uploaded the 
audio-recordings, and sent the recordings to be transcribed.18  Because both the summit and 
military focus group participants did not limit their responses to a single word during the written 
activity, these data required additional cleaning.  To clean the activity responses, three members 
of the redesign team met in person to review the raw responses and group similar terms when 
applicable.  For example, “never around” or “not available” were reworded as “inaccessible” or a 
response of “a command that doesn’t waste time on useless items” was changed to “efficiency.” 

Step 2:  Code 

Once the notes were transcribed and cleaned, the redesign team uploaded the data into NVivo, a 
qualitative data analysis software program used to apply codes to qualitative data.  These codes 
were then used to analyze the data and identify key themes.  Using the summit and focus group 
protocols as a guide, the redesign team developed a deductive and inductive coding scheme to 
search for themes and cluster ideas related to:   

• DEOCS 4.1 survey administration, content, reporting, and general perceptions, 

• Recommendations for updating the DEOCS, 

• Positive/negative command climate descriptions, and 

• Command climate activity. 

The qualitative codes were modified throughout the data analysis process as emerging themes 
and findings were identified.  For quality control purposes, two team members independently 
coded all the qualitative data using NVivo, including both the raw and cleaned data from the 
summit and military focus group activities.  A full account and description of the finalized first-, 
second-, and third-level NVivo codes can be found in Appendix J. 

Step 3:  Analyze 

To analyze the data, the redesign team conducted a rigorous, systematic analysis of the summit 
and military focus group data by examining the coded data in NVivo using a combination of 
queries.  Queries allowed the research team a flexible way to gather and explore the data to find 
and analyze words and phrases, ask questions, and identify emerging patterns.  We describe the 
three main types of queries used to analyze the summit and focus group data below.  

1. Text Search.  Search for all occurrences of a word, phrase, or concept.  This was also 
expanded to find similar words when applicable.  For example, when searching for the 
word “Cohesion,” the redesign team expanded this to find similar words such as “Unity.”  
The text search query was most frequently used for identifying and assessing the 

 
18 For this project, we partnered with Rev, a San Francisco-based company, on transcription.  All audio-recordings 
were uploaded and sent to Rev within three days of the completion of the discussion.  The transcriptions were then 
sent back to the researchers, where the data were reviewed and uploaded to NVivo, a qualitative data analysis 
program. 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

26 DEOCS Focus Groups 
 

constructs ultimately selected for the revised DEOCS 5.0.  Chapter 6 has more detailed 
information on this topic. 

2. Coding Search.  Search for all content coded at a specific code or combination of codes.  
For example, the redesign team looked at the code “purpose and goal” when searching 
for key themes and findings for the section on “perceptions of purpose and goal.” 

3. Matrix Coding.  Search for a combination of items (usually codes that were mentioned 
during discussions with specific groups such as commanders, Services members, or 
summit participants).  For example, the redesign team used this type of query to compare 
what commanders, Army EOAs, and Service members said about positive command 
climates. 

Step 4:  Identify and Report 

While analyzing the qualitative data, the redesign team began to note key findings and 
recommendations.  Generally, to be classified as a key finding, a sentiment had to be expressed 
by the majority of focus group and summit participants; however, some key findings were only 
expressed by a small handful of participants but are noted in this chapter because they present a 
unique viewpoint that provides helpful context to a specific topic.  For example, a small number 
of military focus group participants gave examples of how the DEOCS 4.1 highlighted hostile or 
discriminating workplace behaviors that were creating a negative command climate, and how the 
DEOCS results allowed commanders to correct these behaviors, thereby improving their 
command climate.  Although this example was provided by a small number of participants, it is 
discussed here because of its high relevance for understanding the DEOCS and how it is used.  
Recommendations were also developed based on a combination of participant recommendations, 
focus group findings, and survey methods best practices.   

Research Gaps and Limitations 

Like other qualitative research, the findings within this chapter are not generalizable to Service 
members, commanders, EOAs, or policymakers as a whole.  For example, roughly 260 
participants were present for these focus groups, making up only a tiny portion of DEOCS users, 
which included over 1 million survey participants in 2019.  Further, except for Naval 
Amphibious Base Coronado, all summit and military focus groups were conducted with 
populations on the east coast of the United States.  As a result, there may be systematic 
differences in DEOCS perceptions by geographic region, both within and outside the continental 
U.S. locations that were not captured in this effort.  Also important is that these groups were 
conducted before many of the changes to the administration, content, and reporting were 
designed.  This was intentional, as the information from this group was envisioned to inform 
those redesign efforts.  However, that means that these groups do not capture reactions to the 
changes made.  Future efforts will assess qualitative and quantitative impacts of the DEOCS 
redesign. 
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Results 

In this next section, we discuss the themes that emerged from our analysis of the focus group 
data.  We group these themes into overarching sections focused on (1) overall perceptions of the 
DEOCS, (2) perceptions of the DEOCS administration process, (3) perceptions of DEOCS 4.1 
survey content, and recommendations for new content and (4) perceptions of DEOCS reporting. 

Overall Perceptions of the Defense Organizational Climate Survey 

In this section, we discuss overall perceptions of the DEOCS 4.1 purpose and goals based on 
discussions with summit and military focus group participants.   

Perceptions of the Purpose and Goals of the Defense Organizational Climate 
Survey 

Participants from the summit and the military focus groups showed a high degree of convergence 
when asked to discuss the purpose and goals for the DEOCS.  For example, nearly all 
participants stated that the purpose of the DEOCS was to measure a unit’s command climate and 
serve as a “pulse check” for commanders.  Several participants also described the DEOCS as a 
report card that measures the climate of the unit.  One Service member described the survey as a 
“Yelp review.” 

“It’s a snapshot of how the unit feels the organization is performing and/or working or where is 
it?  So basically, I’m giving my organization an opportunity to tell me ‘Tell me what you like 
about this unit and tell me what you don’t like about this unit.  What’s working, what’s not 

working?’”—Summit Participant 

A small number of summit participants discussed how the DEOCS can be used to flag climate 
issues that could be an indicator of negative behaviors such as sexual assault and suicide.  
Military participants did not generally discuss the use of the DEOCS as a measure of STOs 
directly or indirectly, and more generally reported its use to identify emerging or current problem 
areas in the unit.  

“A lot of the precursors to sexual assault and the correlates of sexual assault are 
in the DEOCS so while they aren’t going to get prevalence of sexual assault, 
they’re going to get prevalence of a lot of other problematic and destructive 

behaviors…”—Summit Participant 

“[I think the DEOCS is used] as another data collection point for SAPR [Sexual 
Assault Prevention and Response] SARC [Sexual Assault Response Coordinators] 
reporting, because it was a convenient tool to see how we were doing with SAPR.  

I really think it’s an EO/SAPR reporting mechanism, and as a byproduct, 
somehow you get some climate assessment data points.”—Commander  
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Of note, the purpose of the DEOCS as described by participants informed our understanding and 
aligns with our guiding framework of the DEOCS as a tool to help commanders and leaders 
improve their unit or organizational climate.   

Perceived Value of the Defense Organizational Climate Survey 

Participants were asked to discuss the value and general usefulness of the DEOCS.  Both value 
and usefulness were left to participants to interpret and, therefore, varied greatly among 
participants.  The commanders, summit participants, and Army EOAs we spoke with generally 
regarded the DEOCS as more valuable and useful compared to Service members.  For example, 
commanders, summit participants, and Army EOAs valued the DEOCS as a potential agent for 
change but expressed that the value of the DEOCS was directly related to the DEOCS being used 
“correctly.”  When asked for further clarification on what the participant meant by “correctly,” 
participants explained it as leadership briefing the DEOCS results to their unit, using the results 
to identify emerging or current issues, and being engaged throughout the entire DEOCS process 
from survey request to action planning and implementation.   

“The DEOCS is the only tool that really gives [commanders] information from 
the grassroots up.  Everything else in the military, it’s a very hierarchical 

organization, it’s top down.”—Commander 

“You can do all these surveys, but if the [commander] doesn’t get up in front and 
give the results and give action steps, it doesn’t matter.  I think that’s where the 

value really comes in.”—Summit Participant 

Service members, on the other hand, saw much less value in the DEOCS.  Many Service member 
participants, particularly those who believed they had seen no direct impact and changes as a 
result of the DEOCS, reported that the survey was a “waste of time.” 

“They feel like nothing’s going to be changed or it’s just going to be overlooked.  
They feel like it’s just a way of feeling their problem is going to be dealt with.”—

Service Member 

Perceptions of the Defense Organizational Climate Survey Administration 
Process 

In this section, we discuss perceptions of the DEOCS administration process, including the initial 
survey request, outreach and messaging, survey design, and results.  We also highlight barriers to 
accessing the survey and questionnaire design issues from the perspective of summit and military 
focus group participants helping OPA better understand usability.   

Initial Survey Request and Development 

According to the military focus group participants, the time commitment required of 
commanders during initial DEOCS request and development varies.  For example, some 
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commanders simply put in a request with their EOA, who then oversees the entire DEOCS 
administrative process, whereas other commanders spend significant time working with their 
EOA tailoring the survey to their unit.  According to these commanders, their time is spent 
developing outreach materials and messages to their units to encourage participation and 
developing thoughtful and relevant short answer questions (SAQ) and locally developed 
questions (LDQ) to include on their DEOCS. 

“There is a lot of administrative work that has to go out and get done before [the 
survey] hits the streets.”—Commander 

According to nearly all Army EOAs we spoke with, the DEOCS request process is relatively 
easy to navigate, with minimal time commitment required by commanders to initiate and 
develop.  They also reported that most of the time spent on the DEOCS is interpreting the results, 
which is discussed later in this section.   

“The time-consuming part is actually sitting down after the survey closes.  
Reading through [the survey]…"—Army Equal Opportunity Advisor 

In sum, based on discussions with summit and military focus group participants, the amount of 
time dedicated to DEOCS 4.1 development is directly related to the engagement of the 
commander.  For example, summit and military focus group participants noted that commanders 
who are highly engaged and value the DEOCS spend more time developing their survey and 
tailoring the outreach and follow-up messages to their unit to encourage participation. 

Survey Timing 

Summit and military focus group participants reported that DEOCS administration typically 
follows the pattern of administration outlined in policy, with a DEOCS being administered 
shortly after a commander takes charge of a unit and then annually thereafter.  Some Service 
members also reported that the DEOCS might be administered in response to a significant 
incident in a command, such as a sexual assault or suicide.   

A few military participants questioned the value in administering the DEOCS upon a change of 
command, reporting concern that incoming commanders might be held responsible for the 
command climate that was left to them, whereas the outgoing commander would never see those 
results.  Most commanders, however, reported using their initial DEOCS results as a baseline on 
the climate of the unit they are taking over that can give valuable insights and context to the 
culture of their new unit.  

“The first 90 days of assuming command, you’re going to run the survey, but the 
guy I relieved, his FITREP [fitness report] is already signed.  He’s really not held 

accountable for everything that led up to that.  But is it useful for me going 
forward as a look?  Sure.”—Commander  
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Outreach and Messaging Strategies 

Military focus group participants were asked to discuss the outreach and messaging used to 
inform and encourage participation in the DEOCS.  Participants described varied approaches to 
messaging the DEOCS and encouraging participation.  Service members reported that some 
commanders, who they viewed as highly engaged in the DEOCS process, would conduct 
outreach and follow-up with their unit during weekly meetings to encourage participation.  Some 
commanders would also encourage participation during their walkabouts.  In these 
communications, Service members reported that their commander would describe the importance 
of the DEOCS and how the responses to this survey can impact change within the unit.   

“Our commander actually told us the DEOCS is coming up and he encouraged 
everyone to take it because that’s how we know what’s going on with this 

squadron.”—Service Member  

Other Service members described commanders who only mentioned the DEOCS once either in 
person or via e-mail with a link to the survey and never followed up to encourage participation. 

“There are some [units] that want to effect change, they want to make an impact.  
And there are some who check a box, ‘I sent out the DEOCS.  Okay.  Next.’”—

Service Member 

Many commanders we spoke with also reported extensive use of outreach and messaging to 
explain the importance of the survey and to encourage participation.  Messaging and outreach 
used by commanders often included a discussion of the DEOCS as a chance to convey important 
information about work culture to the command and use of the DEOCS as an agent for change in 
the military workplace.  Commanders also reported using non-monetary incentives—which 
included free meals or early dismissal from work—to increase response rates.   

“I send them out an e-mail multiple times during the [fielding] period.  I visit my 
guard mounts on their shifts to talk it up.  I have my subordinate leaders talk it up 

as well.”—Commander  

“We want to make sure that our people understand this survey they’re taking is 
definitely a huge impact to the squad and this unit they are working on.”—

Commander  

Army EOAs, commanders, and summit participants also discussed the importance of messaging 
the survey properly to clearly describe the purpose of the survey, how it can impact the unit, and 
why participation is important.  They reported that messaging the survey and improving 
command climate is a continuous, ongoing process that is never over. 
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“It’s just like selling a car.  You got to sell it.”—Army Equal Opportunity Advisor  

Impact of Outreach and Messaging 

According to the military focus group participants we spoke with, outreach and messaging have 
varying levels of impact on DEOCS response rates.  Service members reported that an open 
dialogue, along with motivation and engagement from their commander and other unit leaders 
regarding the survey, greatly increased their desire to participate in the survey.  Commanders we 
spoke with said that although they always encourage participation, the response rates vary from 
year to year.   

“I’m from a [unit] where we sit in front of a computer all day, and I’m at about 
33% participant, but I do the same [outreach and messaging].  I walk around, 

talk [the DEOCS] up to [the unit].  I encourage the feedback that it’ll actually be 
actionable, we’ll do something with it, but in the end, it is voluntary.”—

Commander 

Barriers to Completing the Survey 

Many summit and military focus group participants discussed barriers that impact DEOCS 
response rates, such as limited computer access and time to complete the survey.   

Limited Computer Access 

According to summit and military participants, some units have limited access to computers, 
which makes it difficult to complete the DEOCS on the web.  Computer access was particularly 
limited for units who were deployed or offshore during the time of DEOCS fielding.  
Additionally, a few Service members also discussed how their work computers blocked access to 
the survey.  This was especially true for sailors stationed at sea, where connectivity is often 
sporadic on ships and information technology security is more stringent due to security concerns.   

“We had two computers for 50 people that they can use.”—Service Member 

“I’d guarantee you’d get more [responses] with [DEOCS mobile access].”—
Service Member 

“Our maintenance folks, they don’t even really have access to computers and 
70% of our force is part-time.”—Summit Participant 

To improve response rates, summit and military focus group participants widely requested an 
easy-to-use mobile device functionality, describing how it would address common technology 
barriers while likely increasing the survey’s response rates. 
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“…Whatever we can do to revitalize and modernize the DEOCS to ensure we can 
have it on a handheld device.  This generation, everyone probably in here has a 
smartphone.  A lot of folks who are in the deployed area do not have access to 

that technology, so they’re not going to do this on a pen and paper like they have 
in the past.”—Summit Participant 

Limited Time to Take the Survey 

When talking with Service members about why they had not taken the DEOCS, several 
mentioned the limited time to complete the DEOCS.  These participants found it difficult to sit 
down uninterrupted and take the survey in one sitting.  To address this issue, some Service 
members reported that their commanders would give their units time during the day to complete 
the survey.  The allocation of specific time to take the survey was also a strategic tactic used by 
commanders to increase their unit’s DEOCS response rates.   

To allow participants with time constraints to complete the survey, several summit and military 
focus group participants suggested that the survey allow you to log out and then log back in to 
complete the survey.  This would also help those with intermittent internet access complete the 
survey, as timeouts can force participants to start the survey over from the beginning.19   

“Actually, writing something productive feedback-wise in those comment 
sections, it takes a while.  And then for me that’s also frustrating because I’ll do it 
in the breaks, but you can’t start it and then stop it.  [The survey] will reset, and 

then you have to start the whole thing over again.  Why can’t I hit pause and then 
come back to it a little bit later?  Because I don’t have two hours to sit down and 

just take the whole thing and give all my feedback.”—Service Member 

Data Accuracy Concerns 

In this section, we discuss data accuracy concerns discussed during the summit and military 
focus groups, including data falsification, neutral default responses, skewed results to the highly 
positive or negative, and response rates.  

Data Falsification 

Data falsification in a survey is defined as the intentional departure from guidelines or 
instructions (AAPOR, 2003).  In this context, summit and military focus group participants were 
concerned with the behavior of participants who would straight-line (i.e., select the same 
response option to a series of questions or every question without reading or consideration, 
clicking responses in a “straight line”) or speed through the questionnaire.  These concerns were 

 
19 The legacy DEOCS had the ability for members to log out of the survey and return later to complete the survey, 
but only for survey administrations that opted to use the print password system, in which the survey administrator 
received a list of passwords that are unique to each individual within that unit and was responsible for distributing 
these passwords.  Most units did not elect to use this option for administering the survey.   
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validated by several Service members who described how they and others would select random 
question options to quickly complete the survey that they felt was too long.   

“I think the first two times I took [the DEOCS], [I] was strictly clicking 
through.”—Service Member 

“If I get off at 5:00, do I want to sit down for an hour and thoughtfully fill this 
out, after I've used all my brain power trying to get through the day?”—Service 

Member 

Additionally, some Service member participants reported intentionally falsifying their 
demographic data to ensure that leadership would not know how they responded to the survey.  
More information on DEOCS 4.1 participants providing false demographic data is in the section 
on anonymity concerns.  

“When you're going through the survey, it asks what rank you are, what gender 
you are, and I think those are the two main ones.  My thing about it, I usually just 

lie, because I don't know if they could tell who I really am.”—Service Member 

A few summit and military participants expressed concerns about the lack of survey quality 
control, specifically with the unit-specific passwords.  Under this system, participants reported 
that it is possible for participants to take the survey as many times as they wish, which would 
increase the response rates and/or skew results in a certain direction.  During some of the summit 
and military focus groups, we asked if anyone had seen or heard of participants using the unit-
specific password multiple times to influence DEOCS results.  Although many summit and 
military focus group participants were aware of the security issues and concerns regarding the 
DEOCS unit-specific passwords, most had never heard of individuals taking the survey multiple 
times in order to deliberately skew the results.  Several Service member and commander 
participants expanded on this, adding that the possibility of this type of data falsification 
happening was unlikely due to the amount of effort it would take to respond to the survey 
multiple times and the general lack of engagement from participants.   

“For me, my concern is that I know the DEOCS boasts a very high response rate, 
but with no quality control on how many people are actually taking the survey.”—

Summit Participant 

“An individual can take the survey as many times as they want.  As soon as I get 
that password, I can sit there all day, all night just doing the survey and saying 

whatever I want to say and I can do 20, 30, 40 before it closes out.”—
Commander   

Moderator:  “Have you heard of anyone taking the DEOCS multiple times in one 
sitting?”  Service Member 1:  “No.”  Service Member 2:  “Not that we know of.”  
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Service Member 3:  “I’m not saying that it has or hasn’t happened, but I haven’t 
heard of it.”—Service Members 

Neutral Default Responses 

Research suggests that when survey participants are presented with a neutral response option, 
they will be more likely to select that option than report their actual opinion (Bishop, 1987; 
Nowlis, Kahn, & Dahr, 2002).  According to our discussions with focus group participants who 
had taken the DEOCS 4.1, many participants who were apathetic toward their unit’s command 
climate would select the neutral response option (i.e., “neither agree/disagree”) for most survey 
questions.  Commanders we spoke with were frustrated by this, reporting that neutral response 
options were a way for participants to effectively opt out of the survey while still completing the 
survey.  They also reported that the neutral response options were difficult to interpret.  

“We're just going to click through at the end of the day.  If we don't have a 
problem, we're just going to click through this, we're going to get it down and 
we're going to mark ‘yes’ to our flight commander, saying we did do it, we're 

good to go.  We're just trying to get it done.”—Service Member 

“There’s [a response option] neither agree nor disagree.  That is a worthless 
category.  …[Respondents] don’t have to think.”—Commander  

Skewed Results to the Highly Positive or Negative 

Extreme responding is a form of response bias that occurs when participants only select the most 
extreme options or answers available (Furnham, 1986).  For example, on the DEOCS 4.1, which 
includes a 7-point Likert scale, participants may only select response options 1 or 7.  
Commanders and summit participants expressed concern that DEOCS 4.1 participants who had 
very positive or negative views of their unit were most likely to take the survey, and, therefore, 
the results may be biased and may not accurately reflect the unit’s command climate.  A few 
commanders expanded on this, explaining that a negative DEOCS, regardless of whether it was 
accurate or not, will negatively impact the morale of the unit and overall command climate.   

“I know last year, I didn’t take it because I was like, ‘I’m good, everything is 
going okay.’  But this year, I was like, ‘We’re definitely taking it today because 

we have leadership, and they changed a lot of stuff without considering [the unit 
members].’”—Service Member 

“People who respond are the people who have an axe to grind at some point.  So, 
your data is skewed.”—Summit Participant 

“I watched a spiral after our boss presented it to the unit.  We had a very small 
amount of people do the survey; it was very negative.  Maybe everyone else is 

happy, who knows?  Whenever he presented that to 300 18- to 24-year-olds, they 
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started believing that we were all sad.  Like we are a bad unit, and they didn't 
think that before.”—Commander  

Response Rates 

Nonresponse bias is when a potential participant, who differs in meaningful ways from 
individuals who have taken a survey, is unwilling or unable to participate in the survey (Fowler, 
2009).  Because the DEOCS 4.1 is voluntary, individuals are not required to take the survey.  If 
only a small proportion of individuals respond to their unit’s DEOCS, the low response rate can 
impact the quality of the data, and impact how leadership interpret and use the results.  During 
discussions with summit and military focus group participants, there were questions regarding 
the validity of the survey results due to low response rates.  For example, some commanders 
reported that they were slow to trust survey results in units with very low response rates.   

Commander 1:  “So the way I gauge is, if I do a DEOCS and I have a 50, 60, 
maybe 70% response rate, then I’m very keen.  If it’s anything lower than 50%, 

then I’m like…”  Commander 2:  “Yeah, the confidence is down.”—Commanders   

“Last year, I had like a 12% participation rate, which is probably the lowest of 
the three [DEOCS] I administered.  I didn’t take too much stock in it.”—

Commander  

When asked what had contributed to low response rates, many focus group and summit 
participants discussed survey fatigue caused by the high number of DoD surveys given to a unit 
and how this can negatively impact the DEOCS 4.1 response rate.   

“Well, sometimes you just get survey saturation … and so they just choose to not 
participate.”—Summit Participant 

To increase response rates, commanders said they would continuously remind their unit about 
the DEOCS and provide non-monetary incentives, such as time off or free food, to encourage 
participation.  A few commanders also provide “free time” for their unit to take the survey 
during working hours.  

“In my old [unit], we would be regularly incentivized [to take the DEOCS].  If we 
get above a certain percentage, then we’ll cut out a half-day on Friday.”—

Service Member 

Anonymity Concerns 

Despite the fact that the DEOCS was fully anonymous, nearly all summit and focus group 
participants discussed anonymity concerns and the impact that these concerns have on data 
accuracy and response rates.  Most Service members we spoke with believed that their unit’s 
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leadership could identify them by their responses to the demographic questions if they chose to.  
However, although Service members presented this as a concern, none of them believed that 
their leaders had actually identified individuals based on their own DEOCS responses.  
Regardless, some Service members reported that, in order to hide their identity, they would 
intentionally falsify their demographic data, whereas other Service members decided to skip the 
demographic questions or not take the survey entirely.  This sentiment was echoed by some 
summit participants who believed that Service members have falsified their demographic data to 
hide their identity.  

“So that was why I didn’t fill it out, and I was like, it’s not important if you guys 
do it this way.  If you say it’s anonymous and you want me to be honest, but then 
you assign me a number, and it’s in alphabetical order…it’s no point in me doing 

it on the survey.”—Service Member  

“If I’m a female or if I’m the only Hispanic, will I want to answer this [DEOCS] 
or do I change who I am in the survey so they [leadership] don’t know?”—

Summit Participant  

“There’s still a big question about anonymity on the survey and so [DEOCS 
participants] feel like they can’t give truthful, honest answers because they don’t 

believe it’s anonymous.”—Summit Participant 

Nearly all commanders, Army EOAs, and summit participants were aware of anonymity 
concerns surrounding the DEOCS and how the concerns were enhanced by the demographic 
questions; however, many commanders, Army EOAs, and summit participants we spoke with 
described the importance of capturing some demographic information.  Many Service members, 
on the other hand, disagreed and stated that the demographic breakdowns were unnecessary to 
address command climate issues with their unit.  

“I realize you're trying to get statistics across different demographics, but at the 
end of the day, does it really matter?  If there's an issue, there's an issue, whether 

it's related to all that stuff.”—Service Member 

Commanders, Army EOAs, and summit participants also reported that there was a 
misunderstanding among Service members about what the DEOCS results looked like with 
regard to demographic breakdowns.  For example, nearly all Service members we spoke with 
were unaware that the DEOCS cannot be administered to units with fewer than 16 members, and 
survey results are also not reported separately by demographics if there are fewer than five 
participants within the respective demographic group.  This misunderstanding, according to 
focus group and summit participants, can increase anonymity concerns among Service members, 
which can lead to decreased response rates.   

To address questions surrounding DEOCS anonymity, commanders, and Army EOAs expressed 
the importance and need to fully explain how the information is reported on the DEOCS to 
protect the anonymity of participants.  Additionally, many Service members asked for more 
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information covering how the DEOCS is reported, including how demographic data are used and 
what steps are taken to protect participants’ identities.  

“We encourage the units that just before the survey starts or within the first week 
of the survey, to have a little class on how the survey is anonymous and talk to the 
formation and explain the anonymity is protected unless you self-identify.”—Army 

Equal Opportunity Advisor 

DEOCS 4.1 Content 

As discussed in Chapter 1, the DEOCS 4.1 is composed of 56 core multiple-choice questions that 
are scored on a 7-point Likert scale.  In addition, commanders can customize their DEOCS 4.1 
with up to 10 LDQs (multiple-choice questions) and five SAQs.  These items are unit specific 
and may be self-authored by the commander and/or survey administrator or selected from a list 
of suggestions. 

Survey Length and Repetition 

Most summit and military focus group participants agreed that the current DEOCS 4.1 is both 
long and repetitive.  Of the participants who had taken the DEOCS 4.1, most said it took between 
30 minutes and one hour to complete the survey.  When asked what aspects of the survey 
contributed most to its length, many participants explained that the SAQs took up a significant 
amount of time, especially if a participant wanted to provide thoughtful written responses.   

“It took me some time…I think it takes you more time toward the end, when your 
command puts in their specific related questions, because it’s more related to you.  

That’s where I think it drags out a little bit.”—Service Member 

Many also perceived that the questions on the current DEOCS 4.1 are redundant both within the 
survey and with other surveys.  For example, a few military focus group participants reported 
that the survey appeared to ask the same question repeatedly or only slightly rephrased.  This 
may be because questions within a scale are highly similar and, therefore, feel repetitive to 
participants.  Several summit participants also thought that the current DEOCS 4.1 included 
questions that overlapped with other required DoD surveys.  One summit participant recalled the 
addition of items from the Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty Members 
(WGRA) and expressed concern that items used from other surveys may increase survey burden 
for participants.  Additionally, many of these participants stated that the perceived redundancy of 
the DEOCS 4.1 with other surveys may contribute to a low response rate.  

“There is a lot of redundancies within those questions.  Get to the point that 
you’re trying to achieve and then move on, but it seems like, well, I just answered 

that.”—Commander 
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“It’s the subtle redundancy.  … ‘Oh, another survey, they’re going to ask me the 
same thing over and over.’”—Summit Participant 

“[They] added some WGRA items on the DEOCS.  Why would you duplicate 
when we’re talking about survey burden?  We already have a survey that asks the 

questions.  Why do you need to ask them a second time?”—Summit Participant 

Response Options 

The multiple-choice items for the current DEOCS 4.1 are measured on a 7-point Likert scale.20  
The summit and military participants expressed that there were too many response options 
associated with each question, which added to the survey length.  Some Service members also 
noted that the number of response options was overwhelming and, therefore, made it difficult to 
complete the survey.  To address these issues, some military focus group participants suggested 
that the revised DEOCS limit the number of response options to reduce survey burden.  

“I don’t like how it has so many options for how much you disagree or agree.  I 
don’t know what slightly agree and strongly…I don’t know.  I agree, but I don’t 

know how much I agree.”—Service Member 

Specification Errors 

When a concept implied by a survey question differs from the concept that was intended to be 
measured in the survey, this is referred to as a specification error (Weisberg, 2005).  Many 
summit and military focus group participants reported that the current DEOCS 4.1 does not 
specify clearly what level of leadership the question is measuring.  As a result, participants who 
had taken the survey reported confusion about how to respond to some questions, specifically 
those surrounding leadership.  To alleviate this confusion, participants suggested the revised 
DEOCS clearly specify which level of leadership is being measured by a question.  

“The mandatory questions don’t specify what level of command, so the level of 
command that is the source of the problem can’t be identified.”—Commander  

In addition, several military focus group participants reported that key information in some 
DEOCS 4.1 questions was not sufficiently clear or was overlooked by participants, causing 
participants to incorrectly respond to the question.  For example, one commander noted that 
several participants within their unit incorrectly responded to question 32 “In the past 12 months, 
I have known someone in my organization who has thought of, or attempted, or died by suicide.”  
This commander found that several participants within their unit responded in the affirmative to 

 
20 The 7-point Likert scale used on the DEOCS 4.1 includes the following response options: (1) Strongly Disagree, 
(2) Disagree, (3) Slightly Disagree, (4) Neither Agree nor Disagree, (5) Slightly Agree, (6) Agree, (7) Strongly 
Agree. 
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this question without realizing that it was referring to the organization and not just someone they 
know.   

“We get a lot of people that say yes to [question 32].…They just happen to know 
of someone, not necessarily reading the instructions completely about [suicide] 

being in the organization.”—Commander  

Negative Question Priming 

Priming occurs when a person is exposed to a stimulus and it influences how they respond to a 
later stimulus (Weingarten et al., 2016).  Some summit and commander participants expressed 
concern that the DEOCS 4.1 had negatively worded questions that primed participants to respond 
more negatively than they would otherwise.  For example, DEOCS 4.1 question 28 states “My 
future seems dark to me.”  According to some summit and military participants, items such as 
these lead to results that appear more negative than they should be, and that the questions prime 
the participant and commanders for negative responses. 

“We’re automatically pushing them toward a negative direction and if you notice 
across the DoD, all my counterparts, we’re getting away from, we still prevent, 

but we’re getting away from focusing on preventing negative behavior and 
problematic behavior and suicidality and all that stuff.  We’re actually looking at 

how do we promote positive behavior and give people the tools and resources 
they need.”—Summit Participant 

Perceived Measurement Effectiveness 

When asked if the DEOCS 4.1 measures command climate effectively, the response varied 
among summit and military focus group participants.  Although some participants believed that 
the DEOCS 4.1 measures command climate effectively, others stated that the concept of 
“command climate” is too complex to simply measure with a survey.  Participants also stated 
that measurement effectiveness was highly correlated with response rates.  For example, if there 
was a high response rate, commanders reported that they were more likely to feel that the survey 
effectively measured their unit’s command climate, whereas lower response rates instilled less 
confidence in the results.  

“I can tell you [the DEOCS] was reliable.  It was pretty honest.”—Commander 

“It depends on what’s the percentage of people from your [unit] taking the 
DEOCS.  I mean if you have a group of 100 that’s in your unit and you only get 

30 people taking the DEOCS, those numbers can be skewed.”—Army Equal 
Opportunity Advisor 
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“I think it does [measure command climate effectively], but it’s just not being 
used.  The DEOCS isn’t bad, it’s just, it’s not being used.  They’re not utilizing 

anything.  They make it seem like it’s so important.”—Service Member 

Command Climate Insights 

In order to inform content for the updated DEOCS 5.0, military focus group participants were 
asked to write down terms and behaviors they associate with a positive and negative command 
climate.  Participants were then asked to share their responses and discuss how they might 
contribute to a positive or negative command climate.  This activity was intended to demonstrate 
the traits and behaviors that commanders and Service members find to be important in a 
command climate and provide more insight for the construct selection process for DEOCS 5.0.  

Figure 3 shows the word cloud developed from this activity.  The terms listed are the 20 most 
frequently cited terms that military focus group participants used to describe a positive command 
climate (left) and a negative command climate (right).  We provide further discussion about 
these terms and what participants indicated creates and impacts a positive and negative command 
climate below.  The responses were cleaned and combined by OPA when similar to other terms.  
Three members of the redesign team met in person to review the raw responses and group similar 
terms when applicable.  For example, “never around” or “not available” were reworded as 
“inaccessible” or a response of “a command that doesn’t waste time on useless items” was 
changed to “efficiency.”  Finally, although we did not conduct this activity with the summit 
participants, we do include their thoughts on terms and behaviors they associated with a positive 
and negative command climate that arose during the summit focus group discussions. 

Figure 3.  
Military Focus Group Participants Most Frequently Used Terms Describing Positive and 
Negative Command Climates.  
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Positive Command Climate 

Figure 4 below shows the top 10 terms all military focus group members used to describe a 
positive command climate.  We also included terms used by Service members and commanders 
in the second and third column to highlight any differences.  The count column describes how 
many times each term was written during the activity, while the percent column describes the 
overall percentage the term was used based on the total number of terms (n = 609).  For example, 
the term “communication” was written 58 times among all military focus group participants and 
accounted for 9.5% of the total number of terms mentioned during the activity.  As shown below, 
the terms most frequently cited to describe a positive command climate were “communication,” 
“openness,” “trust,” and “transparency.” 

Figure 4.  
Terms Associated With a Positive Command Climate 

 
 

Nearly all summit and military participants described a positive command climate as one that 
focuses on open communication built on trust and transparency between the commander and 
their unit.  Participants, particularly commanders and EOAs, stressed the importance of 
frequently communicating to their unit about what is going on to promote trust and guard against 
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gossip and speculation.  Additionally, one commander reported that open communication allows 
more timely identification of issues within the unit.  

“I’ve found that the major difference, that make or break factor, for every 
command I’ve been under had been clear, timely, considered, and consistent 

communication.  If you don’t have any of those things, then the climate suffers.”—
Service Member 

“If there is good lateral and vertical communication throughout the command, a 
lot of that stuff [i.e., treated with respect and dignity] has already [been] taken 

care of.”—Summit Participant 

Trust was also used to describe commanders trusting their subordinates to complete a task 
without relying on micromanagement.  This coincided with empowering the unit, particularly 
junior leaders, to allow them to make decisions without going up the chain of command for 
approval.  One commander suggested that leaders create a “line in the sand” where junior leaders 
can operate autonomously at their own level up to a certain point.  Any decision that requires 
additional approval must be brought by the junior leader up the chain of command.  Another 
commander agreed and added that allowing junior leaders to make decisions without their 
commander’s input allows for a more efficient unit by not creating a slowdown in the chain of 
command.   

“You’re allowing them to be leaders and you trust them to make good decisions, 
you trust them to get the job done and you’re not hovering over them.”—Army 

Equal Opportunity Advisor 

Participants, particularly Service members, also stressed the importance of having a leader who 
was engaged, available, and supportive of their needs.  Nearly all Service members, when asked 
about what made a positive command climate, used examples of leaders, both junior and higher 
ranking, that would walk around and visit their unit.  Service members liked having leaders who 
asked about and were interested in their professional and personal well-being.  Service members 
also said that having a leader who was cognizant and supportive of their well-being increases 
their morale and “willingness to work those extra hours, when needed.”  

“The information [about problematic behavior] is fleeting but the engagement of 
the commanders is another way to try and mitigate some of those [problematic] 

behaviors.”—Commander 

“I can't replace walking around, being there, knowing your people, talking to 
people.  That's everything from, am I going to be ready to deploy or do I have kids 
at home or whatever…Know people as individuals and what their skills are and 

what they can contribute to the mission and all that.”—Summit Participant 
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Another behavior that participants linked to a positive command climate was recognition and 
appreciation of their work.  Service members reported that recognition from their leaders pushed 
them to be a more engaged worker.  One Service member highlighted this point through an 
example of a Colonel who specifically asked about the Service member’s responsibilities and 
how that fit with his mission.  At the end of the conversation, the Colonel thanked him for his 
work.  The Service member explained that it felt great to be appreciated and receive recognition 
from a high-ranking officer.  Similarly, another Service member provided an example in which 
their commander recognized one of their Airmen for his work and connected that 
acknowledgement to future performance, now naming this Airman as one of their “number one 
workers.”  

“The Airman now has ownership of this one thing.  That is his thing.  It’s not just 
something he’s being told to do.”—Service Member 

Similarly, participants reported that a positive command climate was also associated with 
professional development.  Service members reported that it was important to have an 
opportunity to gain more experience and responsibility while they advance within their careers; 
however, if this is not possible, participants said Service members become disengaged and will 
look for opportunities elsewhere, usually by leaving the Service.  One commander explained that 
a positive command climate was associated with “promoting people, who have shown the 
potential to do more.”  

“It’s a clear path for their future, their goals, training to get them there…Once 
you start to actually show [other unit members] that, then they actually get a little 

bit more motivated and a little bit higher morale.”—Service Member 

Negative Command Climate 

Figure 5 shows the top 10 terms most frequently used by military focus group participants to 
describe a negative command climate.  As with Figure 4, we also included terms used by Service 
members and commanders to highlight any differences.  The count column describes how many 
times each term was written during the activity, while the percent column describes the overall 
percentage the term was used based on the total number of terms (n = 443).  For example, the 
term “uncommunicative” was written 36 times among all military focus group participants and 
was 8.1% of the total number of terms mentioned during the activity.  The most frequently used 
terms to describe a negative command climate were “uncommunicative,” “micromanagement,” 
and “favoritism.”  Below, we describe a negative command climate based on discussions with 
summit and military focus group participants.   

According to military participants, being an uncommunicative leader fosters an environment in 
which negativity, gossip, and rumors can thrive.  This can then lead to a “loss of control” for the 
leaders of that unit.   
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“Without information, it’s a hole and the hole gets filled with whatever.  
Speculations and other things.”—Army Equal Opportunity Advisor 

Another common negative command climate theme was leadership that relied on 
micromanagement.  According to one commander, micromanagement can hinder Service 
members’ growth, create a negative morale, and create an overall inefficient work environment.   

Figure 5.  
Terms Associated With a Negative Command Climate 

 
 

"Decreasing micromanagement, because a lot of leaders, they're used to having 
more control so it's hard to let it go.  Trust your subordinates to do the job that 

they specialize in.  Let them do it instead of, ‘I know how to do it right, and only I 
know how.’”—Service Member  

According to most military focus group participants, the leaders within a unit have a direct and 
significant impact on the command climate.  Participants used a variety of terms to describe a 
“bad” leader, including an individual who is apathetic, inconsistent, unfair, uncaring, uninvolved, 
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or not available.  According to participants, this type of behavior decreased trust in the leader, 
lowered morale, and negatively impacted the unit’s productivity.  One Service member 
highlighted this point with an example of going to his leader to ask for assistance and instead of 
providing support, the leader ignored his problem and told him “That’s just how it is.”  The 
Service member was frustrated by this response and expressed that this type of attitude from his 
leadership negatively impacted the overall morale of the unit.  To address these issues, some 
summit participants stressed the importance of leadership development. 

“It just takes one.  It just takes one bad supervisor in one section not holding folks 
accountable…that's going to spiral to that section and then it’s going to touch 
other sections and before you know, where did this originate?”—Commander  

“Apathetic leadership in the middle levels seems to be a pretty large problem for 
us.”—Service Member 

“I put leadership development.  Lot of the issues I have seen is a lack of 
leadership.”—Army Equal Opportunity Advisor 

Finally, military participants stated that a negative command climate was associated with limited 
or no professional or leadership development opportunities.  Most summit and military focus 
group participants agreed that, without advancement and the opportunity to grow and learn, the 
morale of the unit and work engagement suffered.  Additionally, lack of leadership development 
can also allow poor leaders to continue their negative leadership style, which can negatively 
impact the morale of the unit and create further problems.  

“They get stuck in this job where it’s not really their job or they get to a place 
where they are working in that capacity and they may really love their job but 

there is not opportunity of them to advance and gain higher education.”—
Commander  

DEOCS 4.1 Results Reporting 

In this section, we discuss insights gleaned from focus group participants regarding the DEOCS 
4.1 report, including analysis and interpretation considerations, briefing of results, actionability, 
and impact of the results.  For an example of a DEOCS 4.1 report, refer to Appendix K.   

Analysis and Interpretation 

Most commanders we spoke with described the DEOCS 4.1 results as highly technical, making 
them difficult to digest and interpret.  Some commanders and summit participants stated that the 
structure of the DEOCS 4.1 report made it difficult for them to identify problem areas.  The 
difficulty was mainly attributed to the report length, which can be close to 100 pages for a larger 
unit.   



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

46 DEOCS Focus Groups 
 

“I’m going to tell you how [commanders] read [the DEOCS results].  They go to 
this page [with graphs] and look how much red they have and then they go to the 

last part and all the written comments.”—Summit Participant 

Because of this, commanders described relying heavily on their EOA to assist in interpretation of 
results, and for drawing out key findings.  Army EOA participants also reported spending 
significant time evaluating DEOCS 4.1 results, but did not experience the same difficulty in 
interpreting the results as the commanders we spoke with.   

“You got a hundred page [of results].  I know exactly what I need to do with this:  
make sure my organization is great, but I don’t know how to read it because it 

looks like French to me.”—Summit Participant 

“The time-consuming part is actually sitting down after the survey closes.”—
Army Equal Opportunity Advisor 

To address these issues, Army EOAs, commanders, and some summit participants suggested that 
the revised DEOCS report include simpler, easy-to-understand language and graphics.  These 
participants did not provide specific examples of how the results might be presented, but they did 
reiterate that the report be easy to digest and interpret so leadership can quickly begin next steps 
that may include more information gathering (e.g., focus groups) and/or developing and 
implementing their action plans.  

“Sometimes I see the DEOCS report for the command level, it comes back with 
the only language written in it…I don’t know who you’re talking to here.  Are you 
using this scientific language that not everybody is going to grasp?  Just make it 
as simple as possible.  Everybody who needs to understand [the results report] 

can understand it, and we can move forward with the process.”—Summit 
Participant 

Demographic Data 

There were mixed responses when asked if the revised DEOCS should include demographic 
breakdowns.  Some military focus group participants, particularly Service members, believed it 
was unnecessary and did not add value, whereas many commanders, Army EOAs, and summit 
participants believed the demographic information enhanced the analysis and interpretation of 
results as well as subsequent action plans.  Some Army EOAs, however, expressed a need to 
only focus on key demographics such as gender and race.  

“I think you only need male/female and minority/majority…This allows you to 
take a quick view.”—Army Equal Opportunity Advisor 
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Short Answer and Locally Developed Questions 

Commanders and Army EOAs generally found that the SAQs and LDQs were easier to interpret 
than the core multiple-choice questions.21  Commanders, Army EOAs, and summit participants 
explained that because the SAQs and LDQs were selected by or developed by the unit, the 
results from those questions provide greater context and/or are of greater interest compared to the 
core questions.   

In addition, according to commanders and Army EOAs, responses to the SAQs often identified 
specific problems that could be addressed far more easily than the core questions.  Although the 
SAQs were said to be the easiest to interpret, commanders and summit participants reported that 
digesting and interpreting these results is also the most time-consuming part because these are 
comments rather than multiple-choice items.  When commanders choose to read through all 
responses, the process can take quite a while.    

“It gives you a general feel [for the climate], but it’s not going to give you the 
why behind it.  That’s where the comments come in afterwards, and there’s no 
chance on the beginning stuff to really provide any of that like, okay, well, you 

rated this as a strongly agree.  Well, why do you strongly agree with this?  
There’s no vignettes on that for me to dive down deeper.”—Commander   

“…when you get a survey, like from a large command, thousands of people, you 
may get 200 or 300 pages of comments, and that’s tough to read through.”—

Summit Participant 

Assessment to Solutions 

Summit and military focus group participants were asked about their familiarity with Assessment 
to Solutions (A2S), the framework developed by Defense Equal Opportunity Management 
Institute (DEOMI) that is used for understanding and intervening in command climate.22  A2S is 
a multipronged approach that advocates for the use of the DEOCS 4.1 in combination with focus 
groups, interviews, and record reviews, as well as EOA-assisted action plans to address long-
term command climate change.  Familiarity with A2S varied during our focus group and summit 
discussions.  Nearly none of the Service members we spoke with had heard of A2S.  The 
commanders, Army EOAs, and summit participants were more familiar with A2S, but the 
perceived value of the resource varied.  Several summit participants valued the A2S because they 
said it gave further insights and recommendations to commanders.  Conversely, only a small 
handful of commanders said they were familiar with the resource, and none indicated they had 
used it.  Most commander participants reported that they had never heard of A2S.  

“Assessment to solutions is a great tool for me as a practitioner.  So, then I can 
recommend my commander some things, this is what we need to take.  These are 

 
21 For more on the LDQs and SAQs refer to Chapter 5.  
22 Chapter 1 has more information regarding A2S. 
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the steps we need to do to take some action to see some positive change.  It’s a 
great tool, when it’s utilized.”—Summit Participant 

“I’ve never heard of [A2S].”—Commander 

Additional Assessments to Support DEOCS 4.1 Results 

During the summit discussions, some stakeholders said they believed strongly that no changes 
should be made to a unit based solely on DEOCS results.  Instead, they encouraged additional 
information-gathering methods, such as conducting focus groups, unit observations, or 
walkabouts, and reviewing relevant documents.  One summit participant gave an example of 
how a follow-up focus group provided valuable insights into DEOCS results and showed that 
responses to a specific question may not be accurate.  Another summit participant described a 
situation in which they received unexpected DEOCS results.  To gather additional insights, the 
commander conducted a follow-up focus group session and found that discussions in the focus 
groups did not align with their unit’s DEOCS results.  More specifically, they found that some 
participants had misunderstood the survey’s SAQs and multiple-choice questions, which had 
impacted their unit’s DEOCS.  

“I don’t want to make any command changes just on the results of the DEOCS.  I 
shouldn’t do that, and I should never advise a commander to do such.”—Summit 

Participant 

None of the military focus group participants we spoke with discussed conducting observations 
or reviewing the organization’s records and reports as additional assessment methods.  Some 
commanders, however, had conducted focus groups with their Service members after they 
administered their DEOCS.  The Service members we spoke with echoed this point and said 
some of their commanders had conducted their own focus groups (also frequently referred to as 
“sensing sessions”) to gather further insights covering specific topics after the survey was 
complete.   

Both commanders and Service members who had participated in these focus groups reported that 
the conversations from those sessions increased trust and transparency within the unit.  
Commanders also reported that these focus groups helped them gather additional context 
regarding issues highlighted in their survey and were helpful in creating subsequent action plans.  
Finally, in order to conduct a successful focus group and encourage open and honest 
communication without fear of retaliation, one commander reported that he requires all 
participants, including himself, to leave their rank at the door. 

“The commander actually sat down with the entire unit and addressed everything 
with everyone individually, and then did groups with all the specialists and below 

were in one group, and talked to each rank separately, dealing with different 
issues that might pertain to them.”—Service Member 
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“The first thing they recommend is take this [rank patch] off when you walk in the 
room.  Take it off, hang it up, and say ‘There’s no rank here.’  You get a lot of 

respect for doing that.”—Commander 

Briefing Results 

Section 587 of the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) Fiscal Year (FY) 2014 only 
requires that DEOCS results be provided to commanders and to the next-higher level of 
command but does not set a standard for sharing DEOCS reports with the commander’s unit.  
Only about half of the military focus group participants who had taken the DEOCS reported 
having been briefed on their unit’s results.  Of these participants, most reported that their briefing 
consisted of a 15- to 30-minute in-person PowerPoint presentation showing the high-level 
findings of the DEOCS.  In addition, some participants reported receiving an e-mail with an 
attachment showing the high-level survey results but no in-person presentation to review and 
discuss the results as a unit.   

“So, our percentage was overall, in my flight, our percentage was at 51% red.  
And we went through every block that was red for our unit, how the Airmen felt.  
We went through every single block that was red in detail explained.  We were in 

that conference room for at least two hours explaining how things made us 
feel.”—Service Member 

“Now I’ve seen different commanders handle it differently here.  I’ve seen 
commanders be really upfront with the DEOCS feedback and they’re like ‘Hey, 

these are the hot topic things.’…And then I’ve seen it the other way where it’s you 
take the DEOCS survey and then you hear basically nothing.  It doesn’t seem 
there’s a whole lot of standard when it comes to feedback from the DEOCS.  

Commanders will handle it differently.”—Service Member  

Some Service members expressed frustration that they put time into the DEOCS and were often 
not shown the results.  Many Service members reported a desire for greater frequency and 
transparency in commanders’ reporting of DEOCS results.  Service members reasoned that, if 
they took the time to respond to the survey, then the commander has a responsibility to brief the 
unit on the results.  Many commanders and summit participants echoed this sentiment, 
expressing that DEOCS results should be shared with their units to increase transparency and 
support for the DEOCS.  One summit participant suggested that commanders use the DEOCS 
results discussion to engage their unit and ask for suggestions on how to make positive impactful 
changes within the unit.  Several Service members echoed this suggestion and offered an 
example of how their commander gave a detailed review of the DEOCS results and then opened 
it up for suggestions on how to address some issues within the unit.  One Service member 
explained that “it provided more opportunity not only for people to point out issues that they 
were seeing, but also to provide suggestions and give even more feedback.”  Other Service 
members reported that this style of briefing made them feel as if their voice was being heard and 
that effort was being put into improving the unit. 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

50 DEOCS Focus Groups 
 

“Just like how we’re able to tell you what’s wrong, you should tell us what’s right 
and what’s wrong and what you can do about it.”—Service Member 

“Share the results with your people.  Let them have access to the report.  Discuss 
with them what action you’re planning to take.  Use it as some kind of town hall, 

open forum-type discussion where your own people can give your ideas on how to 
implement results.”—Summit Participant 

Army EOAs reported that they recommend commanders report on every piece of information 
they take from the DEOCS, even the seemingly insignificant results.  Their reasoning being that 
if commanders are seen to be paying attention to the jokes or the lower-priority responses, then 
Service members will feel that they have a greater voice and that commanders are really listening 
to feedback, thereby increasing buy-in for the survey.  

“I think sometimes in the comments there will just be strange comments that 
people will type things to see if you’re reading them, like…‘I recommend we take 
the building up and move it 400 feet to the left.’  Like crazy things, and as silly as 

that sounds, those are the ones that we ask the people back briefing, the 
respondents.  We tell them to lead with those responses because that shows that 
they’re reading the smallest details in the surveys.”—Army Equal Opportunity 

Advisor 

Actionability and Impact of Results 

This section describes the perceived actionability of the DEOCS 4.1, as well as how impactful 
these results have been for participants’ units and the specific impacts that results have had in the 
past.  Summit and military focus group participants reported varying levels of action taken by 
commanders and the impact of changes made to the unit because of the DEOCS results.  About 
two-thirds of participants we spoke with said they had not seen any changes within their unit 
because of the DEOCS.  Many Service member participants also followed up by expressing 
frustration that there was no perceivable impact from participating in the DEOCS.  Summit 
participants echoed this issue and reported that commanders being seen as failing to address or 
act on DEOCS results would cause participants to develop a negative view of the survey and lead 
them to choose not to participate in the future.  

“I find it frustrating to have these [DEOCS result] briefings and then nothing 
happens.”—Service Member 

“A lot of time the advisor is kind of following [the survey] from a very strict 
administrative perspective and I think the developmental part of getting DEOCS 

results is frequently a little lost and there’s not momentum afterwards and there’s 
no change, which then just makes people more cynical about taking the 

survey.”—Summit Participant 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Focus Groups 51 
 

“If the commander cares, they’re going to sit down and they’re going to dig into 
[the DEOCS results].  They’re going to say, ‘Okay, these are the areas where we 

are hurting, these are the areas where we are good,’ and it gives them the 
opportunity to say, ‘Okay team, let’s sit down.  What can I do to address these 

areas?’”—Summit Participant 

When we asked the military participants to describe any changes that had occurred as a result of 
the DEOCS, both commanders and Service members reported that the majority of changes 
focused on shifts, time off, and addressing work-life balance issues.   

“Two of our crews weren’t getting their full third day off, they were coming in 
midnight the day before.  I know, almost all the crew members addressed it in the 
DEOCS, so it was changed, and they switched the day, and they made sure that 

everyone’s schedule coordinated, so everyone had the same days off, and got their 
full three days off.”—Service Member 

“We had one incident here where there was an issue with shift change and 
comments came out and then the chain of command agreed with what the problem 
was and authorized the way the shift change was commencing and it dramatically 

improved on that demographics work snap.  They love it.”—Service Member 

A few military participants reported that the DEOCS results highlighted inefficiencies regarding 
training, which commanders reviewed and addressed.  As a result, the units found that their 
unit’s command climate improved, along with their productivity level.  

“For our unit, we made a point about how training was all over the place…And 
[commanders] were like ‘Okay, so if you can go through and prove that all of the 

content is consistent between the two [trainings], basically the same content, 
nothing’s missing, then you only need to do [the training once].’”—Service 

Member 

“They also streamlined when we were doing training.  So it was one of those 
things where every single month we have a promotion and recognition ceremony 

and our commander’s call anyway…But some of the processes for us got 
streamlined and it made it infinitely easier and a better work relationship with 
our other offices.  Where we’re leaving once a month but when we leave once a 

month, we only have to leave once a month to take care of that.”—Service 
Member 

A few military participants also gave examples of how the DEOCS highlighted hostile or 
discriminating workplace behaviors that were creating a negative command climate.  The results 
allowed commanders to correct these behaviors, thereby improving their command climate. 
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“I saw one instance where a commander was inadvertently discriminating, if you 
will.  Didn’t know he was doing it, didn’t mean to do it, but once it was brought to 

his attention, he immediately corrected.  He was actually pretty embarrassed 
about it because he didn’t realize it.”—Commander 

“I had a situation where one of my company areas, the NCO was degrading 
soldiers and after conducting the survey, the command leadership they’re not 
down there with the soldiers all the time, they don’t hear, they don’t see.  But 

what came out of that survey, the NCO that was degrading soldiers, that could 
mean he made a change and now the morale of that company improved 

drastically.”—Service Member 

Actionability of Short Answer and Locally Developed Questions 

As discussed previously, commanders and Army EOAs found the responses provided to the 
SAQs and LDQs to be more actionable than the core multiple-choice items, particularly the 
SAQs, because they allowed for clearer interpretation, examples of problematic areas, and other 
concerns related directly to their unit.  Commanders and Army EOAs also noted that, although 
these questions were much easier to act upon, they were more time consuming to review, digest, 
and interpret due simply to the length of the responses.   

“I think the questions at the end, locally developed questions and the short 
answer questions…The DEOCS itself is kind of hard to read and they can just 

scroll right down to those questions and most of the individuals that speak, that 
provide those answers are providing not only what’s going wrong with the 
organization, but ways to fix the organization.”—Army Equal Opportunity 

Advisor 

Disciplinary Action as a Result of Defense Organizational Climate Survey 

When asked if commanders should face disciplinary action for negative DEOCS results, the 
majority of summit and military focus group participants said no, although some Service 
members felt they should.  Participants across populations generally communicated that a pattern 
of negative DEOCS results should lead to an investigation of the issues behind the results.  
According to these participants, this provides a source of accountability for commanders through 
the DEOCS without being too reactionary.  Some summit participants expanded on this and 
noted the DEOCS 4.1 could also be used as an instrument for self-awareness and professional 
development.   

“I guess it depends on the severity of the reports.  If someone is having horrible 
reports every single time and nothing’s changing, then you got to shift 

something.”—Service Member 
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“But the important thing is that it is not used for grading the command, because 
once you start doing that, then there’s reluctance to participate, and you don’t 

start reporting things…”—Summit Participant 

“If we start down that rabbit hole, I think the survey is going to become a 
weaponized tool because people can put whatever they want, they can answer it 

however they’d like…”—Army Equal Opportunity Advisor 

One Service member described an experience in which DEOCS results led to a commander and 
other leaders being removed because of their poor leadership.  However, most summit and 
military participants believed that the results should not be punitive.  One summit participant 
explained that associating this tool with negativity could disincentivize commanders from 
requesting a DEOCS for their unit.  For example, a commander who believes they will receive 
negative DEOCS results and knows that they could receive disciplinary action for a negative 
report may be less likely to prioritize administering a DEOCS within their unit, even if they 
could really benefit from soliciting feedback during a difficult time for the unit. 

“I have a completely different outlook on the DEOCS survey…We’ve actually had 
commanders removed from their position within the last year because they 

weren’t commanding correctly.  I’ve personally had my E-8 removed from her 
position because of commanding incorrectly or she was not being that chief to us 

that we needed.”—Service Member 

Discussion 

DEOCS stakeholders who participated in the summit as well as military focus groups provided a 
variety of insights on DEOCS survey administration, content, reporting, and follow-on actions.  
These insights impacted all aspects of the DEOCS redesign, as well as our plans for future 
enhancements.  Overall, the majority of summit and military focus group participants were 
aligned in defining the purpose and goal of the DEOCS as a tool for commanders, and were wary 
of changes that would turn the DEOCS into a “report card.”  Many participants saw value in the 
survey, but stressed that it was only valuable if leveraged correctly to positively impact a unit’s 
command climate.  Most summit and military participants also expressed the need to improve 
DEOCS messaging and outreach strategy to clearly communicate the survey’s purpose, 
encourage participation, and address participants’ anonymity concerns. 

Nearly all participants we spoke with believed that the level of engagement of the commander 
and other leadership overseeing the DEOCS was directly tied to the overall response rates and 
subsequent impact of the survey.  For example, summit and military focus group participants 
reported that having leadership clearly communicate the purpose and goals of the DEOCS and 
ensure that their unit had time to take the survey greatly improved response rates.  By contrast, 
commanders and leadership who viewed the survey as a “check” on the to-do list and did not 
encourage participation saw lower response rates.  The most prominent barriers to completing 
the survey were having access to computers, quality internet access, and sufficient time during 
the day to take the survey.  To address these barriers, several summit and military participants 
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requested that the DEOCS be easily accessed via a mobile device and allow participants to take 
the survey across multiple sessions.   

When discussing the survey structure and content, most summit and military focus group 
participants agreed that the current DEOCS 4.1 is too long and seemingly redundant both within 
the survey and with other DoD surveys.  Service members also reported that while they generally 
enjoyed responding to SAQs, these questions are also the most time consuming.  Furthermore, 
many of the participants found the 7-point response options to be overwhelming.   

When asked if the DEOCS 4.1 measures command climate effectively, summit and military 
focus group participants provided a variety of responses.  Some participants stated that command 
climate is too vague and difficult to interpret and that the DEOCS did not adequately capture this 
complex topic, while others disagreed and reported that the survey measures command climate 
effectively.  Several summit and military participants also discussed a lack of question specificity 
regarding leadership levels, which caused confusion for both survey participants and unit leaders 
in interpreting the DEOCS results.  This issue is particularly salient given the emphasis 
participants placed on various aspects of leadership and leader behaviors when describing both 
positive and negative command climates, highlighting the importance of targeted leadership 
questions as part of the DEOCS redesign effort.   

Indeed, the vast majority of focus group participants provided similar descriptions of a positive 
and negative command climate, often focusing on leaders.  Positive command climates included 
those with supportive, transparent, available leaders who were highly communicative and 
encouraged trust and cohesion within the unit.  Many participants also agreed that leadership’s 
support and encouragement of professional development opportunities contributed to a positive 
command climate.  Conversely, negative command climates lacked clear communication, 
ignored problematic behavior, and had leaders who were unavailable and unsupportive.  These 
descriptions of positive and negative command climate were highly informative and an important 
part of the selection process for developing the content of DEOCS 5.0 (Chapter 6).    

When discussing the DEOCS 4.1 report for commanders, a common issue expressed by both 
commanders and summit participants was the difficulty associated with digesting and 
interpreting DEOCS 4.1 results.  Additionally, although commanders reported that short answer 
results took more time to digest than the multiple-choice results, they did find this information 
easier to interpret and act upon, and generally quite useful.   

When discussing actions springing from the DEOCS, the feedback from summit and military 
focus group participants varied.  Although nearly all focus group participants agreed that it was 
important to brief the unit on the DEOCS results, only about two-thirds of participants we spoke 
with had seen the results of their unit’s survey.  A few participants were able to provide 
examples of changes that occurred within their unit because of the DEOCS, such as schedule 
changes to improve work-life balance, whereas many others indicated they had never seen 
changes as a result of the DEOCS.  To increase buy-in and response rates, and to maximize the 
utility of the DEOCS as a tool, several summit and military participants noted the importance of 
not only sharing the results with the unit, but also leveraging the results to positively impact the 
unit’s command climate.  Relatedly, most participants believed that commanders should not face 
disciplinary action for a single poor DEOCS result; however, many of these participants also 
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reported that commanders should be held accountable for consistently poor DEOCS reports, or 
for failing to act in response to poor DEOCS results.   

In the next chapter, we describe our efforts to collect additional data directly from Service 
members through the DEOCS redesign survey, which included both qualitative and quantitative 
input from the field. 
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Chapter 3:   
Defense Organizational Climate Survey Redesign Survey 

Dr. Austin Lawhead, Dr. Adon Neria, Dr. Rachel Clare, Dr. Ashlea Klahr, Dr. Julia Dahl,  
Kasmita Miran, Brittany Owen, Kimberly Hylton, Dr. Jonathan Schreiner 

Introduction 

One of the most important stakeholders that the Office of People Analytics (OPA) considered 
during the redesign process was Service members themselves.  Although Service members do 
not often get to see Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) results, they are the source 
of these data and are privy to the transformative effects the survey can have by providing 
commanders with actionable insights about their unit.  In order to collect data from Service 
members, OPA conducted focus groups (Chapter 2).  But, as a survey and research organization, 
we also understand the value in providing participants the opportunity to provide truly 
anonymous feedback.   

In order to collect this feedback, OPA conducted a survey of DEOCS participants assessing 
survey content, user experience issues, and accessibility.  To do so, we leveraged the DEOCS 4.1 
research block between March and April of 2020.  Service members and DoD civilians who took 
the DEOCS 4.1 during this period could voluntarily opt into this secondary survey about the 
DEOCS 4.1 itself and its administration.  The DEOCS research block has been used in the past 
by the Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute (DEOMI) and OPA to test new items 
and scales prior to adding them to the core DEOCS.  Survey data collected via the DEOCS 
research block were provided to the survey operator (i.e., OPA) and were not included in the 
unit’s DEOCS report.  This effort was a unique opportunity to collect information directly from a 
large number of DEOCS survey participants who provided insight into what they appreciated or 
disliked about the DEOCS while those issues were fresh at hand.  This provided additional 
breadth beyond the information that was collected from Service members via the DEOCS 
redesign focus groups. 

The DEOCS redesign survey consisted of three waves of questions fielded consecutively on the 
DEOCS research block.  The questions within each wave corresponded to three separate yet 
often overlapping and entangled domains of interest for OPA:  survey content, survey 
administration, and user experience.  These three waves were fielded in two-week long periods 
in order to collect approximately 3,000 responses for each wave of questions.  Each wave 
contained both multiple-choice and open-ended questions.  Simple descriptive statistics were 
calculated for the multiple-choice questions.  In order to analyze the open-ended questions, we 
used a series of data science text analytic methods to analyze and synthesize a large volume of 
text data quickly and efficiently and used this output as a “jumping-off” point to employ more 
traditional qualitative research techniques for further analysis.  Results from this effort informed 
all aspects of the DEOCS redesign described in this report, as well as future planned 
enhancements. 

The current chapter describes the methodology employed in the DEOCS redesign survey, the 
results from this effort, and a brief discussion of implications for the DEOCS redesign. 
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Methods 

The redesign survey used a convenience sample of DEOCS participants.  After participants 
completed the DEOCS, they were given the option to launch the research block portion of the 
DEOCS to respond to the redesign survey.  Results from the redesign survey were available to 
OPA, but were not included in the results provided to commanders.  Results from the DEOCS 
research block were not weighted and are not representative of the entire population of DoD 
military members and civilians.   

Table 2 shows the fielding schedule for each wave of the redesign survey.  Each wave was 
offered to all DEOCS participants during the three fielding periods, which closed after 
approximately 3,000 responses were collected per wave.  Each wave consisted of a mix of 
multiple-choice and open-ended questions, resulting in a total of 44 questions across the three 
waves.   

Table 2.  
DEOCS Redesign Survey Fielding Schedule 

Fielding Period Multiple-Choice Questions Open-Ended Questions Total Questions 
09 March to 13 March 9 6 15 
20 March to 02 April 10 4 14 
14 April to 24 April 13 2 15 
 

Participants 

Across all three waves, a total of 9,019 Service members and DoD civilians accessed the 
DEOCS redesign survey via the research block.  Participants opted into the survey after they 
completed the DEOCS 4.1.  All participants to the DEOCS during the data collection period 
were invited to participate in the redesign survey.  Table 3 shows the demographic composition 
of the participants who provided at least one closed-ended response, split across the three waves. 

Defense Organizational Climate Survey Redesign Survey Items 

The DEOCS redesign survey effort was intended to collect actionable information that could be 
used to inform decisions during the redesign process as well as to collect metrics for assessing 
the impact of the redesign on participants, including questions about user satisfaction with the 
survey content and the survey process.  These data will also serve as benchmarks for examining 
the impact of the DEOCS redesign.  A similar survey will be fielded again in 2021 to compare 
user satisfaction before and after the redesign.  The full survey instrument is available in 
Appendix L. 
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Table 3.  
DEOCS Redesign Survey Respondents Demographic Profile 

Demographic Group Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 N % N % N % 
Total 3,006 100% 2,999 100% 3,009 100% 
Component 
Active 1,940 65% 2,048 68% 1,752 58% 
Guard 383 13% 362 12% 477 16% 
Reserve 344 11% 249 8% 497 17% 
Civilian 297 10% 282 9% 175 6% 
Did not identify 42 1% 58 2% 108 4% 
Service (Military Only) 
Army 1,432 54% 1,579 59% 1,776 64% 
Navy 383 14% 345 13% 260 10% 
Marine Corps 486 18% 565 21% 591 21% 
Air Force 302 11% 144 5% 118 4% 
Coast Guard 69 3% 36 1% 12 <1% 
Did not identify 0 <1% 0 <1% 0 <1% 
Paygrade (Military Only) 
Enlisted 2,338 88% 2,351 88% 2,416 88% 
Officer 334 13% 318 12% 341 12% 
Did not identify 0 <1% 0 <1% 0 <1% 
Gender 
Male 2,476 82% 2,505 84% 2,523 84% 
Female 528 18% 494 17% 479 16% 
Did not identify 2 <1% 0 <1% 7 <1% 
Race/Ethnicity 
Non-Hispanic White 1,441 48% 1,446 48% 1,487 49% 
Minority 1,126 37% 1,133 38% 1,134 38% 
Did not identify 439 15% 420 14% 388 13% 
Note.  Numbers and percentages are participants with at least one usable closed-ended response or comment included in analyses. 

The questions asked during each wave of the redesign survey were categorized into three 
subjects.  First, questions concerning DEOCS survey content were intended to inquire about 
whether Service members believe that the types of issues that the DEOCS 4.1 covers (broadly 
capturing sexual assault prevention and response, organizational effectiveness, and equal 
opportunity) are important for a unit climate survey.  Second, questions concerning the survey 
administration were intended to inquire about issues related to the process of fielding a DEOCS, 
including outreach and accessibility as well as the degree to which Service members believe the 
climate assessment process can yield practical changes to unit culture.  And third, questions 
concerning user experience were intended to inquire about issues related to the survey-taking 
experience, including the survey layout, question text, timing of the survey, mobile optimization, 
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and the burden of the survey.  We particularly sought to understand what parts of the survey 
process could be improved by understanding how participants interacted with the survey and 
participants’ perceptions of the role of the DEOCS in their unit or organization.  For example, we 
asked participants whether they had ever been briefed by a leader on their DEOCS results and if 
they expected to be briefed on the results of the DEOCS they just completed.  Finally, we used 
multiple-choice questions to obtain practical information about how DEOCS users take the 
survey, including questions regarding the best way to reach participants (e.g., DoD e-mail, 
personal e-mail, text) and whether participants would prefer to take the survey on a mobile 
device.  We also asked participants whether they answered the questions honestly and if they 
feared retaliation because of their responses.  Although these results were not generalizable, as 
they were not scientifically sampled and weighted, these questions provided OPA with important 
contextual and operational information that was essential to the redesign process. 

Defense Organizational Climate Survey Demographic Variables 

We analyzed quantitative results from the DEOCS research block separately by demographic 
group, including component, Service, paygrade, gender, and race/ethnicity.  The variables used 
for these analyses are described below. 

Component 

Participants who identified as military members on the DEOCS (Q4) were also asked to indicate 
their current status in their military unit (Component) among six options (Q9), including active 
duty member, traditional guardsman (drilling), guardsman on active duty, traditional reservist 
(drilling), reservist on active duty, and not applicable (N/A).  The two reservist and guardsmen 
statuses (traditional and active duty) were collapsed, respectively, and civilians were retained as 
a separate category in order to create a four-level Component variable for analysis (Active, 
Guard, Reserve, and Civilian).   

Service 

Participants who identified as military members on the DEOCS were also asked to indicate their 
branch of Service (Q8)—Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, and Coast Guard.  Civilians 
were not asked to identify their branch, and thus results by Service are reflective of military 
members only.  

Paygrade 

Participants who identified as military members on the DEOCS were then asked to indicate their 
paygrade (Q7) among six options:  E1–E3, E4–E6, E7–E9, WO1–CW5, O1–O3, and O4+.  For 
simplicity and sample size reasons, we created two paygrade groupings:  for Enlisted personnel 
(E1–E9) and Officer personnel (W1–O4+).  Participants who identified as civilians were asked to 
indicate their paygrade (Q5) among six options.  For simplicity and sample size reasons, results 
for civilians were not analyzed separately by paygrade. 

Gender 

Participants were asked to indicate their sex (Q1) as either Male or Female.  
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Race/Ethnicity 

The DEOCS contained two questions that assessed race and ethnicity (Q2–Q3).  For race and 
ethnicity, participants were classified based on self-reported categories consistent with 
requirements of the Standards for Maintaining, Collecting, and Presenting Federal Data on Race 
and Ethnicity (1997).  The definitions for racial/ethnic categories are describe below. 

• Non-Hispanic White:  Members who identify as only White and not 
Spanish/Hispanic/Latino. 

• Total Minority:  Members who identify as one or more of the races other than White 
and/or identify as Spanish/Hispanic/Latino. 

• Black:  Members who identify as only Black with regard to race and who do not 
identify as Spanish/Hispanic/Latino. 

• Hispanic:  Members who identify as Spanish/Hispanic/Latino regardless of what 
racial group they may also identify as. 

• AIAN:  Members who identify as only American Indian/Alaska Native (AIAN) with 
regard to race and who do not identify as Spanish/Hispanic/Latino. 

• Asian:  Members who identify as only Asian with regard to race and who do not 
identify as Spanish/Hispanic/Latino. 

• NHPI:  Members who identify as Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (NHPI) with 
regard to race and who do not identify as Spanish/Hispanic/Latino. 

• Two or More Races:  Members who identify as more than one race and who do not 
identify as Spanish/Hispanic/Latino. 

• Did not identify (DNI):  Participants who did not provide enough questions to 
determine their race/ethnicity. 

For simplicity and sample size reasons, data were analyzed for two groups:  Non-Hispanic White 
members (members who identify as only White and not Spanish/Hispanic/Latino) and total 
Minority members (all other groups combined).   

Defense Organizational Climate Survey Redesign Survey Analyses 

Convenience Sample Considerations 

Data collected via the DEOCS research block represent a convenience sample of DEOCS survey 
participants.  As is the case for the overall DEOCS, the DEOCS research block does not employ 
scientific sampling and weighting procedures.  Therefore, estimates generated from these data 
represent those individuals who were given the opportunity to complete a DEOCS during the 
relevant time period, who chose to complete the DEOCS, and then who further opted into the 
DEOCS research block.  These data are not representative nor generalizable to the entire 
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population of DoD military members and civilians and should not be interpreted as such.  
Scientific survey techniques are recommended to further understand perceptions of the DEOCS 
in the DoD community. 

Descriptive Statistics 

Unweighted frequencies were calculated for all survey items at the total level (including all 
participants), and separately for demographic groups (including by Component, Service (Military 
Only), Paygrade (Military Only), Gender, and Race/Ethnicity).  Given the relatively small 
sample sizes and for ease of interpretation for the purposes of the DEOCS redesign, demographic 
groups were analyzed as follows:  Component (Active, Reserve, Guard, Civilian), Service (Army, 
Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, Coast Guard), Paygrade (Enlisted, Officer), Gender (Male, 
Female), and Race/Ethnicity (Non-Hispanic White, Minority). 

Text Analysis 

Due to the large number of responses and the short time frame of the DEOCS redesign effort, the 
analysis of the open-ended questions required the assistance of advanced text analytics to 
expedite text analysis efforts that what would otherwise require a team of qualitative analysts.  
The field of machine learning has developed text-analysis techniques called “topic modeling” 
that can be used to substantially reduce the amount of work required for an analyst to categorize 
unstructured text comments.  These techniques work by converting text into numerical data and 
training a computer algorithm to “read” these data, which can be done considerably faster than 
by a team of analysts.  The results of such analyses are numerical summaries and representative 
examples of comments that an analyst can use to draw inferences about the whole data set.   

Traditional topic modeling generally involves three phases.  First, data preparation is conducted 
to convert every comment into numerical data containing information about which words were 
used in a given comment (out of every single word that every single commenter used).  The 
process of data preparation is crucial to the overall results and performance of the final models; 
additional information about this step is described in forthcoming sections.  Second, using this 
numerical information, relationships are identified between different words that tend to be used 
together.  These relationships, or “word distributions,” are organized into “topics” when certain 
words are identified that occur very frequently together and very infrequently with other words.  
The entire data set is analyzed to identify and define a set number of topics that are expected to 
exist within a set of comments.  Third, the individual comments are analyzed to assign them to 
the topics that were just defined.  For the purpose of this analysis, we used latent Dirichlet 
analysis (LDA), which assumes that people can discuss many different concepts in one 
statement, so individual comments can be assigned to multiple different topics.   

Data Preparation 

Conducting any kind of topic modeling requires substantial preprocessing of the data before they 
can be entered into a text analysis program.  For this analysis, we used the R statistical 
programming environment, which has packages specifically written for topic modeling.23  Using 

 
23 This analysis used open-source R packages called: tidyverse, readxl, data.table, tm, text2vec, SnowballC, 
topicmodels, and rmpfr. 
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these packages, the following text processing procedures were conducted to make DEOCS text 
data suitable for analysis.  Uniformity is an important factor in ensuring that the algorithm will 
recognize different instances of the same word so all text documents were converted to 
lowercase (otherwise the words Kick and kick would be recognized as different words).  
Similarly, words are “stemmed” to remove prefixes and suffixes from similar words.  This 
ensures words like kicks, kicked, and kicking are all converted to kick.  Special attention was 
given to contractions; words that are commonly used together in a contraction were converted to 
a contraction (e.g., do not to don’t; can not to cannot; must not to can’t; and did not to didn’t).  
Additionally, to avoid confusing the algorithm, extraneous characters like punctuation (including 
apostrophes and hyphens) and numbers were removed from all comments.  In summary, all 
capitalization, variations of the same word, and non-alphabetical characters were removed except 
for spaces to achieve uniformity prior to analyses.   

Notably, because the analyses involved identifying patterns of word usage and identifying the 
frequency that certain words are used by groups of commenters, there is a premium placed on 
words that impart meaning that is important to the analyses being conducted.  For this reason, 
several procedures were conducted to remove words that were not likely to convey meaning to 
the analyses.  The first such process involved removing grammatical operators (e.g., 
conjunctions like for, and, nor, but, or, yet, and so) as well as 571 so-called “stop words” from 
the “SMART Stop Word List” (including words like actually, before, concerning, did, every, 
etc.).24  Stop words are generally considered to convey little to no meaning to a text and would 
otherwise be overlooked by human coders when trying to extract themes from a text document.  
Stop words are removed when conducting topic modeling to avoid forcing the computer to 
process large amounts of meaningless words, increasing processing time and load, as well as to 
avoid introducing spurious information into the algorithm.  Similarly, words that were less than 
three characters long were removed to further reduce the requirement to process meaningless 
text.  Finally, words that only appeared in a single comment were removed because words that 
are only used by one participant will not load on topics identified and thus do not contribute to 
the analyses.25 

Data Set Creation 

Once the data are preprocessed to reduce the amount of spurious information that is introduced 
to the algorithm, a series of procedures are conducted to the raw data to create the analytic data 
set called a Document Term Matrix (DTM), which serves as the input for the LDA.  The 
configuration of these DTMs is key to the performance of the LDA and generally consists of a 
very large mathematical matrix where the rows represent individual comments (or “documents”), 
the columns represent every single word (or “term”) that was used across all the comments, and 
the individual cells are represented by counts of the number of times a word was used within a 
comment.  However, combinations of words may impart more meaning when they appear 
together than they would when they appear apart from each other.   

 
24 A full list of these SMART stop words can be found at http://www.lextek.com/manuals/onix/stopwords2.html.  
25 Higher thresholds can be used, such as ensuring that all words being analyzed can be found in more than two, 
three, four, or however many other comments before they are analyzed; one is generally considered the minimum. 

http://www.lextek.com/manuals/onix/stopwords2.html
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One possible configuration of a DTM may involve treating common “bigrams” (two-word 
combinations like “bad morale” or “restricted report”) or “trigrams” (three-word combinations 
like “sexual assault prevention” or “work life balance”) as individual words rather than separate 
words.  When multiple-word combinations like bigrams or trigrams are included into the 
analyses they are called “terms.”  Further, several different weighting procedures exist that can 
be used to assign differential importance to terms according to how frequently they appear within 
versus across comments.  One such weighting procedure that was used included this analysis 
called term-frequency inverse-document-frequency (TFIDF), which weighs the frequency count 
of individual words within the cells of the DTM against the inverse of the number of different 
comments the term appears in.  So, the weighted frequency of terms that appear in fewer 
comments is reduced while the weighted frequency of terms that appear in more comments is 
increased.   

When a weighting procedure is used to adjust the frequency counts of the terms found within a 
DTM, the data set is referred to as a wDTM (i.e., weighted-DTM).  The selection of how to 
configure a DTM, or whether to use a wDTM to extract topics, is driven entirely by experience.  
The analyst cannot know until they have conducted an exhaustive number of similar analyses on 
extremely similar forms of text-data (because text-data varies so widely) how best to configure a 
DTM for their problem set.  For this reason, the decision was made to conduct analyses using 
both DTMs and wDTMs configured using only unigrams, only bigrams, only trigrams, and all 
possible combinations thereof.  The configuration with the best statistical properties (to be 
discussed) was carried forward to a final set of analyses that are discussed in full in the results 
section of this chapter. 

Topic Extraction 

The process of extracting topics using LDA is highly technical.  LDA is a “generative 
probabilistic model” that uses the data that are fed into it (in this case, the comments) as the basis 
for generating probability distributions regarding the components within the data (in this case, 
information about the words in the comments).  The LDA algorithm analyzes word distributions 
(or groups of words that tend to occur frequently together and very infrequently with other 
words) and defines topics according to a series of complex probability estimates for every single 
word in the entire data set, based upon the actual words the participants used in their individual 
comments.  So, in this case, words that participants used frequently together, or are used 
frequently by certain demographic groups, have higher probabilities than other words.  LDA 
assumes that there exists a set number of topics across the whole data set, and that every 
individual word has an unknown probability of belonging to one of these topics.  So there are 
two sets of probabilities:  (A) known probabilities of words that Service members used when 
they submitted comments, and (B) unknown probabilities of words associated with the topics 
that the Service members talked about in their comments.  Broadly speaking, LDA takes 
information about A to estimate B.   

Defining the number of topics for LDA to extract is crucial to the function of the algorithm, and 
similar to deciding upon the configuration of the DTM, it is controlled entirely by the analyst 
who must evaluate the statistical performance of several different models evaluating several 
different numbers of topics.  For the purposes of this analysis, we ran 49 different models 
estimating probabilities for two to 50 topics.  Moreover, we iterated each of these 49 models 
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1,000 times to investigate a total of 49,000 different configurations of topic assignments.  This 
number is multiplied by six when taken together with the number of different DTM and wDTM 
configurations that were considered, resulting in 294,000 models that were analyzed as part of 
this effort.26 

Model Evaluation 

The property of generative probabilistic models, such as LDAs, to make unique inferences of 
data that are being analyzed—using the data that are being analyzed—means that there is 
frequently no objective standard by which one may evaluate such a model’s performance.  Other 
variations on LDA have been created in which analysts are able to define parameters according 
to the kinds of relationships that they would expect, given their prior experience with a specific 
problem or with the kinds of data that are being analyzed.  However, where there is no prior 
experience to guide analysts, as is the case here and in much of the data science literature, the 
traditional standard is generalizability (or, replicability).  That is, splitting the data into test and 
holdout samples, running similar procedures on each, and comparing how similar the results 
yielded from the test and holdout samples are to each other.  Several metrics exist that evaluate 
the similarity of test and holdout models for the purposes of identifying the appropriate number 
of topics to extract from an LDA.  However, most are computationally intensive, especially 
where there are a large number of configurations being run, as was the case for this project.  For 
this reason, the present research used the harmonic mean of the log likelihood (HMLL), a highly 
popular metric that trades off computational accuracy for greater efficiency and interpretability. 

Originally proposed by Newton and Raftery (1994), the HMLL provides quick approximations 
of larger-scale Bayesian posterior probability distributions—such as those generated by an 
LDA—summarized into a single integer (usually in negative space).  A collection of these 
integers can then be used across a large number of configurations of an LDA model as a 
shorthand estimation of the degree to which a particular configuration of a model generalizes 
across test and holdout samples.  Subsequent research finds variability in the approximations that 
are yielded using HMLL, as other metrics are more precise if more computationally intensive 
(Wallach et al., 2009).  However, use of HMLL remains popular for its speed and ease of use.  
For the purposes of this research, a set of HMLL integers was generated for each configuration 
of the data per question asked of the participants and graphed into 72 instances of the following 
graph displayed in Figure 6. 

Figure 6 illustrates that for a single question and a single configuration of the data, 50 
comparisons were run to evaluate the degree to which the LDA model produces similar results 
across test and holdout samples of the same data.  Generally, the model with the lowest HMLL 
(depicted as the highest point in the graph since the data are in negative space) are considered the 
best so the number of topics that are chosen tends to correspond to the lowest HMLL (15 in the 
case of Figure 6).  The results of these models were then visibly compared against those of other 

 
26 This does not include so-called “hyperparameters,” which, similar to the specific number of topics the LDA must 
extract, are numerical values that must be set by the analyst for a machine learning algorithm to function.  It is 
considered best practice to evaluate the performance of every hyperparameter before analyzing the results of an 
LDA.  However, doing so would have increased the number of configurations to consider from 249,000 to at least 
996,000.  Due largely to time considerations, for the purposes of this analyses, all hyperparameters were set to their 
default values by the package that was used for analysis.   
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models with approximately similar HMLL values and the topic model that yielded the most 
intuitive-to-understand results were selected for analysis.  In some cases, none of the models 
yielded human-readable or intuitive models for which no topic models were selected for further 
analysis.  This occurred for question 14 of the first deployment, questions 11, 12, and 14 for the 
second deployment, and questions 14 and 15 for the final deployment. 

Figure 6.  
Latent Dirichlet Analysis (LDA) Topic Model 

 
 

Results Summary 

A topic modeling algorithm can output results in a number of flexible formats to conform to the 
requirements of the analyst who will be synthesizing the results.  In this case, the result of these 
processes emphasized term-frequencies for each of the open-ended questions to highlight 
commonalities in the language Service members used when responding to the survey.  Each 
question yielded a term-frequency matrix (TFM), which lists the most frequent terms (usually, 
bigrams) identified for each question, a topic-word distribution (TWD), which lists the individual 
terms and their probability of being associated with each of the topics identified by the LDA, and 
a topic-comment distribution (TCD), which shows each comments’ probability of being 
associated with each topic.  The LDA algorithm could only produce topic models when the 
Service members’ responses were sufficiently long (in terms of word count) and contained 
enough variation in the terminology used that the algorithm could make associations between 
participants.  Topic models were produced, when the data warranted, resulting in 69 total models 
representing nine of the 12 total open-ended questions asked.27  That is, for these nine questions, 
a set of topics was identified and extracted by the algorithm (ranging from 10 to 13 topics per 
question) and the top (most frequent) words per topic were outputted showing their probabilistic 
prevalence.  These topic models allowed for OPA researchers to examine these “topics” for 
coherence in order to make data-informed judgments about the “themes” presented.  Analysts 

 
27 In the instances when a model was not produced, it was often because the responses were not long enough; for 
example, many one-word responses.   
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used these topic models in conjunction with the TFM, TWD, and in particular, the TCD 
mentioned above, to get a sense of the associations the algorithm was able to make across the 
entire data set.  The “topics” that were extracted were used to identify a set of overarching 
“themes” that were present across the set of comments and were used to inform the qualitative 
analyses described below.  

Qualitative Analysis 

Due to constraints in the size and scope of the corpus (number of responses and length of 
responses), many of the topic models did not possess high levels of coherence.  This is not 
uncommon in the topic modeling literature and analysts are free to discard individual topics and 
associations that the algorithm makes when they do not make sense.  We used a combination of 
prior contextual knowledge with the results of the topic models, TFM, and TCD to analyze the 
data and interpret the results.  Although there were 69 topic models produced, not all of them 
were equivalent in coherence or novelty.  Many were repetitive or lacked ontological 
consistency.  Because of this, we employed a process that combined the robust curative capacity 
of the topic modeling with the critical knowledge and subject matter expertise of an OPA 
qualitative researcher.  

The process began by examining the topic models that were produced for each open-ended 
question and then attempting to infer overall themes from output identified as a “topic” by the 
LDA output.  Each open-ended question produced between 0 and 13 “topics” that were modeled 
by the aforementioned LDA process.  A sample of the output is shown below in Figure 7.  The 
output of the LDA process looks like a bar chart with the posterior probabilities of the terms on 
the X axis and a list of terms that were “grouped” on the Y axis.  To understand these diagrams, 
the analyst first looked at the terms on the Y axis and grouped them thematically and based on 
the valence of the question (e.g., “What do you think should be included on the survey?” or 
“What do you think should not be included?”).  Once the analyst had grouped the key “terms” of 
that topic, they reviewed the topic frequency table as well as the topics totals table in order to see 
how well the identified bigrams and unigrams were represented in the comments.  Additionally, 
the OPA analyst read through all raw comments from that question to ensure that their 
understanding of the key topics was correct and to identify if the program had missed anything.  
This process was done for each topic model generated.  Then, overall topics were sorted by 
question and organized by categories generated by the analyst.  This produced thematic results 
by question, but also incorporated the frequency of any outstanding unigrams or bigrams that 
appeared in the responses in the term frequency table (e.g., although it was not necessarily a 
“theme,” the term “morale” appeared frequently and was thus included as a standalone topic).  

The overall qualitative methodology used to interpret the topic model and term frequency data 
was based on Glaser’s and Strauss’ (1967) grounded theory practice of the constant comparative 
method, which involves comparing one piece of data (i.e., text) to another to determine 
similarities and differences.  Similar data are then grouped together into categories based on the 
researchers’ prior knowledge of the subject matter (Charmaz, 2014).  This method provided the 
ability to uncover patterns and continuities in what was otherwise an incredibly large and 
idiosyncratic data set.  An example of this overall process is illustrated in Figure 7. 
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Figure 7.  
Sample LDA Output 

 
 

Sample Qualitative Process with Topic Model Output and Themes 

Figure 7 is one topic generated from the LDA output for the responses to the research block 
question, “What else do you think the survey should ask about but wasn’t covered?”  Note the 
various bigrams generated by the topic modeling and their posterior probabilities.   

This was just one of 12 “topics” outputted by the LDA process for this question.  This topic had 
a decent amount of coherence, but not all of the bigrams were necessarily related in meaningful 
ways.  In order to make sense of this output, the analyst sought out these bigrams within the 
comments themselves to understand how they appeared contextually.  You can see that the 
bigram “quality_life” (quality of life) had the highest posterior probability within this matrix, 
meaning that it had high associations with other bigrams produced.  Upon reading all of the 
comments, the analyst systematically organized the comments by both the bigrams represented 
here and created categories, or “codes,” that fit with the contextual information.  So, for example, 
a category was created for “quality of life” and associated with terms within the comments 
themselves that were related.  These included items like “home life,” “day to day life,” and 
“physical fitness,” which are also represented by identified bigrams.  These categories were 
generated for all topics that appeared within a particular question and when there was overlap 
with other topics, this was noted.  These sorts of categorizations were done for each question 
and, eventually, were incorporated across questions with similar valences (e.g., “What is 
important?” as opposed to “What is not important?”).  Each question on the survey produced an 
LDA output that had many potential “themes” that needed to be analyzed for coherence and 
organized like the ones mentioned above.  This analysis resulted in multiple overarching themes 
that ran across questions and comments (discussed below) and key words (like “morale”) that 
appeared repeatedly as either bigrams or unigrams, signaling their importance for consideration.  



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Redesign Survey 69 
 

Results 

Below we describe the results of descriptive analyses of the closed-ended (i.e., multiple-choice) 
questions on the research block, followed by a description of the results from the open-ended 
comments.  These results informed all aspects of the DEOCS redesign, from the survey 
administration system to the survey content to reporting. 

Closed-Ended Results 

Below we highlight key findings from the closed-ended questions.  The full results are available 
in Appendix M.  As noted above, these are unweighted data and the results only represent the 
views of those who completed the optional DEOCS research block.  Although we cannot 
quantify how much these views may diverge from the total population, it is important to keep in 
mind that these individuals chose to complete the DEOCS first, and then these individuals 
further chose to complete a set of optional additional questions after completing the core 
DEOCS.  Thus, we might assume that the individuals who responded to these questions are more 
favorable toward surveys generally, and/or the DEOCS specifically, and/or have fewer barriers 
to completing surveys (which may include but are not limited to time constraints, IT-related 
limitations, contact limitations that impact recruitment, and other operational considerations that 
are particularly relevant in a military context).  We are unable to quantify or correct for the bias 
in these findings that arise as a result.  Nevertheless, these findings represent another window 
through which to understand perceptions of the DEOCS, and taken together with other 
information (e.g., focus groups, stakeholder interviews, and the open-ended qualitative survey 
responses), help to provide a more complete, albeit imperfect, picture of Service members’ and 
DoD civilians’ perceptions and priorities with respect to the DEOCS.   

Although we examined results separately by demographic group, we did not test whether these 
differences were statistically significant.  Any differences between groups should be interpreted 
with caution. 

Survey Administration and User Experience 

Survey Access 

Several questions were designed to capture information regarding how people accessed the 
DEOCS and whether they encountered any challenges in doing so.  This information is critical 
for ensuring the survey is accessible and removing as many barriers to response as possible.   

Results suggested few challenges with the recruitment and log in process (remember, however, 
that this is among those who successfully completed the survey).  Specifically, the majority of 
participants indicated the way they were notified about the survey made sense (79%), and most 
people understood why they had been asked to take the survey (79%).  In addition, the majority 
of participants (80%) agreed the log in process was reasonable.  Survey administrators play a 
crucial role in recruitment and outreach for the DEOCS, and indeed more than half of 
participants indicated appreciation for the role of the Equal Opportunity Advisor (EOA) or 
survey administrator in the DEOCS administration process (55%), although many provided a 
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neutral response (34% neither agreed nor disagreed), suggesting that this role is not equally 
prominent across all organizations employing the DEOCS. 

Several questions indicated some room for improvement in user experience.  For example, one in 
five participants (20%) agreed that they encountered a computer-related challenge in completing 
the survey.  In addition, only approximately half of participants (52%) reported liking the survey 
website, whereas 40% were neutral and 8% did not like it, suggesting some room to improve 
positive perceptions of the site itself. 

Devices used to complete the survey were fairly evenly distributed across three major types, with 
32% completing it on a work/military computer, 29% completing it on a personal computer, and 
38% completing the survey on a mobile device.  However, component differences were 
noteworthy, with nearly half of active duty members completing via mobile device (49%) 
compared to only 2% of civilians.  Civilians primarily completed the survey via a work/military 
computer (75%).  The plurality of Reserve and Guard members completed via a personal 
computer (49% of guardsmen, 52% of reservists).   

The most common place for completing the survey was at off base housing (42%), followed by a 
military location (31%), on-base housing or barracks (18%), or another work location (9%).  
Again these location patterns differed notably by Component, with the plurality of active duty 
members completing the survey at a military location (42%) followed by on-base housing or 
barracks (29%), and the plurality of Reserve and Guard members and DoD civilians completing 
the survey at home off base (64% of guardsmen, 84% of reservists, 53% of civilians). 

Taken together, these results indicate there is not a one-size-fits-all best approach in terms of 
how, when, and where people take the DEOCS.  Thus, efforts to improve accessibility and 
remove barriers to access must consider the unique situations and constraints facing the many 
unique populations that the DEOCS serves.  Limiting access to the survey to military/work 
devices (e.g., by adding a CAC-enabled log in) would certainly present a significant barrier to 
response, as most participants did not access the survey via a military/work computer.  However, 
the site must be accessible from military/work computers, as approximately one-third of 
participants completed the survey this way.  Finally, mobile access is important because this was 
the device used by nearly half of active duty members.  

Survey Burden and Survey Response 

Survey length, survey burden, and survey fatigue are concerns commonly voiced by stakeholders 
and in focus groups.  However, among those who chose to complete the optional DEOCS 
research block, these concerns appeared less salient.  

The majority of participants (72%) had been asked to complete at least one other military survey 
in the past 12 months, with half (51%) being asked to complete two or more military surveys in 
addition to the DEOCS in the past year.  Civilians received fewer survey requests than military 
members did, although more than half (65%) still received at least one request in addition to the 
DEOCS. 

Nevertheless, most participants indicated the number of surveys they are asked to complete is 
“about right” (71%) and a minority (12%) indicated wanting more opportunities to give survey 
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feedback.  Seventeen percent indicated they are asked to provide too much survey feedback.  The 
perception of “too many surveys” appeared less common for Navy members (7%), women 
(11%), and DoD civilians (11%). 

Out of a list of eight factors that might convince them to take a survey, participants most often 
selected “knowing how the survey will be used to benefit my unit in the future” (31%) and 
“assurance that my responses are kept confidential” (29%) as being most effective for boosting 
their likelihood to participate.  The least endorsed factors were “a friend telling me they had 
already taken the survey” (2%), “receiving a request to take the survey from my Service Chief” 
(3%), and “receiving a text message to remind me to complete the survey” (3%).  These patterns 
were largely consistent across all demographic groups. 

Here again, it is important to recall that these results are among those who chose to complete the 
survey.  Survey fatigue may be greater among those who chose not to complete (perhaps driving 
their nonresponse), and the factors that might motivate nonresponders to participate may differ 
also.  Additional research with DEOCS nonresponders is needed.  Nevertheless, these results 
provide important insights to inform messaging to encourage DEOCS participation. 

Privacy and Anonymity 

Several questions on the survey focused on perceptions of privacy and anonymity.  Just over 
one-quarter of participants agreed they were concerned about the confidentiality of their 
responses (27%), and less than half disagreed (44%), which is striking given that these are the 
individuals who nevertheless chose to complete the DEOCS.  Across multiple similar items, 
concerns about privacy appeared higher among active duty members and also higher among 
racial/ethnic minority members compared to non-Hispanic White members, and highest among 
those who chose not to disclose their race/ethnicity (which is perhaps unsurprising as choosing 
not to disclose may have been driven by privacy concerns).  Furthermore, one in four 
participants agreed that it is risky to be totally honest about issues covered on the DEOCS (25%), 
whereas another one in four neither agreed nor disagreed with this statement (26%).   

Despite these concerns, the vast majority (86%) indicated they answered questions on the survey 
honestly, which was largely consistent across demographic groups. 

Follow-On Actions and Accountability 

Finally, multiple questions about the DEOCS process focused on perceptions of outcomes and 
follow-on actions after the DEOCS is completed.  In general, results suggest room for 
improvement in ensuring DEOCS results are shared with unit members and used to inform 
action.  For example, slightly less than half of participants agreed that commanders (in general) 
use information from surveys like the DEOCS to inform their decision making (47%).     

Several questions focused on expectations regarding the outcomes of the DEOCS the participant 
had just completed.  Only approximately half of survey participants were confident that they 
would be briefed on the survey results (51%).  Somewhat more favorably, more than half of 
participants (62%) believed their commander will use information from the survey to improve 
the unit, although nearly one in four neither agreed nor disagreed (24%) and 15% disagreed.  
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Beyond the unit commander, approximately half (52%) agreed that the answers on the survey 
will be used by higher-level leadership to improve the climate of their unit. 

Respondents were also asked about their previous experiences with DEOCS follow-on actions, 
including whether their current commander or any of their previous commanders ever talked 
with the unit about issues raised in a DEOCS.  Almost two-thirds of participants (63%) said 
“yes,” whereas over one-third of participants (37%) said “no.”  Finally, when asked whether a 
commander had ever shared an action plan to address issues raised in a DEOCS, 56% indicated 
“yes” while 44% indicated “no.” 

Survey Content 

Several of the survey questions were designed to provide insight into perceptions of the content 
of the DEOCS.  On the whole, these indicated high levels of satisfaction with DEOCS content, 
with some room for improvements.  First, the majority of participants (74%) indicated the 
questions on the survey were clear and easy to understand.  In addition, most believed the survey 
asked about important issues that their commander needs to know about (72%).  Women (81%) 
appeared more likely than men (70%) to agree. 

Across all demographic groups, a majority of participants agreed that the issues raised on the 
survey should be monitored by higher-level leadership (66%), with approximately one-third 
strongly agreeing (33%).  However, approximately one-quarter of participants (26%) indicated 
“neither agree nor disagree,” suggesting some degree of ambivalence on this topic.  
Approximately one in 10 (9%) disagreed.  These patterns were largely consistent across 
demographic groups. 

One-quarter of participants (25%) indicated there were problems in their unit that were not asked 
about on the survey, whereas one-third (34%) provided a neutral response.  Less than half (41%) 
disagreed, which suggests some opportunity to improve coverage of the DEOCS in terms of 
topic areas.  Our analysis of the open-ended comments, described in the following section, 
provided rich data regarding Service member perceptions of important topics to cover on the 
DEOCS, including what topics were seen as missing in the DEOCS 4.1.   

Open-Ended Comment Results 

Although the quantitative data provided many useful insights, and will provide important pre- 
and post-metrics to compare against after the launch of DEOCS 5.0, the qualitative data were 
particularly useful during the redesign process.  We used the results from the topic modeling, 
themes, and comments from the qualitative data to gain a better and more holistic understanding 
of Service members’ views of the survey, which we then used to inform various parts of the 
process, most notably the content selection.  Below we describe the key findings. 

Survey Administration and User Experience 

Survey Access 

Respondents discussed the need to improve access to the survey.  Generally, this came down to 
IT challenges and there were hundreds of comments requesting that the survey be more “mobile 
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friendly” since many Service members lack access to computers.  In a similar vein, there were 
general concerns about IT infrastructure and access to technology.  While providing access to 
computers and the internet at military locations is generally outside the scope of the DEOCS 
redesign, making sure the platform works well on mobile devices was a priority of the DEOCS 
redesign effort. 

“Make the survey available via cell phone and have a link texted out.  You would 
reach a larger population by having the survey reachable via cell phone.  Lack of 
government computers means that soldiers at the lowest level do not check their 
e-mails often and are not put on distribution lists to receive the survey.”—Active 

Duty, Army, O1–O3, Female 

Survey Length and Survey Burden 

Somewhat contrary to what the closed-ended data would suggest, many participants who 
completed the supplementary research block survey commented that they felt that Service 
members are overly burdened with completing surveys.  This was a common response, 
particularly when we asked about potential improvements to the survey.  It was often 
recommended that we make “the survey shorter” to make the process of completing the survey 
less burdensome.  Additionally, participants had specific recommendations about which content 
and issues were most important over others (discussed more below in “content” section).  
However, there was general consensus that survey length, as a proxy for survey burden, was an 
issue. 

Importantly, although many participants discussed the length of the survey as a concern, many 
also suggested they be given more opportunity to provide context for their response in the form 
of more “open text” (open-ended questions with short answer response) opportunities and a less 
restrictive character limit (the open text portions had a 1,000 character limit). 

Privacy and Anonymity 

Echoing what we saw in the closed-ended data and in the DEOCS redesign focus groups, another 
important area of concern for participants was anonymity.  This was characterized in a number of 
different ways.  Concerns over retaliation and reprisal for submitting honest and candid feedback 
on the DEOCS survey was one of the primary themes.  This manifested in some participants 
suggesting that OPA get rid of the demographic questions, while some recommended that the 
redesign remove specific demographic questions like “rank.”  Many of the responses suggested 
that, particularly in smaller units, there is a belief that it is currently far too easy to associate 
DEOCS responses with individuals.  Some suggested that being able to see how DEOCS results 
are presented to the commander could help alleviate concerns about the results being identifiable.   

“Get rid of asking about rank, regardless of whether or not it is tracked or not the 
second you ask someone what their rank is it is automatically assumed that you 
can cross reference the rank with the comments.”—Army National Guard, E7–

E9, Male 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

74 DEOCS Redesign Survey 
 

“Commanders need to be more transparent in showing the results to sailors so 
they can understand whether or not they are truly anonymous.  Most people feel 
that reprisal would be in their future if they say how they really feel.”—Active 

Duty, Navy, E7–E9, Male 

Follow-On Actions and Accountability 

Many participants indicated a perception that there was not enough accountability for their 
commanders based on the results of the DEOCS and that they rarely, if ever, saw improvement 
after a survey was completed.  Some of these anecdotes and narratives described by participants 
were viscerally and emotionally compelling as they described their frustration with their 
command’s lack of responsiveness.  Consistent with the quantitative results, many comments 
indicated that commands were not briefing out the DEOCS results to their subordinates, which 
contributed to a high amount of dissatisfaction with the DEOCS process.  Respondents described 
how not hearing the results of the survey or failing to see actions arising from it makes unit 
members believe that their concerns are not being listened to and that their command is not 
taking the survey seriously, which contributes to unit members failing to take the survey 
seriously. 

“Send the responses to the commander's rater and senior rater.  There is 
currently no accountability for the survey.”—Active Duty, Army, E1–E3, Male 

“Commanders rarely listen and take action for the responses given.”—Reserve 
Component, Army, E4–E6, Male 

“Make a corrective action or response that is visible to Brigade Commanders 
(O6) and higher.  That way it enforces the concept and provides a response to 
feedback over time.  It should be included in commanders’ files to review for 

boards.  A pattern could be established and weed out toxic leadership.”—Active 
Duty, Navy, E4–E6, Female 

“I would say that responsibility would fall on your command team, but from there 
you need good senior NCOs ensuring that the message is delivered down to the 

lowest man!  The whole back-brief philosophy, it applies here.  Putting info out is 
great, but if you’re not making sure that that info is reaching the lowest levels, 

then what is the point?”—Active Duty, Marines, E4–E6, Male 

Survey Content 

“Make sure to make [the DEOCS] feel personal.  A lot of time, I notice my eyes 
drifting away and losing interest.  It isn't until questions that ask about my 

personal self that I feel I should speak up because I see the stress in others.  I care 
for my crew and I want a fair Navy for not only myself but for them and anyone 

else who follows in our footsteps.”—Active Duty, Navy, E1–E3, Male  
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“Give more options for people to speak to certain issues.  Sometimes I have a lot 
to say, but the questions being asked don't meet the threshold for me to speak to it.  

Especially for questions in regards to fairness, accountability, or why I'm 
exhausted.”—Active Duty, Army, O1–O3, Female 

Because two of the open-ended prompts on the research block survey asked about survey 
content, some of the most compelling information we received in the qualitative data were about 
what participants liked about the current survey content and what they thought was missing or 
could be improved.  This information was critical for assessing topics and items for inclusion on 
the survey (Chapter 6).  

Sexual Assault and Sexual Harassment 

“Stop asking so many questions about SHARP [Sexual Harassment/Assault 
Response and Prevention], sexual harassment, and discrimination.  Maybe focus 

more on training opportunities, leadership, and unit readiness or things 
inherently military.”—Army National Guard, E4–E6, Male 

One content recommendation that came up repeatedly was the insistence that OPA consider 
having fewer SAPR questions on the survey.  There was a sense that although these questions 
were important, participants often found them repetitive and felt like other important aspects of 
command climate (including morale, stress, and leadership) were neglected or not given enough 
consideration.  Importantly, when asked what some of the more important issues were to cover 
on the survey, sexual assault and sexual harassment were still ubiquitously the top-reported 
issues.  However, many who commented on their importance also pointed out that other surveys 
(including the Workplace and Gender Relations surveys and Service-specific surveys) also cover 
these issues, and suggested these topics could be covered more efficiently (with fewer questions) 
to remove redundancy and allow for other important topics to also be captured via the DEOCS.   

Morale 

Although participants identified many important issues to include in the new DEOCS survey, 
morale was by far the most frequently mentioned issue or topic, and accounting for misspellings, 
morale appeared as the single most common “unigram” related to climate revealed throughout 
our qualitative data.  Respondents generally did not believe that the current DEOCS adequately 
captured morale and its impact on command climate.   

“Please ask about morale and how the unit raises it or keeps it high.  In my 
experience, if there is low or no morale, everyone hates going to work, and that's 
going to lead to low scores and numbers across the board.”—Active Duty Army, 

E4–E6, Male 

“Find out about chronic, toxic work environments that degrade morale and may 
contribute to Airman suicides.”—Active Duty, Air Force, O1–O3, Female 
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Work-Life Balance 

Another of the most common and specific recommendations for inclusion on the new survey 
were questions that address a sense of work-life balance within an organization or unit.  

“Marines’ workplace productivity is directly related to their mindsets, living 
conditions, and overall happiness with their current situation.  You don't have to 

be happy to be a good worker, but you should never be miserable at the 
workplace and if you are, then your productivity is negatively affected.  

Unfortunately, the ‘adapt and overcome’ mentality and phrase allowed subpar 
leaders to progress and disregard real issues.”—Active Duty, Marine Corps, E4–

E6, Male 

“Ask about commutes, cost of living, and telework options utilized.  Many 
employees would be less stressed, more productive, and better engaged using 

technologies and telework options.”—Active Duty, Navy, E4–E6, Female 

Leadership 

Following morale and work-life balance as top recommendations, there was an overwhelming 
call to include questions on leadership, particularly toxic leadership, at varying levels.  Along 
with a focus on toxic leaders, another common theme that emerged from the qualitative data was 
a desire to be able to parse out the various “levels of leadership” that exist in real organizations 
and commands, but are not necessarily represented in the survey.  Respondents shared a desire to 
specify their immediate supervisors and commanders in order to have some clarity as to who 
they were talking about.  Respondents described perceiving a lack of clarity in the question text 
of DEOCS 4.1 where the categories of leaders identified did not accurately reflect many 
participants’ actual chain of command or did not provide a clear opportunity to provide targeted 
leadership feedback.  Many expressed a desire for the survey to focus more on “mid-level” 
leaders like NCOs, whose leadership more directly affects junior Service members in particular.   

“Ask the hard questions of who is toxic and needs to be removed with suggestions 
of how to fix it.”—Army National Guard, E7–E9, Male  

“Toxic leadership or unproductive leadership needs a place in the survey.  It 
consistently ruins units and it is still an issue.”—Army National Guard, E4–E6, 

Male 

Mental Health, Stress, and Substance Use 

Many participants expressed a desire to have the survey include questions about stress, mental 
health, and drug and alcohol abuse.  Respondents mentioned that these issues have a deleterious 
effect on their organization’s climate but are often overlooked by commands, and particularly 
problems with alcohol often go undetected because of certain cultures within their Service. 
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“A lot of stress factors occur outside of work [i.e., health-related topics] that can 
still bleed over into stress-levels at work.  They're not exclusive, there should be a 
question that focuses on health concerns.”—Active Duty, Navy, O1–O3, Female 

“Maybe add to the survey some alcohol- and drug-related question.  Having an 
anonymous poll of alcohol abuse, suspected alcohol abuse, addiction, drug abuse, 

et cetera, could potentially offer the unit a more accurate way of judging how 
serious of an issue it is.  Depression, anxiety, and stress-related mental illnesses 
occur way more frequently than this institution believes, and they aren't putting 
forth enough effort to recognize and treat Marines with these issues.”—Active 

Duty, Marine Corps, O1–O3, Male 

Other Key Topics 

Although not as frequent as the themes outlined above, other issues that were frequently cited 
included communication, stress, trust, and fair treatment.  There were multiple comments 
encouraging an exploration of different issues seen by participants as being especially important 
for being able to affect positive change in commands; for example, issues around commuting and 
telework.  Finally, there was a fair amount of enthusiasm for addressing issues relating to career 
opportunities, particularly for junior Service members. 

“The survey needs to be more focused on enlisted leadership and career 
advancement.  The biggest problems are administrative issues.  Not getting your 
order or promoted because of admin problems is a morale killer.”—Active Duty, 

Army, E1–E3, Male 

“The survey should focus more on how much an individual trusts their unit to 
help with personal situations.  Many people do not feel comfortable disclosing to 

their units when they need help and will suffer alone or let their careers suffer.”—
Active Duty, Marine Corps, E4–E6, Male 

Civilian vs. Military Considerations 

Multiple participants identified the importance of tailoring the DEOCS for DoD civilians and 
Service members.  Many of these comments focused on DEOCS 4.1 questions about sexual 
assault reporting for military members (i.e., restricted vs. unrestricted reporting).  Unlike most 
questions on the DEOCS 4.1, these questions are a knowledge check regarding military policy.  
However, the policies governing sexual assault reporting differ for military members and DoD 
civilians, and thus many DoD civilians are not familiar with military sexual assault reporting 
policy and perform poorly on these knowledge-based questions.  These items can drive an 
unfavorable score for “sexual assault response” on the DEOCS 4.1 for civilian-heavy 
organizations, which many participants believed was not an accurate reflection of the climate in 
these organizations.   
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Discussion 

“Try to put yourself in our shoes.  We balance a lot; how to be good airmen, how 
to be good role models for civilians and family, we go home and can’t turn off the 

'work switch'; we try to decompress (some turn to drinking; others, excessive 
eating).  Most come to work with a mask; a mask to hide the 'stress'... I would say 
THINK of how we can fix this.  It’s all about asking us the right questions for us 
to change and to let supervision know our airmen need help.”—Active Duty, Air 

Force, E4–E6, Female 

OPA aimed to gather input from a large number of DEOCS survey participants to inform all 
action areas of the DEOCS redesign (administration, content, and reporting) and to provide 
metrics for assessing the impact of the redesign.  The survey fielded from March 9 until April 22, 
2020 and collected closed-ended and open-ended responses from over 9,000 Service members 
and DoD civilians.  Many of the themes echoed what we heard in the DEOCS redesign focus 
groups (Chapter 2), although we also uncovered new information, particularly regarding topics 
that Service members and DoD civilians want to see on the DEOCS. 

This information was a powerful signal from the field about the direction the redesigned DEOCS 
should take and had a direct impact on the DEOCS redesign.  Quantitative data (multiple-choice 
questions) provided crucial information about participant’s experiences with technology in 
relation to the survey and expectations around privacy and communication with leadership about 
the survey results.  These responses from the field also provided critical feedback about the 
content and experience of the survey that were weighed heavily in OPA’s decision making in 
terms of how to make the platform more accessible (Chapter 5) and what content to include on 
the survey (Chapter 6).  

Although the analysis of the quantitative data collected from the research block was fairly 
straightforward, the effort to analyze the qualitative data was more complex and involved the use 
of advanced computerized text analytics.  This effort is part of OPA’s broader goal of bringing 
cutting-edge text analytics to the DEOCS and other efforts.  In this case, the use of text analytics 
allowed us to quickly process and analyze text comments from thousands of users in the field in 
order to inform next steps in the redesign.  The open-ended comments were particularly 
informative for our selection of new survey content for the DEOCS 5.0 (Chapter 6).  

Because OPA considers Service members to be the most important stakeholders in the DEOCS 
redesign (along with commanders), we leveraged every analytical tool at our disposal in this 
effort to understand, analyze, and document these important signals from the field and 
incorporate their feedback the redesign.  The next chapter describes the efforts OPA undertook to 
gain feedback and guidance from policymakers in the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) 
and the Services, whose input was also essential for the success of the redesign. 
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Chapter 4:  
Stakeholder Conversations 

Dr. Austin Lawhead, Dr. Rachel Clare, Dr. Julia Dahl, Jessica Tercha, Clancy Murray, Dr. 
Ashlea Klahr, Brittany Owens, Amanda Barr 

Introduction 

The Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) is one of the Department of Defense’s 
(DoD) largest data collections and has a long and important history within the Department 
(Chapter 1).  Because of its broad reach and the granularity of information collected, the DEOCS 
is of great interest and value to numerous parties throughout the Department.  Unit commanders, 
who use the information to inform their command decisions, are the original and primary 
audience for the DEOCS.  However, Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and Service 
policymakers and senior leaders have increasingly seen the DEOCS as an important source of 
climate information, with the ability to provide decision makers at all levels with actionable 
information about the various echelons of the DoD workforce.28  

Because the survey and the data it collects are so fundamental to providing leaders at various 
levels with actionable insights, the Office of People Analytics (OPA) set out to speak to a diverse 
set of leaders, policy offices, and researchers in order to ensure that the redesign was informed 
by those who plan to rely on the data now and into the future.  This was indeed a high-stakes 
endeavor, as OPA’s task was to support the areas of the survey that were working (excellent 
response rates, impressive buy-in from commanders) while also attempting to “revitalize and 
modernize” the survey in important ways that would increase its utility to leaders and those in 
the field.  

Therefore, as part of the information-gathering process for the DEOCS redesign, OPA conducted 
semi-structured conversations with key DEOCS stakeholders in order to better understand the 
tactical, operational, and strategic significance of the DEOCS survey.  These stakeholders 
included policy officials and senior leaders from relevant organizations within the Services and 
OSD.  Many of these individuals themselves were also current or prior Service members, 
including some who had served as commanders or Equal Opportunity Advisors (EOA).  The 
purpose of these interviews was to provide the DEOCS redesign team with the unique 
perspectives of stakeholders on a variety of issues affecting the survey, its administration, and 
reporting.  

Although OPA considers Service members and commanders to be the most important 
stakeholders in the DEOCS redesign process, policy officials and leadership from the Services 
and OSD are also crucial.  We recognize that these stakeholders may have different needs, 
perspectives, and expectations from the DEOCS survey and data than those on the ground.  
Because of this, we devoted one of our information-gathering lines of effort to this group.  

 
28 Applications beyond the unit level are relatively new within the history of the DEOCS and as of this writing, 
numerous potential applications of DEOCS data beyond informing the unit commander are under discussion and/or 
underway.  Many of these emerging applications were not underway when we conducted the stakeholder interviews 
in late 2019 through early 2020, but are underway as of March 2021.  Chapter 10 has a discussion of these potential 
uses of DEOCS data. 
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Although the DEOCS is first and foremost a commander’s tool to assess and respond to their 
climate, DEOCS data also represent a powerful tool for informing key policy and personnel 
decisions.  Indeed, the redesign effort intends to address the decision-making needs of 
stakeholders at various levels, and these considerations informed decisions regarding survey 
administration (Chapter 5), survey content (Chapter 6; Chapter 7; Chapter 8), and survey 
reporting (Chapter 9).  Because of this “dual mission” of the DEOCS, informing both 
commanders in the field and strategic policy decisions, we strived to thoughtfully balance the 
needs of our varied stakeholders while also ensuring the primacy of the DEOCS as a 
commander’s tool.   

OPA looked to the focus groups with Service members and commanders (Chapter 2) and to the 
DEOCS redesign survey (Chapter 3) to gather information about the survey “on the ground,” 
while our conversations with policy office and Service branch stakeholders were aimed at 
elucidating lessons learned from working with the DEOCS and its data in different contexts.  
Additionally, we wanted to understand what constructs senior leaders and policy officials 
thought were important for inclusion on the survey.  Finally, working with policy offices and 
upper echelon Service points of contact (POC) allowed us to gather any additional documents or 
information they had that related to the DEOCS that we had not already located through our 
literature review.  

Like the data from the focus groups, the information gathered from stakeholders was entirely 
qualitative.  In order to understand and incorporate these data, OPA synthesized notes from these 
meetings and identified key themes and recommendations.  We used these recommendations as 
part of our process of content development and in the selection of specific constructs for 
inclusion on the survey (Chapter 6).  Furthermore, we used stakeholders’ unique insight into the 
administration of the survey to enhance our ability to create a streamlined administration and 
reporting process for DEOCS 5.0 that would meet the needs of commanders and our policy 
office stakeholders.  Finally, guided by stakeholders’ informational needs, we designed key 
methodological changes to DEOCS data collection to improve the reliability and validity of 
DEOCS data for future aggregation and use for strategic decision making (Chapter 5; Chapter 9; 
Chapter 10). 

Methodology  

Starting in October 2019, OPA began in-person conversations with representatives from OSD 
and Service policy offices, and these conversations continued into the spring of 2020.   

Participants 

We sought to identify a diverse set of leaders, researchers, and policymakers who could assist us 
in creating a survey and process that would “walk the line” between improvement and 
continuity.  These stakeholders were defined as:  

• Offices and organizations historically designated as key POCs for DEOCS or 
command climate assessments in OSD or the Services (e.g., DoD Office for 
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion [ODEI]; Service Military Equal Opportunity [MEO] 
directors; DEOMI). 
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• Climate assessment experts in OSD and the Services.  

• Experts and policy officials relevant to the DEOCS strategic target outcomes 
(discussed in more detail in Chapter 1); OSD or Service level (e.g., DoD Sexual 
Assault Prevention and Response Office [SAPRO]) 

The following offices participated in the stakeholder conversations:  

• OSD offices and organizations:  

– DEOMI met with OPA on 11/22/19 

– The Defense Suicide Prevention Office met with OPA on 12/18/19 

– ODEI met with OPA on 12/19/19 

– SAPRO met with OPA on 11/26/19 

• Service MEO offices:29  

– U.S. Army Equity and Inclusion Agency (USAE&IA) met with OPA on 12/18/19 

– 21st Century Sailor Office, OPNAV N17, met with OPA on 12/5/19 

– Marine Corps MEO Office met with OPA on 12/19/19 

– Department of the Air Force Military Equal Opportunity Office met with OPA on 
(A1Q) 11/25/19 

– The National Guard Bureau Office for Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion met with 
OPA on 11/20/19 

• Other Service organizations: 

– Air Force Resilience Directorate30 met with OPA on 3/13/2020 

Protocol  

A flexible protocol was designed to guide in-person stakeholder interviews, allowing for 
appropriate variation depending on the needs, priorities, and areas of expertise of the particular 
individual(s) involved in each conversation (Appendix N).  However, the contours of the 
protocol sought to obtain similar information from all. 

 
29 The Coast Guard was not invited to participate in stakeholder interviews; however, we solicited and received 
feedback from the Coast Guard at multiple points during the survey design process. 
30 Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, we were unable to schedule conversations with all Service SAPR/SHARP policy 
officials as originally planned; however, these offices were given the opportunity to provide feedback at multiple 
stages during the DEOCS 5.0 design (described further in Chapter 6). 
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The interview protocol was guided by our goal of eliciting participants’ views on:  

1. The purpose of the DEOCS, including differences of opinion regarding the purpose of the 
survey, either within stakeholder groups and/or between stakeholder groups.  

2. The stakeholders’ general goals and priorities for command climate assessment and what 
they hoped to achieve via the DEOCS as a tool for commanders as well as what they 
wanted to achieve via the application of DEOCS data at the strategic level.  This included 
questions regarding promising measures or scales of interest as well as measures or 
metrics that seem to be working well on the current survey or that stakeholders were 
interested in adding.  

3. Finally, we aimed to understand what was working and what was not on the current 
DEOCS (4.1), including everything from survey registration, survey content, and survey 
reporting to data analytic tools and capabilities.   

In addition to these considerations, the redesign team also leveraged our stakeholder interviews 
to gather any ancillary information about the DEOCS that would assist us in our mission.  Not all 
of the information gathered from stakeholders in these interviews could be translated into 
immediate short-term changes to the survey but would rather inform the long-term strategy. 

This included directing us to other important stakeholders we had not considered, general lessons 
learned from their DEOCS experience, and information regarding senior leader preferences, 
goals, and priorities with respect to the DEOCS.  These conversations provided OPA with key 
organizational and department-level context for the survey.   

All stakeholder conversations were led by OPA researchers, often with multiple team members 
in attendance.  An OPA note-taker was also present for all sessions.  Sessions were not recorded. 

Data Analysis 

Following each stakeholder conversation, the note-taker cleaned and finalized the notes from the 
conversation.  Comments were sorted into buckets, sections, and then subsections that aligned 
with the codes that were used in the focus group (Chapter 2 and Appendix J).  New buckets, 
sections, and subsections were created to accommodate findings that were novel to the 
stakeholder conversation.  Once organized by themes, these key themes and recommendations 
were then reviewed and used to inform all aspects of the DEOCS redesign.  The use of 
stakeholder feedback to inform content selection in particular is described in detail in Chapter 6. 

Results  

In this section, we provide a synthesis of key themes from the in-person conversations with 
stakeholders.  We have organized the themes into three areas aligned with the three action areas 
of the DEOCS redesign: (1) Survey Administration Process, (2) Content, and (3) Results.  We 
also highlight differences between the groups of key stakeholders where appropriate.  
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Survey Administration Process  

This section summarizes stakeholders’ suggestions regarding the overall survey administration 
process, including anonymity concerns and participant survey burden. 

Anonymity Concerns 

Stakeholders noted that Service members have expressed concern about the anonymity of their 
DEOCS responses.  Similarly, some stakeholders noted that commanders may order a DEOCS 
for a small unit (e.g., units with fewer than 50 Service members).31  Because these units have a 
small number of participants, Service members have expressed concern that commanders could 
potentially identify them and retaliate.  Although some stakeholders said they knew of 
commanders who had tried to identify participants, none of the stakeholders knew of a 
commander retaliating against a Service member because of their DEOCS responses.  Instead, 
stakeholders explained those commanders were trying to identify participants in order to add 
context to their analysis and interpretation of DEOCS data.  Because of these anonymity 
concerns, stakeholders said they suspect that participants falsify their demographic information 
or refuse to take the DEOCS survey.  Either action by Service members undermines the validity 
of the DEOCS data.  We provide further information on stakeholders’ views regarding data 
falsification in the Survey Reporting section below. 

Respondent Survey Burden 

Many stakeholders mentioned participant 
survey burden related to commanders 
indiscriminately surveying larger groups of 
Service members than necessary.  For 
example, stakeholders noted that 
commanders of installations, or of several 
units, can request a DEOCS for only Service 
members or units who have not recently taken a DEOCS.  However, in order to gauge the current 
climate, some commanders over-survey, resulting in Service members completing the DEOCS 
survey multiple times a year.  As a result, stakeholders expressed concern that Service members 
are less likely to take the survey over time, which can negatively impact DEOCS response rates.  

Stakeholders also reported that the current DEOCS is not the only climate survey that is 
administered, as some of the Services implement a Service-wide climate survey, and there are 
other organizational, occupational, or ad hoc climate surveys that arise.  This survey overlap 
leads to confusion among Service members, which can further reduce DEOCS response rates and 
decrease DEOCS buy-in among Service members.  Stakeholders pointed out that OPA also 
surveys Service members on gender discrimination, racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination, 
sexual assault and sexual harassment, and other constructs that stakeholders noted can be 
indicators of a negative command climate.  Although these surveys contribute to the Service’s 
understanding of their workforce, stakeholders noted that these types of surveys can also 

 
31 Stakeholders shared that despite DEOMI’s recommendation that the DEOCS should not be administered to units 
with fewer than 50 Service members, commanders have made DEOCS requests for units with only 16 Service 
members.  A minimum of 16 responses are required to generate a DEOCS report.  

Stakeholders expressed concern regarding the 
saturation of surveys being asked of Service 
members and the negative impact this has on 

the DEOCS response rates.     
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contribute to a sense of redundancy for Service member participants.  Some stakeholders 
suggested that a DoD-wide survey working group should be convened with the goal of 
minimizing or eliminating redundancies between overlapping surveys and reducing overall 
survey burden across Services.32   

In order to maximize the response rate of the redesigned DEOCS, stakeholders suggested 
commanders strategically administer the survey during specific times such as working around 
deployments.  Stakeholders pointed out that when units are preparing for deployment, they have 
additional trainings and drill requirements in addition to their day-to-day tasks.  As a result, 
Service members have limited time to take a climate survey.  Additionally, commanders are 
focused on other critical deployment tasks and do not have the time to encourage their unit to 
respond to the DEOCS.  By launching the DEOCS at strategic times, the commander would be 
able to increase their focus on DEOCS development and outreach while also allowing for 
Service members to complete the survey.  

Survey Content 

This section summarizes stakeholders’ thoughts and suggestions regarding the DEOCS content. 

Performance-Oriented Questions 

Nearly all stakeholders suggested that the 
updated DEOCS should include questions that 
measure and identify high-performing 
commanders.  Stakeholders suggested that these 
include constructs such as leadership, trust, 
communication, and accessibility.  Stakeholders 
also suggested that the revised DEOCS clearly 
identify which leader the question is 
referencing.  The leadership questions in the 
DEOCS 4.1 ask about the “senior leader,” which is defined as the survey participant’s current 
unit commander or civilian equivalent.  However, stakeholders noted that there was still 
confusion from both the Service member taking the survey as well as the commander and EOAs 
who were analyzing and interpreting the data about who the questions were referring to.  This 
lack of clarity surrounding which leader the questions are referencing has also caused many 
stakeholders to question the accuracy of the DEOCS results regarding leadership.  To ensure the 
survey results are attributed to the correct leader and to limit participant confusion, stakeholders 
suggested that the revised DEOCS clarify what level of leadership the survey is referencing.   

 
32The Inter-Service Survey Coordinating Committee (ISSCC) was established in the 1990s to coordinate surveys 
and focus groups across DoD.  In 2015, the ISSCC was tasked with forming a “Tiger Team” to develop an action 
plan to address the issues of survey burden and duplication.  Their resulting report can be found here: 
https://apps.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/1038400.pdf  

Stakeholders would like the revised DEOCS 
to include performance-oriented questions 

on topics such as leadership, trust, 
communication, and accessibility. 

https://apps.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/1038400.pdf
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Additional Topics of Interest 

When asked about the strategic priorities that 
the redesigned DEOCS should target, 
stakeholders overwhelmingly suggested that the 
survey measure command climate issues that 
could indicate a risk for specific problematic 
behaviors.  For example, stakeholders suggested 
that the redesigned DEOCS include a 
“Connectedness” question to indicate risk for 
suicidal ideation.  Another suggestion was to include questions to identify “Toxic Leadership” to 
use as a risk indicator for sexual assault, sexual harassment, and substance abuse.  Additionally, 
many stakeholders also mentioned that the current DEOCS does not adequately measure certain 
constructs of interest to them.  Therefore, to increase buy-in, stakeholders suggested that the 
revised DEOCS include questions on “Belonging,” “Inclusiveness,” “Leadership,” 
“Connectedness,” and “Work-Life Balance.”  

Survey Results 

This section summarizes stakeholders’ feedback regarding DEOCS 4.1 results reporting, 
including analysis and interpretation, EOA survey burden, report breakdown, sharing results, 
data falsification, and actionability and impact of DEOCS results.  

Analysis and Interpretation 

Stakeholders noted that current DEOCS unit-
level reports are long and highly technical, which 
can cause commanders to rely heavily on EOAs 
to aid in analysis and interpretation of the results.  
Additionally, stakeholders indicated that both 
commanders and their EOAs spend significant 
time reviewing and interpreting the results.  Although stakeholders believe that commanders find 
the open-ended and locally developed questions as providing the most useful information, these 
questions are also the most time-consuming items to digest and interpret.   

To decrease the amount of time spent on DEOCS analysis and interpretation for unit 
commanders and EOAs, stakeholders suggested that the new DEOCS include easy-to-read charts 
and graphs.  Additionally, to provide further perspective, stakeholders suggested that the new 
reports include relevant contextual information such as prior deployment information and base 
location (this type of information being most relevant and useful for audiences other than the unit 
commander, given this information is typically already known by the unit commander).  They 
identified this sort of contextual information as an important part of analysis when reviewing 
DEOCS results and, therefore, warranted inclusion.  Finally, stakeholders noted that some 
commanders struggle to make the “cookie-cutter” DEOCS results actionable.  To address this 
issue, stakeholders suggested that the updated DEOCS reports include a section that highlights 
actionable items for commanders to address in the short  and long term.  The Actionability and 
Impact section contains more information on actionability. 

“As a commander, I value these surveys. 
Reduce the quantity of questions to reduce 

decision fatigue.  More high-quality 
questions will provide meaningful 

feedback.” 

Stakeholders find the current DEOCS 
results highly technical., time-consuming, 

and difficult to interpret and analyze.     
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Equal Opportunity Advisor Survey Burden 

According to stakeholders, commanders rely heavily on EOAs to interpret results, and in some 
cases to conduct follow-on focus groups.  Stakeholders emphasized that EOAs may administer or 
support as many as 50 surveys per year and are frequently overwhelmed.  To reduce the burden 
on EOAs, stakeholders suggest strengthening the relationship between DEOMI and EOAs as 
well as developing trainings for EOAs on the revised DEOCS reports.  Stakeholders also 
emphasized the importance of providing information on the redesigned DEOCS ahead of the 
rollout to allow EOAs time to become acquainted with the revised survey and report. 

Report Breakdown 

According to stakeholders, commanders and EOAs manually compile previous DEOCS reports 
to analyze and interpret trends in the data, which occupies a significant amount of time.  To ease 
this burden, stakeholders suggested that the new DEOCS reports provide current and past results 
by both commander and unit.  There was also interest across stakeholder groups in a DEOCS 
dashboard that can show trends in data.  Stakeholders also suggested that the dashboard include 
the ability to filter data by demographics, location, commander, and unit to maximize analysis 
and interpretation of results.  

Sharing Results 

Commanders are encouraged to brief their current DEOCS results to their units and to validate 
any “red flags,” or negatively scored items that require attention, with focus groups.  However, 
stakeholders noted that most Services do not require commanders to share their current DEOCS 
results with their unit.  To increase transparency and buy-in among Service members, 
stakeholders suggested that commanders be required to share DEOCS results with their unit.  
One stakeholder also suggested that the DEOCS results be shared with a multidisciplinary team, 
such as Sexual Assault Prevention and Response and Sexual Harassment/Assault Response and 
Prevention personnel, substance abuse counselors, and legal personnel in order to holistically 
address any problematic behaviors that were flagged by the survey.  

Data Falsification 

Many stakeholders believed that Service members who were more likely to respond to the 
DEOCS tended to have very positive or negative viewpoints.  Furthermore, there is a common 
concern that the DEOCS can be weaponized by Service members who falsify the information by 
deliberately and negatively skewing the data.  Additionally, several stakeholders also pointed to 
security gaps within the current DEOCS survey administration that allow one person to take the 
survey multiple times.  These data falsifications can undermine the validity of the data and make 
it difficult to analyze and interpret.  Additionally, according to stakeholders, the concerns 
surrounding the accuracy of the DEOCS data make commanders reluctant to share DEOCS 
results, particularly with their supervisors.  Finally, because of these data concerns and the fact 
that the DEOCS is conducted within the first 120 days after a commander takes command of a 
unit, many stakeholders emphasized that the current DEOCS, or the revised DEOCS, should not 
be used as a “report card” for commanders.  Similarly, some stakeholders voiced that 
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commanders and their leadership teams cannot, and perhaps should not, be held accountable for 
problematic behaviors such as substance abuse and suicide. 

Actionability and Impact 

Stakeholders had mixed views on the actionability and impact of DEOCS results.  For example, 
some stakeholders noted that commanders with a large civilian population may not prioritize 
their DEOCS results because they feel they cannot impact their unit’s climate.  Conversely, 
stakeholders also emphasized that DEOCS reports should highlight areas that commanders can 
immediately address and make noticeable impacts on a unit’s climate.  For example, one former 
commander shared that he improved work-life balance for his unit following the results of a 
DEOCS by working with legal staff to develop flex schedule policies for Service members.  
Regardless, most stakeholders said they feel that commanders who do not see the DEOCS 
reports as actionable are less likely to be engaged in further DEOCS administrations, which can 
result in lower response rates from Service members.  

Conclusion 

DEOCS stakeholders who participated in the in-person interviews provided OPA with important 
insights into how to revitalize and modernize the DEOCS survey.  All of the recommendations 
provided by stakeholders were taken into consideration, particularly during the content 
development phase.  However, the institutional knowledge and experience shared with OPA 
through the data-gathering process with stakeholders was an invaluable resource that will 
continue to provide us with important contextual and historic insight into the survey.    

Overall, stakeholders from the in-person interviews expressed great enthusiasm for the DEOCS 
redesign and were eager to share their suggestions and experience in order to better the survey.  
These suggestions included ways to improve the survey administration process and decrease 
participant burden, modify and clarify DEOCS content, and update the report for easier data 
analysis and interpretation.  Stakeholders hope that these suggestions will not only increase data 
accuracy and response rates, but also ultimately improve buy-in and impact among commanders 
and Service members. 

This is the final chapter describing our data-gathering efforts to inform the DEOCS redesign.  
The following chapters describe how we used this information to execute the three action areas 
of the DEOCS redesign.  The next chapter discusses the administration of the survey, going 
through the process of the DEOCS registration, and highlights where we staged targeted 
interventions that align with our three core redesign principles:  data driven, usability, and 
actionability.   
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Chapter 5:  
Defense Organizational Climate Survey Administration 

Dr. Rachel Clare, Dr. Austin Lawhead, Dr. Ashlea Klahr, Dr. Abigail Moore, Dr. Jonathan 
Schreiner 

Given the nature of the Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) as a unit/organization-
level survey, the survey administration process deviates significantly from typical Department of 
Defense (DoD) surveys (and surveys more generally).  The first chapter of this report laid out the 
historical, social, and policy trajectory of the DEOCS; this chapter begins with a detailed 
description of the contemporary policy architecture that supports the DEOCS, at both the DoD 
and Service levels, and how the DEOCS is administered within this architecture from a process 
standpoint.  Specifically, this chapter outlines the processes that survey administrators and 
participants undergo to complete a DEOCS (and ultimately fulfill policy requirements).  We also 
highlight changes that the Office of People Analytics (OPA) has made to the survey 
administration process in order to improve data quality and in response to feedback collected 
from stakeholders (Chapter 2; Chapter 3; Chapter 4).   

Policies Governing Defense Organizational Climate Survey 
Administration  

The contemporary DEOCS is governed by federal law and policies at both the DoD and the 
Service levels.  In general, Congress sets requirements through federal law that DoD must 
implement.  DoD Instructions (DoDI) implement the congressional requirements by describing 
policies, programs, or activities that will be undertaken to meet the requirement and assigns 
responsibilities.  Service-level policies provide further specificity for how the DoD-level policies 
will be enacted at the lowest levels.  These three levels of policy set the parameters for how the 
DEOCS is administered.  The following sections discuss all three of these and Table 4 highlights 
areas of overlap as well as points of discontinuity. 

Congressional Requirement 

Section 572 of the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 as 
amended by sections 587 and 1721 of the NDAA FY 2014 set the broad requirements for 
command climate assessments.  Specifically, these federal laws require commanders to assess 
climate within 120 days of assuming command and annually thereafter, and require results of the 
assessments to be disseminated to the commander’s supervisor.  They also put forth requirements 
for Services to track compliance with this mandate via performance evaluations and assessments. 

Department of Defense Level Policy and Memorandum  

The DEOCS predates any congressional requirement related to command climate assessments 
but a subsequent November 2015 Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness (USD 
[P&R]) memorandum designated the DEOCS as the Department’s official survey tool to support 
the NDAA requirement.  Implementation details of the NDAA requirement are provided in 
Department of Defense Military Equal Opportunity (MEO) Program. DoD Directive 1350.02 
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(DoDI 1350.02) which was most recently updated in September 2020.  DoDI 1350.02 sets 
several parameters for how the DEOCS is administered; namely, it provides guidance on: 

• Who should be invited to take a unit/organization’s DEOCS—All Service members.  
Civilians may be included, and contractors are not allowed to participate. 

• How often a DEOCS should be administered—Within 120 days after assumption of 
command and annually thereafter while retaining command, but not more frequently 
than every 12 months to reduce survey burden. 

• Minimum unit size for a DEOCS—At least 50 people (units smaller than 50 people 
should be combined with larger units). 

• How and when results are reported—To commanders and the next higher level of 
commander simultaneously and within 30 calendar days of the initial survey request.  
Aggregated results can be provided to DoD components as requested. 

• How compliance is tracked—In a statement in a commanders’ performance 
evaluation or annual fitness report. 

Together, these policies are the foundation of the current DEOCS program and are the 
parameters around decisions OPA has made in our attempts to revitalize and modernize the 
DEOCS administration process.  Beyond these foundational requirements, the Services have 
flexibility in how they implement their surveys and the policies surrounding climate assessment 
(discussed below).   

Service Level Policy  

The chart below lists the various policies that each Service has in place that govern 
administration of the DEOCS.  

Table 4.  
Service-Level Policies 
Service 
(Documentation) 

Defense Equal 
Opportunity 
Climate Survey 
(DEOCS) 
Frequency 

Unit Sizes Requirements Briefing/Reporting 
Up Requirements 

Other Notes 

Army (AR 600-
20) 

Within 30 days. 
 
Again at 6 
months 
(currently being 
revised). 
 
Annually 
thereafter. 
 

Units of 50+ are required. 
 
Units of <50 to be surveyed 
with a larger unit. 

Not addressed in the 
documentation 
provided. 

Only subgroups 
containing ≥5 
individuals will be 
reported. 
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Service 
(Documentation) 

Defense Equal 
Opportunity 
Climate Survey 
(DEOCS) 
Frequency 

Unit Sizes Requirements Briefing/Reporting 
Up Requirements 

Other Notes 

Navy 
(OPNAVINST 
5354.1G) 

Within 90 days. 
 
9–12 months 
thereafter. 

Units of 16+ personnel. 
 
Units of ≤16 will use focus 
groups, interviews, 
observations, and reviewing 
command records and 
reports. 

Commanders must 
brief their Immediate 
Superior in Charge 
(ISIC) within 60 days 
of completion (110 
days for Navy 
Operations Support 
Centers). 

Commanders must 
receive written approval 
before using paper 
version of DEOCS. 

Marines 
(MARADMIN 
464/13; MCO 
P5354.1D ch1) 

Within 90 days. 
 
Annually 
thereafter. 

Units of 50+ are required. 
 
Units of <50 to be surveyed 
with a larger unit. 

Brief next higher 
Commander within 30 
days. 

 

Air Force (AFI 
36-2710)  

Within 120 days. 
 
Annually 
thereafter. 
 
No more than 
once annually 
unless change in 
command. 

Units of <50 personnel will 
be excluded from conducting 
climate assessments within 
120 days after assumption of 
command but are not exempt 
from annual assessments 
(DEOCS). 
 
Units of <50 will be surveyed 
with larger unit. 

Equal Opportunity 
Advisors (EOA) 
provides Commander 
and next level 
Commander un-
redacted survey 
results. 
 
Commanders must 
brief survey results to 
next-higher 
Commander within 30 
days and unit members 
within 60 days of 
receiving DEOCs 
report. 

To receive DEOCS ID 
and report, there must be 
>16 participants. 

Coast Guard 
(ANC 048/17; 
ANC 095.17; 
COMDINST 
M5350.4C) 

Within 180 days. 
 
Annually 
thereafter. 

Units of 16+ personnel. 
 
Units of ≤16 may combine 
with other small units in 
order to create a suitable 
sample size. 

The DEOCS is 
reviewed as a part of 
the annual EO 
review/assessment.  

All personnel attached to 
subordinate commands 
must be offered an 
opportunity to participate 
in an annual DEOCS. 

National Guard 
Bureau (Lengyel, 
2018) 
 
Air National 
Guard (ANG; AFI 
36-2710) 
 
Army National 
Guard (ARNG; 
AR 600-200) 

Air National 
Guard (ANG): 
Within 120 days. 
 
Annually 
thereafter. 
 
Army National 
Guard (ARNG): 
Within 120 days. 
 
Annually 
thereafter. 

ANG: 
Units of 50+ are required. 
 
Units of <50 to be surveyed 
with a larger unit. 
 
ARNG: 
Units of 50+ are required. 
 
Units of <30 to be surveyed 
with a larger unit. 
 
Units of more than 30 but 
fewer than 50 may use 
Commander’s (battalion or 
higher) discretion. 

ANG:  
Equal Opportunity 
(EO) personnel to 
provide results to 
Commander and next 
higher-level in chain 
of command within 30 
days. 
 
ARNG:  
Commander to brief 
the next higher-level 
Commander within 30 
days. 

ANG: 
Climate assessment is 
voluntary for military 
personnel and civilian 
employees, but survey 
requirement is not 
optional. 
 
DEOCS will only 
generate a report if 
participants >16. 
 
ARNG: 
Must use DEOCS for 
climate assessment. 
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Survey Administration Process  

The next section describes the process for registering for and initiating a DEOCS with a unit or 
organization and the process by which participants are informed about, access, and complete the 
survey.  Along the way we will call out key enhancements, which are areas in which the new 
survey system (DEOCS Redesign Action Area 1) differs substantially from the previous system 
and explain the impetus behind the change.  Often, these updates were in direct response to 
feedback from the field.  The new DEOCS platform launched on July 27, 2020.  Since then we 
have continued to iterate in response to the needs of the field and will continue to do so.   

Administrator Process  

The DEOCS is unique from other DoD-wide surveys in that, although it is a DoD-wide data 
collection, it is primarily administered at the unit/organization level.  OPA provides the survey 
infrastructure, overarching administration rules and guidelines, and analysis and reporting 
functionalities, but many administration details are determined and carried out by the Services 
and/or unit/organizations themselves.  The Services determine which commanders/leaders are 
required to administer a DEOCS and track compliance with the congressional mandate to 
conduct climate assessment.  The unit/organization administering a DEOCS has further 
discretion in determining the specific fielding window (within Service-required timelines), 
specifying who is included in the survey sample, and some of the questions included on the 
survey. 

DEOCS surveys are administered with the assistance of an on-the-ground survey administrator.  
The survey administrator designation varies from Service to Service, but is often an Equal 
Opportunity Advisor (EOA) or Command Climate Specialist who has received some formal 
training in how to administer a DEOCS.33  The Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute 
(DEOMI) provides DEOCS training as part of the Equal Opportunity Advisor Course.  OPA also 
provides guides, training sessions, and other resources on the DEOCS administration process via 
the Assessment to Solutions (A2S) website https://www.defenseculture.mil/Assessment-to-
Solutions/A2S-Home/Survey.   

Population Frame Development 

Unlike most other OPA and DoD-wide surveys, the DEOCS does not employ sampling 
techniques to identify a subset of a population to be included in the survey sample.  Instead, the 
DEOCS functions as a census, such that all Service members of a unit/organization are required 
to be included in the DEOCS survey sample population.34  Because all DoD unit commanders 
and organization leaders are required to administer the DEOCS annually, ultimately, the annual 

 
33 We were unable to locate any data regarding what percentage of DEOCS surveys are administered by DEOMI-
trained survey administrators, or any other descriptive data regarding survey administrators.  The data collected via 
the new survey platform will enable further analysis of the characteristics of this population.  These individuals are a 
critical piece of the DEOCS process. 
34 In accordance with the Paperwork Reduction Act, foreign nationals and contractors are not permitted to be 
included in a DEOCS.  (PRA, 44 U.S.C 3501-3520, 1995) 
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population frame for the DEOCS can be considered to be all DoD military members, with some 
important caveats.  

At the unit level, the survey administrator for the unit determines who will be invited to take a 
DEOCS for that particular unit under that particular commander.  At present, there is not a 
standardized method for defining at which level in the hierarchy units are required to take the 
DEOCS, how to define a unit, or how to define unit membership.  DoDI 1350.02 states that units 
should have at least 50 people, but does not specify how to handle hierarchical commands (e.g., 
whether, within the Army, the DEOCS should be administered to each company separately or to 
a battalion as a whole) or provide any other detail on how to define a unit and unit membership 
for DEOCS purposes.  For example, if an individual is on detail, then should they be included in 
their “home base” unit DEOCS, in the organization/unit on which they are on detail, or both?   

DoD-wide administrative personnel data sets are maintained by the Defense Manpower Data 
Center (DMDC).  Within these data sources, the primary variable used to identify a unit is a Unit 
Identification Code (UIC).  Every military member within DoD has an Assigned UIC and Duty 
UIC, which distinguish between where a person is administratively assigned and where the 
person is currently reporting for duty.  DoD-level UICs maintained by DMDC do not correspond 
one for one with Service UICs or other Service-level or unit-level identifiers.  Furthermore, there 
is no policy that indicates whether the DEOCS should be administered based on assigned or duty 
UIC (or some other grouping variable at the Service level).  OPA has examined the overlap 
between DEOCS units as defined by survey administrators and units as defined by either 
Assigned UIC or Duty UIC and these examinations do not suggest a high degree of 
correspondence between historical DEOCS unit rosters and administrative data based on either 
DMDC UIC type.  More exploration of Service-level data may provide more clarity and 
potential methods for standardization.  At present, OPA relies on the Services to track 
compliance and relies on survey administrators within a unit to define the population frame for 
each individual DEOCS administration (consistent with prior DEOCS practices). 

Survey Fielding Window 

At any given time, there are multiple DEOCS surveys being administered for different 
units/organizations throughout DoD.  An individual unit’s DEOCS timing is primarily 
determined by the timing of commander/leader changes.  The FY 2013 NDAA (Section 572), as 
amended by section 1721 of the FY 2014 NDAA, requires a command climate assessment35 to be 
administered within 120 days of assuming command and annually thereafter.  Although there is 
some seasonality to when command changes occur, this requirement mostly results in units being 
on idiosyncratic survey schedules.  Other factors, such as deployments or maintenance periods, 
may require units to shift their survey fielding within the required time frame.  Requirements for 
the length of the survey fielding window vary from Service to Service (Table 4).  On average, 
DEOCS fielding windows are 3–6 weeks in length. 

 
35 Per a Nov. 20, 2014, memo signed by the Acting USD(P&R), the DEOCS is the designated DoD tool for meeting 
this requirement (Appendix A).  
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Data Collection 

Survey administrators request a new DEOCS by accessing the DEOCS Portal (through a link on 
the aforementioned A2S website) and providing the requisite information about the unit in 
registration fields.  Respondents take the survey online by accessing OPA’s DEOCS survey 
website.  More details about the registration and survey taking process are provided in the 
sections below. 

Registering an Account 

At the time of this writing, there are three types of accounts available within the DEOCS Portal: 
survey administrators, commanders/leaders, and commander’s/leader’s supervisors.  The 
capabilities, responsibilities, and creation of each role are summarized in Table 5.  Currently, 
accounts are tied to an individual’s e-mail address and are retained indefinitely.  

Table 5.  
DEOCS Survey Accounts 

Action Survey Administrator Commander/Leader Commanders’/Leaders’ 
Supervisor 

Account creation Self-creation via 
defenseculture.mil 

Automatically created when 
survey is registered 

Automatically created when 
survey is registered 

Creates a new survey 
request  Yes No No 

Reviews details of a survey 
request Yes Yes Yes 

Approves or denies a survey 
request No Yes No 

Can view survey results Yes Yes Yes 

Can be other roles None Can also be a commander’s 
supervisor Can also be a commander 

Distributes survey invites Yes Optional Optional 
Monitors response rates Yes No No 
Manages survey fielding 
window Yes No No 

Invites survey participants Yes Optional Optional 
 

Survey Administrator 

Survey Administrators are individuals within a unit or organization who are designated with 
overseeing the unit’s DEOCS administration on behalf of the unit’s commander/leader.  As 
mentioned, these are often EOAs or Command Managed Equal Opportunity with DEOCS 
training.  Survey Administrators submit requests for a new DEOCS by gathering all of the 
required registration information and entering it in the DEOCS Portal.  They are also responsible 
for inviting unit members to take the survey, monitoring response rates, and managing the survey 
fielding window.  When a survey is complete, a Survey Administrator may also review the 
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survey’s results in the dashboard or download results in PDF format.  Within the DEOCS Portal, 
a Survey Administrator can view the registration details and results of all surveys that they have 
registered; there is no limit to the number of units or surveys a Survey Administrator can 
oversee.  Survey Administrator accounts are created by visiting 
https://www.defenseculture.mil/Assessment-to-Solutions/A2S-Home/ and selecting “Create an 
Account Here.” 

Commanders/Leaders 

Commanders/Leaders are individuals who head the unit for which a DEOCS is being 
administered.  They authorize the administration of a DEOCS by approving the survey request 
created by a survey administrator.  Although they typically do not conduct the operational tasks 
necessary to request and field a survey, they play a crucial role in increasing engagement and 
interest in the survey, and ultimately in boosting response rates, by making direct appeals to their 
unit members to take the survey.  Commanders/Leaders can also view and download results 
within the DEOCS Portal.  Within the DEOCS Portal, Commanders/Leaders can view the 
registration details and results of all surveys that have been registered to them; there is no limit to 
the number of units or surveys a commander can have registered to them.  A commander can 
also serve as a commander’s supervisor, but not within a single DEOCS registration (i.e., the 
same person cannot be the commander and supervisor for a single DEOCS).  
Commanders/Leaders accounts are created automatically the first time a survey is registered with 
their contact information entered as the Commander/Leader (typically this information is entered 
by the survey administrator on the commander’s behalf).  The DEOCS system then sends a 
notification e-mail to the commander with instructions for completing the registration of their 
account by creating a password. 

Commanders’/Leaders’ Supervisor 

Commanders’/Leaders’ Supervisors are those who are the next highest in the chain of command 
to the commander/leader for which a DEOCS is being administered.  Per the 2013 NDAA, all 
DEOCS results must be provided to the supervisor.  Commanders’/Leaders’ Supervisors do not 
have any formal responsibilities in the administration process but are able to view the registration 
details and results of DEOCS results for all commanders under them for oversight purposes.  
There is no limit to the number of units or surveys a Commanders’/Leaders’ Supervisors can 
have registered under their name.  Commanders’/Leaders’ Supervisors can also serve as a 
commander on a survey registration, but not within a single DEOCS registration.  
Commanders’/Leaders’ Supervisors accounts are created automatically the first time a survey is 
registered with their contact information entered as the Commanders’/Leaders’ Supervisor.  The 
system then sends a notification e-mail with instructions for completing the registration of their 
account by creating a password. 

OPA will be working with Service stakeholders to develop more sophisticated user permissions 
and expand user roles over time.  For example, Service administrative roles could enable 
designated Service-level users with access to multiple units’ registrations and results for 
oversight and administrative duties.  Additionally, methods for transferring accounts when a user 
changes posts or for sharing data between units will be developed.  These functions are not yet 
available but are among the enhancements that have been requested and that OPA is tracking.   
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One-Stop Shop 

In the previous DEOCS system, Survey Administrators were the only people who had accounts 
in the DEOCS registration system and were the only ones who could view registration details 
and download survey results.  The new system gives Commanders’/Leaders’ and 
Commanders’/Leaders’ Supervisors greater oversight of their own DEOCS.  Additionally, it 
eliminates the need to create a new account for every new survey registration by providing 
Survey Administrators a single account and provides easy access to previous registrations to 
reduce burden in the administration process.  The new system is also streamlined in that a single 
account is used to access both the registration system and prior results, rather than the two that 
were previously required.  

Preparing to Register 

To complete a DEOCS request, Survey Administrators must provide information about the unit 
and the desired DEOCS.  The required information is detailed in Table 6.  A detailed guide for 
Survey Administrators is available at https://www.defenseculture.mil/Assessment-to-
Solutions/A2S-Home/. 
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Table 6.  
DEOCS Registration Fields 

Required Information Description New or 
Updated Field1 

Service component  The Service component to which the unit belongs. No 
Command level (select from a drop-down for 
National Guard, Army, Air Force, Marine 
Corps, Navy, Space Force) 

The level of command of the unit. No 

Unit type (select from a drop-down) Service-specific taxonomy of unit types according to 
main function. Yes 

Unit (select from a drop-down for National 
Guard, Army, Air Force, Marine Corps, 
Navy, Space Force) 

Selected from a Service-specific drop-down menu of 
unit hierarchies. Yes 

Roster of individuals in the organization 

CSV file including first name, last name, e-mail 
address, mobile phone number (optional), subgroup 
name (optional).  Minimum of 16 people to register.  
Up to 4,000 people per roster upload, but infinite 
number of uploads (i.e., no maximum unit size). 

Yes 

Unit Identification Code (UIC) (USN, 
USMC, and USA only)/Personnel 
Accounting Symbol (PAS) (USAF and USSF 
only)/Operational Facilities (OPFAC) 
(USCG only)  

Administrative code that identifies the unit. No 

Unit/Organization Title 
What the unit is usually referred to as.  Used within 
the survey, and therefore should be understandable 
and recognizable to survey participants. 

No 

Unit/Organization City The city where the unit is administratively located. No 
Unit/Organization State The state where the unit is administratively located. No 

Unit/Organization ZIP  The ZIP code where the unit is administratively 
located. No 

Reason for DEOCS request (select from a 
drop-down for initial request for commander 
assuming new position, to meet the annual 
requirement, ad hoc or out of cycle) 

The part of the command climate assessment 
requirement the administration intends to fulfill. Yes 

Deployment status (National Guard, Army, 
Air Force, Marine Corps, Navy, Space Force 
only) 

Whether the unit is or is not in deployment status. Yes 

Name, e-mail, and phone number of 
commanders/leaders Contact information for the commander of the unit. No 

Name, e-mail, and phone number of 
commanders’/leaders’ supervisor  

Contact information for the supervisor of the 
commander of the unit. No 

Survey starts and end dates The dates that the survey will open and close.   No 
Optional:  Up to 10 multiple-choice questions 
(formerly known as locally developed 
questions [LDQ] and/or up to 5 short answer 
questions [SAQ]).   

Questions that commanders can add to the core 
survey content to obtain more specific information 
about their unique command climate, selected from a 
bank of options. 

No 

1 During the DEOCS redesign process, OPA had the opportunity to update many of the response options for the fields.  We did this in 
collaboration with Service MEO offices and in response to feedback from the field. 
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Roster 

A major change in the new DEOCS system is the addition of a Roster requirement when 
registering a survey.  The addition of the Roster serves several important functions: 

• In conjunction with a new log in system described below, the Roster provides better 
test security.  By cross-checking information provided when a participant takes the 
survey with the Roster, OPA can monitor that only legitimate unit members provide 
survey responses. 

• One of the goals of the redesign was to understand potential nonresponse bias and to 
employ strategies to increase the representativeness of survey results.  In order to 
calculate accurate response rates and to examine potential nonresponse bias by key 
demographic factors, it is necessary to have an accurate accounting of the people in 
the unit, or the “population frame.”  Previously, survey administrators were only 
required to enter the number of people in a unit, split by rank and gender.  This 
limited amount of information about the population frame prevented a robust 
understanding of DEOCS coverage (e.g., whether or not everyone in DoD was given 
the opportunity to complete a DEOCS annually, as the requirement would suggest 
would be the case, or whether some individuals or groups are systematically 
“missing” in the DEOCS) and of nonresponse bias (e.g., whether individuals within a 
unit who choose to complete the DEOCS are systematically different from those who 
do not, and whether those differences cause bias in the survey results).  The Roster 
allows OPA to pull additional data about the unit from administrative files that will 
contribute to a better understanding of coverage, nonresponse bias, and other critical 
issues that impact data quality and utility and will inform appropriate uses of the data 
and potential future enhancements. 

• Also in conjunction with a new log in system, OPA aims to potentially eliminate the 
need for participants to answer demographic information within the survey.  
Eliminating demographic questions would reduce the length of the survey and also 
reduce potential effects on survey responses that can occur when one’s demographic 
identities are made salient. 

• The Rosters also provide OPA with greater insight into how units are defining their 
population frame.  By matching Rosters to variables within available administrative 
personnel files, OPA can better understand how units are defined and potentially 
provide greater standardization to the administration process in the future. 

Rosters are uploaded as .csv files into the DEOCS Portal and must contain at minimum each unit 
member’s first and last name and one piece of contact information (e-mail address or phone 
number; Figure 8).  The e-mail address or phone number is used in the new log in system 
described below.  DoD e-mails are the preferred contact information.  However, OPA has found 
that there are a small proportion of individuals in the DoD who do not have an assigned DoD e-
mail address (e.g., junior Marines, some non-appropriated fund DoD civilians).  In these cases, a 
personal e-mail address or phone number is acceptable.  
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Consistent with prior versions of the DEOCS, survey administrators have the option to split their 
unit into subgroups for the purpose of reporting results.  For example, a unit may want to be able 
to view results separately by location for an organization that spans multiple sites (e.g., OPA 
East Coast office and OPA West Coast office).  Within the system, the rosters are used to 
identify subgroup membership within a unit by entering the appropriate subgroup name in a 
column next to each individual.  When subgroups are included, survey results are reported 
separately for each subgroup as well as combined for a total unit view.  These subgroups, or 
“breakouts” as they are colloquially called, are helpful for locating the source of potential issues 
identified.  Subgroups can also be used to help capture multiple levels within the chain of 
command.  For instance, an Air Force group commander could administer a DEOCS to their 
group with each of their subordinate squadrons included as subgroups, allowing both a broad and 
more focused examination simultaneously.  Currently, this grouping can only go down one level 
and administrators are limited to a maximum of 50 subgroups.36  

The roster is only used within the automated DEOCS system and within OPA for analytic 
purposes, governed by privacy and human subjects’ requirements regarding the storage and use 
of this personally identifiable information (PII) data.  Survey administrators, commanders, and 
commanders’ supervisors cannot see who has or has not responded to the survey on the roster 
nor can they identify individual participants and their responses (nor can anyone else outside of 
OPA researchers with the appropriate permissions in place).  PII data are encrypted and stored in 
a secure network isolated by firewalls and these data are stored separately from survey 
responses.  Roster data and survey responses can only be linked for specific, approved research 
purposes via a Human Research Protections Program (HRPP)-compliant process, which includes 
linking by a third-party analyst (i.e., an analyst who is independent of the research team).  We 
have partnered with industry experts to design our systems with overlapping layers of security to 
protect participants’ information from cyberattack.  All systems comply with National Institute 
of Standards and Technology Risk Management Framework security standards as required by the 
Department.   

 
36 OPA has received requests to enhance breakout group capabilities to include subgroups within subgroups, for 
example.  We are tracking this as a potential future enhancement. 
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Figure 8.  
Sample Roster 

 

Registering a Survey 

Once a survey administrator has gathered all of the unit information, they log in to the DEOCS 
Portal and create a new survey request.  Survey administrators enter all of the unit information 
into an intuitive point-and-click form (Figure 9).  A step-by-step instruction guide for completing 
the registration process is available at https://www.defenseculture.mil/Assessment-to-
Solutions/A2S-Home/.  The DEOCS Portal retains all registration information and allows users 
to monitor the survey’s status before fielding as it moves through the approval process. 

Figure 9.  
Registration Screen 
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Historical Registration Information 

In response to feedback from stakeholders, the new DEOCS system facilitates using prior 
DEOCS registration information to populate a new request.  In the previous DEOCS system, 
survey administrators created a new account for each new survey administration and had to 
maintain personal records of any DEOCS registration information after the survey closed.  In the 
new DEOCS Portal, survey administrators retain their account indefinitely.37  This allows them 
to view historical registration information, so that the next time a DEOCS is due for the same 
unit, the administrator only has to update any information that has changed rather than gather and 
enter it anew.  This change may be particularly useful for survey administrators who manage 
DEOCS for many commanders, which applies to many equal opportunity advisors and others. 

Custom Question Bank 

Each DEOCS administration may include up to 15 custom questions (10 multiple choice and five 
short answer) beyond the core DEOCS survey questions.  These questions are selected from a 
large bank of options (Appendix O).  Previously, survey administrators were able to write their 
own questions or choose from a list of options that was available as a Microsoft Word document 
and required survey administrators to enter each chosen question by hand (or copy and paste).  In 
the new DEOCS Portal, the question bank lives within the system as a point-and-click menu with 
several hundred options (Figure 10).  These questions were carried over from the previous 
DEOCS and include the entire DEOCS 4.1 content as well as new questions based on user 
feedback (more on this below).  Questions are tagged by category and searchable by keywords.  
Additionally, survey administrators can create and save lists of custom questions to be used for 
future DEOCS surveys or other units.   

As noted above, previous versions of the survey allowed commanders to compose their own 
questions; however, per DoDI 8910.01, “Information Collection and Reporting,” all questions 
available on a DoD-wide survey such as the DEOCS must undergo the human subjects review 
and Report Control Symbol (RCS) review and approval process; this means that all survey 
questions must be reviewed and approved before the survey is sent to participants.  All questions 
available in the question bank have been reviewed and approved via this process, and thus the 
DEOCS is fully compliant with DoD regulations.   

Feedback from the field has highlighted the utility of being able to write survey questions to 
address unit-specific challenges or areas of interest and/or to be responsive to current events.  In 
order to mitigate this lost functionality, OPA has instituted a process for the field to submit 
recommendations for inclusion in the question bank (Appendix P).  These recommendations are 
reviewed through all relevant review processes and the bank is updated on a quarterly basis.  In 
addition, OPA analysts monitor current events and draft new questions for HRPP and RCS 
review to address emerging areas of interest.  We will continue to work to ensure the bank is as 
flexible and responsive as possible to the needs of the field while remaining in compliance with 
DoD policy.   

 
37 Currently the accounts in the system are tied to administrators’ e-mails, so as long as they maintain the same e-
mail, they will maintain the same account.  
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Figure 10.  
Question Bank 

 

Approving/Denying a Survey 

As a security measure, the system requires commanders to approve the request for any DEOCS 
for which they are identified as the commander.  This approval acknowledges that the survey 
administrator has obtained the commander’s consent to conduct the survey and permits the 
survey administrator access to the survey results.  After a survey is registered, the system will 
automatically send a notification e-mail to the commander identified in the registration that a 
survey has been registered on their behalf (Figure 11).  The e-mail provides two methods for 
approving the survey.  There is a quick-approve link that, when clicked from within the e-mail (if 
the link is not stripped from the e-mail),38 automatically approves the survey without requiring 
the commander to log in to the DEOCS Portal (Figure 11).  However, if the commander would 
like to review the registration before approving, they can log in to the DEOCS Portal and view 
all of the survey details that were entered by the survey administrator.  The commander then 
clicks either the “Approve” or “Deny” button. 

 
38 DoD and Service IT security protocols often remove or “break” links provided in e-mails.  However, the 
commander can still use this link to approve the survey quickly by copying and pasting the link into their web 
browser. 
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Figure 11.  
Commander E-mail 

 

If the commander approves the e-mail, then the survey is ready to be fielded and will 
automatically open on the date specified in the registration.  The survey administrator will 
receive an e-mail notifying them of the approval and providing instructions for inviting unit 
members to take the survey.  If the commander denies the registration, then they are prompted to 
provide a reason for the disapproval.  The survey administrator will receive an e-mail notifying 
them of the disapproval and reason.  They can then edit their survey request and resubmit it for 
the commander’s approval. 

Taking a Survey 

Respondents take the DEOCS via a website.  The website is mobile optimized and does not 
require a Common Access Card (CAC).  This issue was repeatedly articulated as an important 
issue by stakeholders, and especially Service members (Chapter 2; Chapter 3; Chapter 4).  
During our focus groups, for example, Service members identified the ability to take the survey 
on their phone as a key and desirable enhancement.39  Additionally, in the DEOCS redesign 
survey (Chapter 3), we found that a large percentage of junior enlisted Service members wanted 
to take the survey on a mobile device.  Optimizing the survey for mobile allows us to better 

 
39 The prior DEOCS website for survey takers could be accessed via phone but was not optimized for mobile and 
thus not easily readable on a mobile device. 
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reach these junior enlisted Service members, who tend to have lower response rates across OPA 
surveys (McGrath et al., 2019).  This population is generally harder to reach for a variety of 
reasons, including that many of the military occupations occupied by junior enlisted personnel 
(e.g., combat and combat support) prevent ready computer access during the workday.   

However, as seen in the DEOCS redesign survey results (Chapter 3), there are many different 
ways in which survey takers access the DEOCS, including on work computers (particularly the 
case for DoD civilians), personal computers (particularly Reserve and Guard members), and 
mobile devices (particularly active duty members).  To ensure the broadest reach and to remove 
any barriers to access, participants can take the updated DEOCS on any work or personal device 
with an internet browser.  Supported internet browsers are Google Chrome, Mozilla Firefox, and 
Microsoft Edge.  Previously, the DEOCS was available as a paper survey (although the majority 
of units opted for the web-only version).  Given the costs and constraints of a paper survey and 
increased accessibility to the DEOCS via any work or personal device, including mobile devices, 
OPA is not currently offering a paper option; however, we will continue to evaluate the necessity 
and demand for a paper option and adjust if needed.  

Secure Log-In Experiment 

In prior versions of the DEOCS, survey administrators would not create a roster.  Rather, they 
would provide summary unit demographic information (e.g., total number of women, total 
number of men, etc.), which would be used for the purpose of comparison later.  Participants 
would log in by one of two options.  First, in the “e-mail password option,” the survey 
administrator would have a single password e-mailed to them that they would then distribute to 
the entire unit.  If they had chosen to have subgroups, then they would get separate passcodes e-
mailed to them for each of the subgroups.  Survey administrators also had a “print password 
option” that provided individual passwords for unit members that the survey administrator was 
responsible for distributing.  These passwords were provided via a downloaded Microsoft Word 
file, and these passwords could then be printed and handed out to each member of the 
unit/organization.  If they had subgroups in this option, then they would download a separate file 
for each subgroup that contained individual passwords for distribution.  Historically, the majority 
of units elected the “e-mail password option” to receive a single unit passcode.40    

OPA has developed a new log in procedure for survey participants called “secure log in.”  In the 
new secure log in process, participants use their contact information provided in the roster to 
enter the survey.  Below we first describe the two experimental conditions in greater detail: the 
legacy condition and the new secure log in condition.  We then discuss the rationale motivating a 
potential change to the DEOCS log in approach and the benefits of secure log in.   

To test the effect of the secure log in approach on response rates and survey responses, OPA 
conducted a log in experiment.  Starting on July 29, 2020 and ending March 22, 2021 each 
DEOCS registration was assigned to one of two conditions.  Ninety percent of units were 
randomly assigned to the legacy log in condition and 10% were assigned to the new secure log in 
condition.  Entire units were assigned to either condition so that everybody in a single DEOCS 

 
40 We were unable to locate data on the precise breakdown of unit vs. individual passwords, but stakeholders 
indicated the individual “print password” option was very infrequently used due to the complexity and increased 
burden on survey administrators. 
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could access the survey the same way.  The differences between the legacy log in and secure log 
in methods are summarized in Table 7 and explained below. 

Table 7.  
Secure and Legacy Log In Experiment (July 2020–March 2021) 

Role Legacy Log In (90% of Units) Secure Log In (10% of Units) 

Survey 
Participants 

Receive invitation from survey admin with link to 
survey and passcode. 

Receive auto-generated invitation from DEOCS 
Portal with link and access information. 

Access survey via passcode. Access survey by entering e-mail/mobile phone 
number.1 

Must complete survey in one sitting. Can complete survey in multiple sittings by 
creating secure PIN. 

Survey tampering is possible; unit members can 
complete the survey more than once. 

Survey tampering not possible; unit members 
can only complete the survey once. 

Survey 
Administrators 

Upload roster in DEOCS Portal. Upload roster in DEOCS Portal. 
Receive one passcode for unit or passcodes for 
each subgroup and must distribute to 
unit/subgroup. 

No passcodes: unit members will receive an 
auto-generated e-mail when the survey opens 
that will direct them to the survey website. 

Encourage unit to respond while survey is open. Encourage unit to respond while survey is open. 
Use dashboard in DEOCS Portal to monitor 
response rates while survey is open.   

Use dashboard in DEOCS Portal to monitor 
response rates while survey is open. 

Receive results for unit and subgroups, if 
applicable; results will not identify individual 
responses. 

Receive results for unit and subgroups, if 
applicable; results will not identify individual 
responses. 

1 To ensure members without a military e-mail address are members of the DoD community, the system prompts users without a military e-mail 
address to confirm their DoD affiliation by providing their DoD ID number (found on the back of their CAC) and date of birth. 

Legacy Log-in Condition 

The legacy log in condition continued the “e-mail password option” of DEOCS administrations 
prior to the transfer to OPA.  Once a survey request was approved by the commander, the system 
generated one passcode for the entire unit.  If subgroups were identified on the roster, then each 
subgroup received a unique passcode.  An automated e-mail provided the passcodes to the 
survey administrator, who was then responsible for distributing the passcode to members of the 
unit.  Survey administrators typically accomplish this task by contacting the participants in 
person, through text, and/or by e-mail.  When the survey opened, participants went to 
surveysdrc.com/mil and entered their unit passcode when prompted.  There was no limit to the 
number of people who can use the unit passcode, which sometimes results in greater than 100% 
response rates.41  Because there is no way to identify who is taking the survey, participants may 
submit more than one survey, and people who were not part of the unit (or were not included on 
the unit roster) could take the survey if they were given the passcode.  Additionally, participants 
had to submit all their responses at once and cannot withdraw responses.  If a participant 
experienced an interruption and left the survey partway through and wished to come back and 
complete the survey, then they had to start over and their initial responses cannot be 

 
41 This occurs when more people respond to the survey than were included on the unit roster. 
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distinguished from their responses the second time they completed questions, meaning these 
responses were double counted. 

Secure Log-in Condition 

In the secure log in condition, the system uses the contact information provided by the survey 
administrator in the roster to admit survey participants.  Once a survey request is approved by the 
commander, the system notifies the survey administrator that the survey has been approved and 
will begin on the specified start date.  On the start date, the system automatically e-mails 
everyone on the roster to invite them to take the DEOCS.  These e-mails do not contain a 
passcode or any unique information necessary to enter the survey, but serve as a means of 
notifying participants about the survey.   

Survey administrators who provided e-mails are not required to distribute any information 
because unit members are notified about the survey via e-mail.  However, survey administrators 
are highly encouraged to communicate about the survey to boost participation through whatever 
communication channels they prefer (e.g., e-mails, posters, text, social media, during meetings).  
If survey administrators provided phone numbers on the roster, then they are solely responsible 
for reaching out to unit members to invite them to take the survey (i.e., the system does not call 
or text individuals about the survey at present).  In any case, survey administrators do not need to 
distribute passcode(s) and instead just need to point unit members to the DEOCS website.   

In order to complete the survey, participants visit surveysdrc.com/deocs and enter their e-mail 
address (which should be the same e-mail address that was used on the roster).  The system will 
crosscheck the e-mail address entered to open rosters and admit the participant if a survey is 
found.  If multiple surveys are found with the same e-mail address, then the participant can 
choose the survey they are trying to take from a drop-down menu.  If no matches are found, then 
the participant is not admitted into the survey and asked to contact their survey administrator to 
be added to the roster.  If the participant uses a DoD e-mail, then that e-mail is the only piece of 
information needed to enter the survey.  If the participant uses a commercial e-mail or phone 
number, then the system will also prompt them to enter their EDIPI (DoD ID number).  This 
additional piece of verification is necessary for OPA to match the participant to administrative 
personnel files for analytical purposes.42  Upon entering the survey, the participant is asked to 
create a four-digit PIN that will allow them to re-enter the survey if they close out.  This ensures 
that participants can take the survey across multiple sittings, and that no one else can view the 
participants survey responses (without entering the PIN).  Additionally, if participants wish to 
withdraw already submitted responses, then they can contact the help desk. 

 
42 In the case of DoD e-mails, these serve as individual identifiers for the purpose of matching to administrative 
record data.  For further discussion of the role and utility of matching people to administrative data (Chapter 10). 
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OPA conducts other large-scale DoD-wide surveys using a similar administration practices.43  
However, because DEOCS results go directly to commanders and commanders’ supervisors, 
privacy protections are particularly salient among DEOCS participants. Anonymity concerns 
were cited as a concern in all three streams of stakeholder feedback (Chapter 2; Chapter 3; 
Chapter 4).  Crucially, the amount of identifiable information available to survey administrators 
and commanders does not differ between the legacy approach and the new secure log in 
approach—results are reported by exactly the same methods (described in more detail in Chapter 
9).  However, stakeholders have voiced concerns that participants may perceive their responses 
to be less private when they are asked to provide an identifier (i.e., their e-mail address or phone 
number) in order to take the survey.  This perception could lead to lower response rates or 
participants being less forthright in their answers.  We take these concerns very seriously and 
aim to ensure that any changes do not jeopardize response rates or the accuracy of DEOCS 
responses, which is why we are testing this new approach experimentally.   

Benefits of Secure Log-In 

The secure log in administration process provides several benefits in the domains of data 
accuracy and user experience.  In our information-gathering process, we heard numerous 
anecdotal concerns that the legacy log in process allows non-unit members to take the survey, 
and allows for unit members to take the survey multiple times.  In terms of data accuracy, secure 
log in increases test security by ensuring that only unit members identified in the roster are 
taking the survey.  If an e-mail address provided does not match to a roster for an active DEOCS, 
then the individual is not able to take this survey.  Therefore, this approach ensures that 
individuals outside of the unit (or even outside of DoD) do not contribute to a unit’s DEOCS 
results.  Next, the new approach ensures that each unit member can only submit one DEOCS 
response.  If a response has already been submitted under a given “username” (i.e., e-mail 
address), then no additional responses can be submitted under that name.  One individual cannot 
attempt to influence response rates or survey results by submitting multiple surveys.   

In addition to improving the accuracy and reliability of DEOCS data for commanders, this new 
approach improves the user experience and makes it easier for members to complete the 
DEOCS, addressing direct requests made in our redesign focus groups and survey for ways to 
make the DEOCS as easy as possible to access and complete.  First, participants don’t have to 
remember or keep on hand their unit passcode, making it easier for members to take the survey 
whenever they have time from wherever they are, logging in with information that they already 
know (i.e., their own e-mail address).  Second, participants can complete the survey in multiple 
sittings.  In the new system, the participant sets up an individual four-digit PIN the first time they 
log into the survey.  The participant can then leave the survey at any time and use this PIN to re-
enter the survey and finish responding.  This PIN also ensures that no one else can log in under 
someone else’s e-mail address and view their responses.  Finally, the new approach allows the 

 
43 Other OPA surveys send sample members a unique log in code via e-mail.  This ensures that only the right 
individuals complete a survey and allows for multi-session responding and withdrawal of responses (consistent with 
the DEOCS approach).  However, we opted to use e-mail addresses for DEOCS instead of individual codes because 
some members of the DoD community are difficult to reach via e-mail (making it challenging to provide individual 
codes) and because having to keep a code on hand to enter a survey may serve as a barrier to response.  In line with 
our core principle of usability, we wanted to make it as easy as possible for as many people as are interested to 
complete the DEOCS and remove any potential barriers to response. 
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participant to choose to withdraw their responses if they wish to do so after they submit the 
survey by contacting the DEOCS help desk with their username and PIN, provided the survey 
window is still open.  Multi-session responding and withdrawing responses are not possible in 
the legacy approach. 

Although we have not conducted any formal qualitative efforts focused on the secure log in 
condition, anecdotal evidence from users in the field has suggested that many survey 
administrators appreciate the ease of the new system.  We have learned that allowing OPA to 
send out the links and contact participants directly lowers the burden of the process on survey 
administrators.  Additionally, commanders have expressed a desire to ensure that the right people 
are taking the survey and that they are only taking it once.  This allows commanders to have 
more confidence in the data, particularly when legacy log in surveys sometimes show response 
rates in excess of 100%.  From a participant perspective, we have heard that the new PIN feature 
makes the survey easier, since they can now stop taking the survey and pick up where they left 
off without having to retake the whole survey. 

Finalizing the Experiment 

As of this writing, the experiment has concluded and data collection and analysis for this 
experiment is still ongoing.  We are examining differences between the two conditions in 
response rates and patterns of responses to survey questions.  Preliminary results suggest no 
adverse impact of the secure log in approach, but analysis is still ongoing.  OPA will provide the 
results of this experiment to stakeholders and leadership to decide on the log in approach for the 
DEOCS moving forward. 

Managing a Survey in the Field 

While a DEOCS is in the field, survey administrators are responsible for monitoring response 
rates and encouraging participation.  Within the interactive reporting portion of the dashboard, 
survey administrators can access the tab labeled “Response Rate” to monitor the response rate of 
a survey in the field, which is updated in real time (Figure 12).  The tab provides the number of 
participants registered, returned, and the response rate (i.e., the percentage of number of surveys 
returned divided by the total number of participants registered).  These numbers are displayed for 
the unit overall and each subgroup.  Detailed instructions for monitoring response rates can be 
found at https://www.defenseculture.mil/Assessment-to-Solutions/A2S-Home/   

Figure 12.  
Response Rate Screen 
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This tab also displays a “Daily Survey Returns” graph that shows the number of surveys returned 
each day the DEOCS has been open (Figure 13).  This graph can be used to see if an e-mail or 
verbal message helped to boost participation or to notice when participation appears to be 
slowing (which suggests that another communication encouraging response may be needed). 

Figure 13.  
Daily Survey Returns 

 

Figure 14 shows more detailed information about the current survey as well as response rate 
information for any other surveys registered by the same survey administrator.  This information 
is useful for comparing the current response rate to previous DEOCS surveys to decide whether 
additional time in the field is needed.  Figure 15 shows the current overall response rate and the 
response rate for any subgroups identified in the roster.  

Figure 14.  
Current and Previous Response Rates 
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Figure 15.  
Overall Response Rates and Subgroup Response Rates 

 
 

If the survey close date is nearing and response rates are lower than desired, then the survey 
administrator can choose to extend the survey past its original end date within the survey 
registration section of the DEOCS Portal.  Conversely, if everybody has responded, then a 
survey administrator could close the survey early to receive results sooner.  It is important to 
monitor response rates prior to the survey end date because a survey cannot be reopened once it 
closes. 

To help survey administrators achieve higher response rates, the system monitors response rates 
and automatically extends the survey, if necessary.  Three business days before the scheduled 
end date of a survey, the system will check a unit’s response rate.  If the response rate is less than 
30%, then the system will automatically extend the end date by one week.  If in a week the 
response rate is still below 30%, then the system will automatically extend the end date one more 
time for a week.  The survey administrator will receive an e-mail about the automatic extension 
with the new end date.  No action is required, but if the survey administrator wishes to cancel or 
change the automatic extension, then they can do so within the survey registration section of the 
DEOCS Portal.  If participants in the unit receive auto-generated e-mails from the system, then 
reminder e-mails sent after the extension include the new end date.  If the survey administrator 
distributed passcodes (i.e., the legacy condition), then they should notify participants that the 
survey has been extended.  This auto-extension is a new feature added to help reduce burden on 
survey administrators. 

Survey Communications 

For surveys in the secure log in experimental condition (the previous section has a description), 
the system sends a series of automated e-mails to unit members to encourage their participation 
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in the survey.  This is a new feature in the new DEOCS.  Previously, unit commanders and staff 
were the sole conduit by which participants were recruited into the DEOCS.  Although OPA is 
adding more survey recruitment techniques (i.e., e-mails to unit members via the DEOCS 
system), we strongly encourage the unit-level form of recruitment as being the primary way by 
which participants are recruited into the DEOCS.  Trust that a survey request is legitimate is one 
of the most important factors when recruiting survey participants (Dillman, 2017) and a survey 
request presented to a participant from their supervisor or someone within their chain of 
command removes any fear that the survey request is fake or a scam.   

The new DEOCS system allows us to expand this recruitment effort by commanders with 
supplemental recruitment messages sent directly from the DEOCS system.  Currently, the 
DEOCS system sends three different e-mails to unit members who had e-mails placed on a 
DEOCS roster (Appendix Q).  The first e-mail is an introductory invitation e-mail to participate 
in the DEOCS.  This is followed by reminder e-mails every six days.  Depending on the fielding 
period of the DEOCS, a potential participant may receive this e-mail one or more times.  If the 
potential participant’s DEOCS is extended, either by a commander or auto-triggered due to low 
response rate, then the system will send revised reminder e-mails that include messaging about 
the potential participant’s DEOCS being extended.  These will be sent every six days until the 
DEOCS fielding window is complete, or a total of eight e-mails have been sent, whichever 
comes first.  Respondents who complete their DEOCS will also stop receiving these automated 
recruitment e-mails.44    

All letters were written following social exchange best practices and visual design principles,45 
and leverage behavioral insights on motivation and survey recruitment (Dillman et al., 2014; 
Oliver et al., 2017; Schreiner, 2019).  The e-mails contain messages shown to motivate action, 
including unity appeals (“add your voice to others in your unit”) and scarcity appeals (“the 
DEOCS is only open for a limited time”; Cialdini, 2016).  The e-mails assure, but do not 
overstate, the confidentiality of the DEOCS, as overstating confidentiality can be off-putting to 
potential participants (Singer et al., 1995; Fobia et al., 2017).  Using information entered by 
DEOCS administrators on the registration page, each e-mail inserts a few phrases so that each e-
mail speaks in the proper language depending on if the participant is in a military unit, a civilian 
DoD organization, or a Military Service Academy (MSA).  Each e-mail also inserts the name 
and contact information of the survey administrator.46  Because trust in the survey sponsor is an 
important driver of survey response (Herberlein & Baumgardner, 1978; Brick & Williams, 2013; 
Dillman, 2019), e-mails are sent from Dr. Ashlea Klahr and reference her position in the 
Department.   

 
44 One planned future enhancement is to have up to eight different e-mails, rather than repetitive e-mails, sent from 
the DEOCS system to potential participants.  Unique recruitment materials have been shown to increase response 
rates compared to repetitive messages (Dillman et al., 2014; Schreiner et al., 2020). 
45 E-mails are sent in html text and include features such as bold font and variable font sizes to draw the reader to the 
most important information.  Due to DoD IT security, e-mails are often converted to plain text, loosing these visual 
design elements.   
46 Future improvements to the e-mails will include expanding the capabilities to insert even more personalized 
information into the DEOCS e-mail request.  Personalized survey recruitment materials have been shown to increase 
response rates (Dillman et al., 2002). 
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As mentioned, the main recruitment strategy is for commanders and organization leaders to 
recruit participants into the DEOCS.  To assist with this effort, we developed a template letter 
with suggested language and phrasing for commanders, organization leaders, and EO 
professionals could use to recruit participants into the DEOCS.  This letter was developed 
following the same design and best practice principles on survey recruitment as the letters sent 
from the DEOCS system (Appendix Q). 

Results Reporting 

Within 24–72 hours after a DEOCS closes, results are analyzed and summary metrics are 
provided to survey administrators, commanders, and commander’s supervisors.  Each of these 
users receive an e-mail instructing them to log in to the DEOCS Portal to view their results in an 
interactive dashboard or download some or all of the results in PDF.  Chapter 9 has a detailed 
description of the analysis and reporting of DEOCS results.  

Follow-On Actions  

After a DEOCS has been completed and the results tabulated and made available in the DEOCS 
Portal, the DEOCS administrator’s interpretation task begins.  It is generally the survey 
administrator’s job to look at the results of the survey and communicate them to the commander.  
Additionally, there are a variety of tools at the survey administrator’s disposal to assist in this 
analysis, including documents available on https://www.defenseculture.mil/Assessment-to-
Solutions/A2S-Home/.  These tools are part of a comprehensive process developed by DEOMI 
for assessing unit climate called Assessment to Solutions (A2S).  

The A2S website houses documents that describe the risk and protective factors that appear on 
the DEOCS 5.0, their definitions, and what kinds of outcomes they are linked to in the scientific 
literature.47  There are also guides that can assist commands in some of the follow-on actions that 
are recommend by DEOMI based on DEOCS results.  These actions include focus groups, 
individual interviews, and records reviews.  These follow-on actions are meant to enhance the 
results of the DEOCS by providing additional data points to act as extra contextual information 
when considering DEOCS results.  

OPA asserts that any additional data-gathering techniques (e.g., focus groups) should not be seen 
as a way to validate or invalidate the results of the survey.  Qualitative research, even when it is 
conducted by trained experts, provides additional context and nuance to survey data, but does not 
in any way discount survey findings.  A survey is open to all unit members, whereas most 
qualitative research captures a small subset of unit members in a more in-depth fashion.  Many 
individuals are most comfortable providing their honest and critical feedback regarding unit 
climate via a confidential survey, where their identity is hidden from the commander.  It is 
impossible to guarantee this level of privacy in interviews and focus groups.  Moreover, focus 
groups in particular can be a challenging venue for members of a unit, particularly members who 
may be the target of hostile behaviors or members of an underrepresented group, to openly 
express their concerns.  Therefore, focus group and other qualitative data should never be used to 

 
47 Chapter 6 has an in-depth description of the DEOCS 5.0 risk and protective factors and their support in the 
scientific literature. 
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supersede or discount DEOCS results.  In other words, if a problem is identified on the DEOCS 
but follow-on focus groups do not reveal the same problem, then this does not necessarily mean 
the problem does not exist or that the DEOCS was “wrong” or “invalid.”  Rather, it suggests that 
individuals in the focus groups either (1) were not the same people who raised the problem on 
the survey or (2) individuals were not comfortable describing these problems in a group, out 
loud, or with their peers.   

To be clear, this does not mean that that there is not value in these follow-on data gathering 
activities.  In the right hands, and with proper training and preparation, these qualitative data can 
add important contextual information as well as more specific details about the results of the 
DEOCS that can add depth and nuance to a briefing to the commander.  However, these results 
must be viewed as complementary to the survey results and the caveats and limitations of 
qualitative research should not be overlooked.  

The documents describing how to administer a survey and the new DEOCS 5.0 risk and 
protective factors are new to the A2S website.  Other documents remain from the legacy 
approach.  We expect these resources to be further developed and refined into the future, in 
collaboration with DEOMI and the Military Departments.  We also plan to enhance the 
dashboard (Chapter 9) to provide more direct access to these follow-on resources, and tailor 
resources to address the specific issues identified in an individual unit’s DEOCS results. 

Training and Outreach on the Defense Organizational Climate Survey 
Redesign 

Given the extensive reach and varied user base of the DEOCS, any changes to the system and the 
administration process required a robust outreach and training effort to disseminate critical 
knowledge and information regarding these changes.  DEOMI remains the center of excellence 
for training, and continues to provide training for EOAs in the administration of the DEOCS.  
However, given the speed of the redesign and the shifts in platform and survey administration 
process, OPA developed training and outreach materials and hosted trainings to assist in 
preparing and supporting the field through the transition period.  OPA worked with DEOMI to 
publish these training and outreach materials on an ongoing basis via DEOMI’s website 
https://www.defenseculture.mil/Assessment-to-Solutions/A2S-Home/.  This is a public-facing 
website and all materials available there are accessible to the public.48  Additionally, OPA was in 
frequent contact with the Service Military Equal Opportunity (MEO) offices’ points of contact 
and other stakeholders in the Services who helped disseminate information throughout the Force.  

In addition to static materials, in August 2020, OPA began hosting biweekly virtual live training 
sessions.  These trainings are open to anyone involved in the DEOCS process and require an 
RSVP to join.  Between August 2020 and January 2021, over 1,400 individuals participated in 
these sessions, which consisted of live demonstrations by an OPA researcher walking through 
the process of creating an administration account, logging in and exploring the DEOCS Portal, 
registering a new DEOCS, and going through the registration fields to explain any differences 
between the new version from the old (e.g., rostering, custom question bank).  After the launch 

 
48 All materials are reviewed and approved for public release via the Defense Human Resources Activity (DHRA) 
security review process prior to posting. 
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of the DEOCS 5.0 content and updated reporting in January 2021, additional trainings were held, 
and are currently ongoing, to describe updates to the reporting system and content to ensure that 
survey administrators understand the updated survey and are prepared to brief their commanders 
given changes to data visualizations and updated survey content. 

Summary  

The purpose of this chapter was to outline the various policies and processes that govern the 
DEOCS survey, both historically and currently.  We describe the current process of 
administering a DEOCS from the perspective of the survey administrator (from setting up an 
account to requesting a survey to monitoring response rates in the field to after actions), and the 
process of taking a DEOCS for unit members.  In describing these processes, we highlight areas 
where OPA has staged targeted interventions, based largely on stakeholder feedback.  The next 
chapter will describe the process by which OPA developed new survey content, which took into 
consideration feedback from many sources (Chapter 2; Chapter 3; Chapter 4) and was based on 
the most promising scientific research into command climate risk and protective factors. 
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Chapter 6:  
DEOCS 5.0 Construct Selection 

Dr. Julia Dahl, Dr. Rachel Clare, Dr. Ashlea Klahr, Clancy Murray, Dr. Austin Lawhead, Dr. 
Rachel Trump-Steele, Dr. Sela Harcey 

Introduction 

In this chapter, we describe the 19 factors or constructs (hereafter referred to as constructs) that 
are measured in the redesigned Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) 5.0 and how 
these constructs were selected.  In designing the DEOCS 5.0, we started with a figurative blank 
page and, based on a rigorous process of construct selection, ultimately selected 19 constructs for 
inclusion on the survey instrument.  The overarching principles for the entire DEOCS redesign—
data driven, user friendly, and actionable (Chapter 1)—also guided the process for selecting new 
survey content.  The chapters that follow describe the process for selecting specific items and 
scales for measuring these constructs (Chapter 7) and the process of combining all items to 
create the DEOCS 5.0 survey instrument (Chapter 8). 

Accurate and Data Driven 

First and foremost, the process for selecting new content was systematic and relied heavily on 
existing scientific research on climate.  We started at the foundational level for construct 
selection, consistent with best practice in human-centered design and implementation science, by 
clearly defining the desired impact in terms of the performance gap, or the discrepancy between 
the ideal and current state (e.g., Handley et al., 2016).  We relied upon the purpose of the 
DEOCS to guide our decision-making process, aiming to design a survey to serve as a tool for 
commanders that produces accurate assessments of climate risks and informs targeted and 
appropriate follow-on actions (to include follow-on assessments as needed).  We then asked the 
question, “What should the DEOCS measure?” or, in other words, “What are the key metrics that 
unit commanders need regarding climate in their unit?” 

To make these critical decisions regarding what to measure on DoD’s largest and most 
potentially impactful survey, we developed a rigorous selection process designed to choose the 
most actionable, empirically supported risk and protective factors for the DEOCS strategic target 
outcomes (STO) which include racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination, sexual harassment, 
sexual assault, suicide, retention, and readiness.  This process was systematic in nature, designed 
to minimize the impact of individual biases, prior assumptions, and beliefs on the content 
selection process.49  The process was also designed to prioritize the best-quality evidence, to 
ensure the DEOCS 5.0 is grounded in science.  Finally, during our selection, we also gave weight 

 
49 Over a century of science in psychology, sociology, and cognition demonstrate that human judgment is biased 
(James, 1890; Kahneman & Tversky, 1972, 1996; Tversky & Kahneman, 1974; Kunda, 1990; Ariely, 2008; 
Kahneman, 2011; Hilbert, 2012) and favors people’s own prior assumptions and beliefs.  For example, many 
stakeholders (OPA researchers included) have preferences and beliefs about which constructs will be most accurate 
at assessing risk related to the STOs.  These preferences and beliefs are based on our own firsthand experiences and 
observations, and in some cases, the research that we have worked with or produced.  Sometimes we recognize that 
we have these preferences or beliefs, but research suggests that more often we don’t recognize our own tendencies 
for biased judgments (Greenwald, 1980; Greenwald et al., 2009).   
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to insights from a variety of DEOCS stakeholders, including Service members, commanders, 
policy officials, and senior leaders. 

User Friendly 

As will be demonstrated later in this chapter, there are a variety of constructs that would have 
been appropriate to include on a survey of command climate.  However, with the knowledge that 
a long survey could result in low response rates and lower data quality (Galesic & Bosnjak, 
2009), the redesign team took steps to limit survey burden by identifying the most important 
constructs.  Our systematic selection process helped to identify the most promising constructs: 
those that had the best supporting evidence, served the key functions of the DEOCS, and were 
also deemed meaningful to stakeholders.  We also made the survey more efficient by prioritizing 
topics that predicted multiple STOs. 

Actionable 

Actionability was a key consideration in selecting survey constructs.  As a commander’s tool, it 
is important that the DEOCS directly inform actions a commander can take to improve their 
command climate.  Therefore, the constructs measured on the revised DEOCS 5.0 can be 
impacted by commander and other DoD leaders through policy, programs, and practices.  At 
several points in the selection process, actionability of a construct was considered, including 
during the initial literature review, and as a key consideration in the final selection of constructs.  
The remainder of this chapter describes in detail our construct selection methodology.   

Method 

The redesign team leveraged their expertise in social and behavioral science as well as existing 
scientific frameworks to develop a rigorous, comprehensive method for identifying and selecting 
survey content for the DEOCS 5.0.  To do so, we applied current OPA practices for selecting 
survey content and then sought out expertise in parallel applied research organizations or 
publications to build upon our existing practices.  These sources included conversations with 
industry experts; authoritative texts on social science research for applications in industry, 
business, and governments; and methods used in other large-scale or national public health 
agendas and programs (National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2019; 
National Center for Injury Prevention and Control (NCIPC), 2016, 2017).  The resulting 
methodology is briefly described below and followed by detailed information focused on each 
step within this process.  

At a high level, we selected survey content (i.e., survey themes and constructs) based on three 
key functions: (1) provide an accurate assessment of risk and protective factors; (2) provide a 
basis for actionable guidance; and (3) provide the ability to track changes over time and 
differences between groups (or units).  The term “themes” is defined as broad subjects of 
discussion as identified in at least one of the articles from the initial literature review discussed 
further below.  The term “constructs” is a specific topic and can be measured by responses on 
one or more survey items which make up a scale.  For example, the theme “Hostile Climate,” 
includes the constructs “Workplace Bullying” and “Workplace Hostility.”   “Construct” is 
commonly used in social science research and used herein synonymously with the term “factors” 
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(as in the phrase, “cross-cutting risk and protective factors”).  After selection, constructs were 
organized into the two broad categories of risk and protective factors that generally describe 
whether the presence of the factor is good or bad for unit climate.  We define risk factors as 
attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors associated with negative command climate outcomes; whereas 
protective factors are associated with positive command climate outcomes. 

To generate a preliminary list of themes and their corresponding constructs for consideration, the 
redesign team performed an initial literature review that was scoped based on our three key 
functions described above.  We then systematically extracted detailed information and identified 
preliminary themes and constructs from each article.  We then followed a step-by-step process, 
briefly described below, to review and score the preliminary themes and constructs.  Further 
information on the criteria and scoring is described in the four sections below.  

Step 1:  Screening Preliminary Constructs.   

We determined whether the identified preliminary constructs that derived from the initial 
literature review met the minimum criteria for inclusion–scientific evidence, hypothetical time 
variable, and hypothetical group variable.  Preliminary constructs and their corresponding 
themes that met minimum criteria, were moved to Scoring Preliminary Themes and Constructs.  

Step 2:  Scoring Preliminary Themes and Constructs.   

The preliminary themes and constructs that met the minimum criteria were scored based on a set 
of criteria.  The scoring criteria was developed to quantitatively distinguish high-performing 
preliminary themes and constructs, based on how likely the constructs were to facilitate the 
DEOCS’s key functions.  It is separated into two scores:  (1) scientific evidence and (2) 
qualitative evidence.  Each score includes multiple criteria which are discussed in further detail 
below. 

Step 3:  Selecting Initial Constructs.   

Members of the redesign team independently evaluated the scored preliminary themes and 
constructs and then met as a group to select the initial set of constructs for inclusion on the 
DEOCS 5.0.  

Step 4:  Selecting Final Constructs.   

The final set of constructs was modified based on stakeholder feedback provided throughout the 
coordination process as well as the redesign team survey development expertise.  These 
decisions ultimately resulted in the selection of the final 19 constructs that are included on the 
revised DEOCS 5.0.  

Initial Literature Review 

As discussed above, to ensure the revised DEOCS 5.0 is evidence based, we conducted an initial 
literature review.  The goal of the literature review was to identify preliminary themes and 
constructs for potential inclusion on the DEOCS 5.0.  We describe our article selection process 
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as well as approach to inputting and tracking the information below.  The initial literature review 
identified over 100 articles which were used to identify over 400 unique preliminary constructs.   

Article Selection 

For an article to be included in the initial literature review, it had to meet certain requirements 
that are described below.  

• Evidence Based:  To ensure the literature review was evidence based, the article had 
to be a peer-reviewed academic article (e.g., empirical, or meta-analytic), internal 
OPA or DoD research, or other industry standard research such as white papers and 
reports from federally funded research and development centers or government 
entities.   

• Current Research:  To ensure current research was prioritized, the search focused on 
articles published between 2010 and 2020. 

• Link to STOs:  To ensure the DEOCS 5.0 measures risk and protective factors linked 
to the STOs, the article had to examine associations with, or leading indicators for, at 
least one of the six STOs.   

• Meaningful at the Unit Level:  Because the DEOCS is reported at the unit or 
organization level and not at an individual level, the content discussed in the article 
must be measured, or relevant, at the aggregate unit level.  For example, average unit-
level endorsement of “Cohesion” in relation to lower sexual harassment rates in the 
unit were prioritized over research that found that an individual’s level of depression 
is related to their likelihood of attempted suicide.  However, research is much more 
common at the individual level; thus, individual-level research that is applicable in 
the aggregate unit or organization level was included in the literature review.   

• Actionable for Leaders:  To ensure the DEOCS 5.0 results are actionable for leaders, 
the article’s content had to focus on findings that allowed leaders to address issues 
using a combination of policies, programs, and practices.  For example, an actionable 
finding would be content that identifies poor communication from leadership.  If 
flagged, leadership would address this issue by implementing clearer, more frequent 
communication within their unit or organization.  An example of a non-actionable 
finding would be something related to the gender composition of the unit or concerns 
about Service-level policies, which commanders cannot influence.  

• Measured by Survey:  All articles were required to focus on content that could be 
measured on a survey, such as DEOCS 5.0, and capture participants’ attitudes, 
opinions, perceptions, behaviors, and observations.  Articles that were excluded on 
this basis included those focused on biological markers such as genes, hormones, and 
neurotransmitters that may serve as leading indicators for one or more STOs, but 
these are not readily measured via a survey. 
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• Non-Administrative Data Focused:  Similar to the above criteria, the correlates or 
leading indicators of focus within the article had to be those readily captured via a 
survey and not better or as readily captured via administrative personnel records (e.g., 
unit demographic composition may be associated with unit-level outcomes, but a 
survey is not the most efficient way to collect this information).   

• Population Focus:  To focus on constructs that are relevant to the military as well as 
the DoD civilian population, the article selection prioritized research on U.S. and 
international military populations.  As a second priority and in addition to military 
research, the search also focused on U.S. research concentrated on the following 
industries: first-response and paramilitary organizations and research from 
structurally similar industries, like medicine, higher education, for-profit corporate 
settings, STEM, and professional and college-level team sports.  These additional 
populations were included due to potential similarities to the DoD populations, which 
have strong culture and a team mentality.  

To identify relevant literature, we mainly used the search tool Google Scholar.  Google Scholar 
is a freely accessible web search engine that indexes the full text or metadata of scholarly 
literature from a variety of publishing formats and disciplines.  If only the abstract was available 
through Google Scholar, we expanded the search to a variety of other search tools to find the full 
text version such as the Defense Technical Information Center (DTIC) and ResearchGate.  When 
necessary and applicable, we also e-mailed the author directly to ask for a copy of the article. 

Table 8 below presents the search terms used to identify relevant articles.  As noted below, the 
search terms were organized into three main themes in order of importance that include (1) 
organizational context, (2) STOs, and (3) command climate constructs.  The command climate 
constructs were identified based on conversations from the military and summit focus groups 
(Chapter 2) as well as stakeholder interviews (Chapter 4).   
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Table 8.  
Key Search Terms and Themes 

Theme Search Terms 

Organizational 
Context 

First Attempt:  MILITARY or POLICE or EMT or FIRST RESPONDERS or 
PARAMILITARY or FIREFIGTHERS  
Second Attempt:  STEM or MEDICINE or HIGHER EDUCTIONA or FOR-PROFIT 
CORPORATE or PROFESSIONAL SPORTS TEAM or COLLEGE SPORTS TEAM  

Strategic Target 
Outcomes (STOs) 

RETENTION or SEXUAL HARASSMENT or SEXUAL ASSAULT or SUICIDE or 
HARASSMENT or DISCRIMINATION or DEPLOYABILITY or READINESS  

Command Climate 
Constructs 

General Terms:  CLIMATE or CULTURE or UNIT LEVEL or LEADER or TEAM LEVEL 
or LEADERSHIP 
Positive Terms:  COMMUNCIATION or TRANSPARENCY or TRUST or EMPATHY or 
MORALE or RESPECT or ENGAGEMENT or ACCOUNTABILITY or CARING or 
FAIRNESS or HONESTY or ACCESSIBILE or PROFESSIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT/GROWTH or SUPPORTIVE  
Negative Terms:  HOSTILITY or MICROMANAGEMENT or FAVORTISM or 
INACCESSIBILTY or TOXIC LEADERSHIP or MISMANAGEMENT or OPAQUE or 
DISTRUST or SELFISHNESS or BLAME or AIMLESS or CLOSE MINDED or LACK OF 
TRAINING or POOR LEADERSHIP or ZERO MISTAKE MENTALITY or LACK OF 
ACCOUNTABILITY or CULTURE OF FEAR 

 

Information from the initial literature review that met the search criteria described above was 
inputted into the Table of Content Evidence under the tab entitled “Table of References.” The 
Table of Content Evidence summarizes the scientific and qualitative evidence described below 
for each of the final 19 factors.  It also includes the items that were chosen to measure the 
constructs (which are discussed further in Chapter 7 and Chapter 8).  The Table of Content 
Evidence can be found on OPA’s website, www.opa.mil.   

Identify Preliminary Themes and Constructs 

For the next stage of development, the redesign team identified preliminary themes and 
constructs for potential inclusion on the revised DEOCS 5.0.  For this report, themes are defined 
as broad subjects of discussion as identified in at least one of the articles from the initial 
literature review, while constructs are more specific.  For example, one theme identified through 
our initial literature review was “Justice Climate,” which included constructs such as 
“Workgroup Fairness” and “Perceived Organizational Justice.”  To identify preliminary themes 
and constructs, the redesign team completed four steps discussed below.  

Step 1:  Identified Preliminary Constructs   

The redesign team identified specific preliminary constructs through two primary sources: (1) the 
article abstracts, and (2) the key findings summaries written by the research team in the Table of 
References.  That is, going through each article, the redesign team identified and recorded all 
constructs that were provided in the abstract or in the summaries of key findings that related to at 
least one of the six STOs.  The constructs were generally tied to specific measurement 
information (hereafter referred to as scales) discussed in the article.  When a scale was not 
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available, the author’s operational definition was used to identify constructs.  Following this 
process, over 550 initial preliminary construct-STO pairings were identified.   

Step 2:  Consolidated Preliminary Constructs   

In the second step, the redesign team collectively reviewed the preliminary constructs.  When 
significant overlap was identified, the constructs were consolidated.  To identify overlapping 
constructs, the team examined the scale or author’s operationalization definition.  Constructs that 
were conceptualized and measured in the same or very similar ways were combined into one 
construct.  For example, Mete and Sökmen (2016) found job satisfaction was related to 
readiness, and the authors measured job satisfaction using the Job Satisfaction Scale (Miller & 
Medalia, 1955).  Knapp and colleagues (1993) found job satisfaction was related to retention, 
and the authors measured job satisfaction using the Army Job Satisfaction Questionnaire (Kralj 
et al., 1991).  Upon further examination of these two scales, both were determined to be the same 
construct and were labeled as “Job Satisfaction.”  Following this process, a final total of over 400 
unique consolidated preliminary constructs were identified. 

Step 3:  Identified Preliminary Themes   

After identifying and consolidating preliminary constructs, we grouped constructs into broader 
preliminary themes.  For example, constructs such as “Connectedness,” “Coworker Satisfaction,” 
“Isolation,” “Perceptions of Integration,” and “Thwarted Belongingness” were all captured in a 
larger “Connectedness” theme.  These themes were used for two primary purposes.  The first 
was to provide an organizational framework to think about, discuss, and structure the identified 
constructs.  Second, the themes were used to score qualitative evidence collected during focus 
groups and stakeholder conversations.  This was done because participants often used different 
language to describe phenomena that was most easily grouped by “theme” since people do not 
generally speak in “constructs.”  Each theme was also linked to one or more of the STOs.  
Following this process, a final total of over 100 themes were identified.  Each theme was made 
up of one to 23 individual preliminary constructs.   

Step 4:  Developed Preliminary Theme and Construct Definitions   

Based on the scales, author definitions, and extensive discussion by the redesign team, 
operational definitions for each preliminary theme and construct was developed.50   

Summary 

The redesign team conducted an initial literature review to identify preliminary themes and 
constructs for inclusion consideration on the revised DEOCS 5.0.  The process concluded with 
over 100 preliminary themes and 400 preliminary constructs identified.  To narrow the 
preliminary constructs and ensure we provide unit commanders with the most important and 
useful information; we employed the following four-step process to systematically identify the 
best constructs for inclusion on DEOCS 5.0.  

 
50 A list of scored preliminary themes and constructs can be found in the Table of Content Evidence located on 
OPA’s website, www.opa.mil. 
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Method Step 1:  Screening Preliminary Constructs 

The first step of the content selection method was to review preliminary constructs to assess if 
they met the minimum criteria for inclusion on the DEOCS 5.0.51  To assess the preliminary 
constructs, the redesign team met and reviewed over 400 preliminary constructs identified 
through the initial literature review to ensure definitions were clear.  The team then evaluated 
each of the preliminary constructs based on the minimum criteria discussed below.  If the 
preliminary construct did not meet the minimum criteria, it was dropped from further 
consideration. 

Minimum Criteria 

Scientific Evidence.  The first minimum criterion supports the first function of the DEOCS: to 
assess unit level accurately and reliably, cross-cutting climate risk and protective factors related 
to the STOs.  To meet the scientific evidence criteria, the literature had to provide preliminary 
evidence linking a candidate construct to an STO.  This ensures that, at minimum, the construct 
accurately and reliably assesses climate risk and protective constructs related to at least one of 
the six STOs.  To meet our definition of preliminary, the evidence to support the link between a 
preliminary construct and STO must be found in correlational or cross-sectional research (e.g., 
OPA Gender Relations Surveys models) or in systematic research reviews.  Rigorous research 
evidence,52 including evidence from a meta-analysis, experiment, or quasi-experimental studies, 
that empirically (i.e., statistically, and mathematically) linking the candidate construct with a 
STO, also meets this threshold.  We did not consider “anecdotal” research or qualitative research 
(e.g., focus groups or individual interviews) to be sufficient scientific evidence.  Similarly, we 
did not consider “theoretical” or hypothesized links between preliminary constructs and STOs 
that was not empirically examined to be sufficient scientific evidence.  However, these types of 
evidence were referenced in support of the link between the preliminary construct and STO, 
alongside scientific evidence, when applicable.  

Hypothetical Time Variable.  The second minimum criterion supports part of the third function 
of the DEOCS: to serve as a basis to track improvement and decrement in command climate.  
Toward this end, we considered a preliminary construct to be time variable if the construct could 
be logically expected to change within the average amount of time that a commander commands 
a unit (i.e., 18–24 months).  As one example, the research team determined whether a construct 
was time variable by considering whether the construct was capturing a “state” or a “trait.”  A 
“state” is a condition that someone or a unit could be in, such as low morale.  By contrast, a 
“trait” is a feature that someone or a unit has and is unlikely to change in 18–24 months, such as 
a unit’s gender composition.  Note that we evaluated this criterion liberally, meaning that, 
although some aspects of climate, and particularly culture, can be very difficult to change, and in 
practice often remain fixed, so long as it was theoretically possible to change the construct, the 
construct was considered as meeting the criterion.  That said, if a construct was not time 

 
51 We did not conduct a minimum criteria screening on preliminary themes as each preliminary theme was 
connected to a preliminary construct. 
52 Our definition of scientific evidence aligns with the definition used by the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention (CDC) in its technical packages; NCIPC (2016 & 2017); Ruggeri et al., 2020.   
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variable53 (e.g., gender, family history of suicide, prior delinquent behavior), then it could not 
serve this function of the DEOCS.  In sum, the commander had to be able to reasonably impact 
the construct while they were in command of that unit and could be reasonably expected to 
improve.   

Hypothetical Group Variable.  Similarly, the third minimum criterion supports part of the third 
function of the DEOCS:  to serve as a basis to compare groups or units.  Toward this end, the 
construct had to capture differences between units.  We considered a construct to be group 
variable if the construct could be logically expected to differ between subgroups within the same 
overall organization.  For example, across the people who will be taking the DEOCS, all of them 
should have “Access to Health Insurance” and be “Employed.”  Therefore, we did not expect 
these constructs to differ by unit nor meet this minimum criterion.  By contrast, there are likely 
to be different levels of “Morale” among units and individuals.  For this reason, “Morale” met 
the group variable minimum criteria.  Constructs that do not allow us to capture differences at 
the subgroup level54 do not serve the functions of the DEOCS and do not meet this minimum 
criterion. 

Measurable.  Finally, we removed any remaining preliminary constructs that could not be 
measured on a survey.  Recall that the measurability of the preliminary construct on a survey was 
also an exclusion criterion in the initial literature review selection.  Some articles that we 
included had both measurable and non-measurable constructs, and so, at this step, we screened 
out those remaining non-measurable constructs.  For example, the redesign team felt that the 
preliminary construct “Genetic and Biological Determinants” was not something that could 
easily be measured on a survey.  Therefore, this preliminary construct was dropped during the 
minimum criteria process.  

Preliminary Construct Minimum Criteria Screening Example 

This section walks through an example of the minimum criteria screening using the preliminary 
construct “Alcohol Misuse.”55 

The research team evaluated each of the constructs from the literature review based on the 
scientific evidence minimum criteria for each STO.  Table 9 below shows how we evaluated the 
scientific evidence for the link between “Alcohol Misuse” and each STO: racial/ethnic 
harassment/discrimination, sexual harassment, sexual assault, suicide, readiness, and retention.  
We assigned the construct six scores, one for each STO:  1 = construct meets the scientific 
evidence criterion for the STO and 0 = construct does not meet the scientific evidence criterion 
for the STO.  For “Alcohol Misuse,” there was sufficient scientific evidence linking it to: sexual 
assault = 1, suicide = 1.  For the other STOs, the evidence was not currently published or 

 
53 Variability is a statistic, or perhaps best defined when considering how to measure constructs, so it may seem odd 
to include in our selection of constructs.  However, variability is also a feature in the conceptualization of constructs 
and, therefore, possible to evaluate at the conceptual level. 
54 Variability is a statistic, or perhaps best defined when considering how to measure constructs, so it may seem odd 
to include in our selection of constructs.  However, variability is also a feature in the conceptualization of constructs 
and, therefore, possible to evaluate at the conceptual level.  
55 In the final version of the survey instrument, “Alcohol Misuse” was separated into separate factors of “Alcohol 
Impairing Memory” and “Binge Drinking.”  



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

124 DEOCS 5.0 Construct Selection 
 

included in the literature review: racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination = 0, sexual 
harassment = 0, readiness = 0, retention = 0.  

Table 9.  
Minimum Criteria Screening for the Preliminary Construct "Alcohol Misuse" 

Minimum Criteria  STO Score 

Scientific Evidence 

Racial/Ethnic Harassment/Discrimination 0 
Retention 0 
Readiness 0 
Sexual Assault 1 
Sexual Harassment 0 
Suicide 1 

Hypothetical Time Variable 1 
Hypothetical Group Variable 1 
Measurable 1 
 

If the construct met the scientific evidence criterion for at least one STO, we then evaluated the 
hypothetical time variable, hypothetical group variable, and measurable criteria and assigned one 
score for each criterion.  That is, since construct A, “Alcohol Misuse,” met the scientific 
evidence criterion for two STOs (suicide = 1 and sexual assault = 1; all other STOs = 0), then we 
evaluated construct A, “Alcohol Misuse” on the hypothetical time variable, hypothetical group 
variable, and measurable criteria only once each.  Therefore, “Alcohol Misuse” has nine 
minimum criteria evaluations and scores: six scores for scientific evidence (sexual assault = 1, 
suicide = 1, racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination = 0, sexual harassment = 0, readiness = 0, 
retention = 0); one score for time variable = 1; one score for group variable = 1; one score for 
measurable = 1. 

However, if a construct did not meet the scientific evidence criterion for any STOs, then we did 
not evaluate the construct on the hypothetical time variable, hypothetical group variable, and 
measurable criteria, and the construct was dropped from further consideration.  Furthermore, if a 
construct met scientific criterion for at least one STO but did not meet criteria for hypothetical 
time variable, hypothetical group variable, or measurable, then the construct was dropped from 
further consideration. 

Thus, any construct with at least one construct/STO scientific criteria score that equals 1, a time 
variable score that equals 1, a group variable score that equals 1, and a measurable criteria score 
that equals 1, was scored in the next step (Step 2:  Scoring Preliminary Constructs and Themes). 

Summary 

The redesign team reviewed over 400 preliminary constructs to assess if they met minimum 
criteria.  To meet this requirement, the preliminary construct had to be based on literature that 
met the scientific evidence requirements, was able to change over time and among groups, and 
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could be measured on a survey.  As shown in Table 10, our redesign team reviewed over 400 
unique preliminary constructs, 340 preliminary constructs met the scientific evidence 
requirements, and 323 of the 340 unique constructs could be measured on a survey.  Finally, 271 
unique preliminary constructs met the hypothetical time variable and hypothetical group variable 
requirement.   

Table 10.  
Summary of Minimum Criteria Variables 

Minimum Criteria Variables  

Total Number 
of Unique 

Preliminary 
Constructs 

Total number of unique preliminary constructs.  424 
Total number of unique preliminary constructs that met scientific evidence requirements.1 340 
Total number of unique preliminary constructs that did NOT meet scientific evidence requirements. 84 
Total number of unique preliminary constructs that cannot be measured on a survey. 19 
Total number of unique preliminary constructs that can be measured on a survey.2 323 
Total number of unique preliminary constructs that met time variable ONLY. 271 
Total number of unique preliminary constructs that met group variable ONLY.  322 
Total number of unique preliminary constructs that met time AND group variable.  271 
Total number of unique preliminary constructs that met minimum criteria. 271 
1 This value equals the number of unique preliminary constructs after removing all constructs with only anecdotal and theoretical evidence. 
2 The construct “Past Suicide Attempts” is counted as for both “can” and “cannot” be measured on a survey.  The count is based on the article 
that from which the construct was derived (e.g., Article 115 provided the “no”). 

Table 11 shows the total number of unique preliminary constructs that met all the minimum 
criteria requirements by STO.  It should be noted that some preliminary constructs were linked to 
multiple STOs, which is why the total number of unique preliminary constructs does not equal 
the total number of unique preliminary constructs that meet the minimum criteria (i.e., 271 
unique preliminary constructs).  

Table 11.  
Total Number of Unique Preliminary Constructs That Meet Minimum Criteria by Strategic 
Target Outcomes (STO) 

STO Total Number of 
Unique Constructs1 

Racial/Ethnic Harassment/Discrimination 12 
Readiness 66 
Retention 49 
Sexual Assault 58 
Sexual Harassment 31 
Suicide 104 
1 The sum of the unique preliminary constructs in this column (320) is greater than the number of constructs that met the minimum criteria (271) 
because some constructs were empirically linked to more than one STO. 
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Method Step 2:  Scoring Preliminary Themes and Constructs 

In Step 2, the redesign team assigned scores to each preliminary theme and construct that met the 
minimum criteria described.  Each preliminary construct received two types of scores based on 
the two different sources of the scoring information: (1) scientific evidence based on the initial 
literature review, and (2) qualitative evidenced based on the focus groups and stakeholder 
conversations (Chapter 2; Chapter 4).  The scientific and qualitative scoring approach and 
criteria is described below.  We also provide an example of the scoring for the preliminary 
construct for “Workgroup Fairness.”  

Scientific Evidence Scoring Criteria 

The scientific evidence scoring is based on the initial literature review described above56 and 
focuses on the preliminary construct only.  The preliminary themes were not included in the 
scientific evidence scoring process.  The scientific evidence scoring consists of six criteria that 
are described below.  

Scientific Evidence (+1).  This criterion was carried over from the minimum criteria scoring and 
aimed to assess whether the literature provide sufficient evidence linking a candidate construct to 
an STO.  For example, studies that we identified through our initial literature review showed that 
the construct “Alcohol Misuse”57 is a risk factor for victimization and perpetration of sexual 
assault (Basile et al., 2016; Conley et al., 2017) and suicide (Hourani et al., 2018; North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization, 2018; Ringer et al., 2018; Saxena et al., 2014).  Therefore, the “Alcohol 
Misuse” construct received a +1 for sexual assault and +1 for suicide.  Note that “Alcohol 
Misuse” receives two points because there is scientific evidence linking the construct to two 
different STOs (e.g., sexual assault and suicide).  If the construct had evidence for only one STO, 
then the construct would receive only one point for this criterion. 

Rigor (+3).  Rigor was defined as evidence from at least one randomized controlled trial (RCT), 
experiment or quasi-experiment, or meta-analysis that empirically (i.e., statistically, and 
mathematically) links the preliminary construct with an STO.  Returning to the construct of 
“Alcohol Misuse” as an example, there was a rigorous quasi-experimental study of young adults  
linking alcohol use frequency with women’s (but not men’s) risk for sexual assault victimization 
(Conley et al., 2017).  However, there was no rigorous study identified through our initial 
literature review that linked “Alcohol Misuse” with suicide.  Therefore, “Alcohol Misuse” 
received +3 for this rigor criterion on sexual assault, and no additional rigor points for suicide 
(nor any other STO). 

Time Variable Empirical (+1).  This criterion was defined as empirical evidence showing 
change over time in multi-level, repeated assessments, or longitudinal study designs (i.e., “Is the 
construct time variable, or able to capture changes over time?”).  The ability of the construct to 
capture change over time is important for documenting improvements and decrements related to 
climate, which is why time variability is a minimum criterion.  However, researchers have found 

 
56 Although our literature review was extensive, it is possible, and likely, that other research exists that provides 
scientific evidence not captured in our review. 
57 The final factors on the DEOCS 5.0 separate alcohol misuse into two factors: “Alcohol Impairing Memory” and 
“Binge Drinking.” 
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that even if there is logical reason to believe that a survey construct will change over time, for 
various reasons, when they collect the data, there are little to no changes from one time point to 
another.  For this reason, we wanted to document empirical evidence of time variability and 
assign a higher score.  One example from the research literature review of a construct that met 
this criterion is “Perceived Stress.”  In a study of National Guard soldiers recently returning from 
deployment, their ratings of “Perceived Stress” changed over 6 months and 12 months (Kim, H. 
M. et al., 2017).  The study was about suicide risk, and so the construct received +1 for this 
criterion and STO. 

Longitudinal Correlation (+1).  This criterion was defined as empirical evidence showing 
change over time.  Additionally, those changes in the preliminary construct over time must 
correlate with changes in a STOs (i.e., “Is there evidence supporting the relationship between 
this variability and the STO?”).  The example construct “Perceived Stress” met this criterion.  
Research showed that increases in “Perceived Stress” over 6–12 months increased risk for 
suicide (Kim et al., 2017). 

Group Variable Empirical (+1).  This criterion was defined as empirical evidence showing 
differences between subgroups within the same higher-level organization.  For example, studies 
that employ nested or hierarchical study designs, or that compare work groups within the same 
organization population, can determine whether the construct varies at this level of analysis and 
is able to capture differences between groups.  For the DEOCS, it is important to be able to 
detect differences in units’ command climates.  Although some constructs should logically differ 
between groups or units, the initial literature review may not provide evidence of this variability.   
One example of a construct that met this criterion was “Inclusion.”  In a study of approximately 
250 military units, the units differed meaningfully in their “Inclusion” climate scores.  That is, 
some units had higher scores on “Inclusion” than other units (Boehm et al., 2014).  “Inclusion” 
received +1 point for the STO for racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination. 

Group Correlation (+1).  This criterion was defined as empirical evidence showing differences 
between subgroups within the same higher-level organization and the subgroup differences in the 
preliminary construct correlate with subgroup differences at a STOs.  Returning to the 
“Inclusion” example, there were not only differences between units, but those differences were 
also associated with different rates of discrimination.  Therefore, “Inclusion” received +1 point 
for this criterion for the STO for racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination. 

Qualitative Evidence Scoring 

The qualitative evidence score is derived from military and summit focus groups and stakeholder 
conversations described in Chapter 2 and Chapter 4 respectively.  We generated three separate 
scores based on the population providing the information:  (1) Service members (based on the 
focus groups), (2) commanders (based on the focus groups), and (3) stakeholders (based on the 
stakeholder conversations and summit focus groups).  Each criterion was scored by to 
independent raters and conflicts were resolved through discussion. 

To compute the qualitative evidence scores, we scored the preliminary themes rather than the 
individual preliminary constructs.  This is because participants generally discussed climate issues 
in broader themes rather than specific constructs from the scientific literature.  The literature 
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review was conducted at the same time as the focus groups and stakeholder conversations, so the 
preliminary constructs from the literature review were not identified prior to the development of 
the protocols and participants were not promoted to consider specific constructs.  However, 
participants were asked to discuss broadly what factors they felt contributed to command 
climate.  For example, Service members were more likely to talk about the preliminary theme 
“Hostile Climate” than any of the more focused preliminary constructs such as “Perceived Social 
Norms About Violence” or “Organizational Tolerance for Sexual Harassment.”  Therefore, if a 
Service member indicated that a “Hostile Climate” contributes to a negative command climate, 
then all preliminary constructs under the “Hostile Climate” theme met that Service member 
qualitative evidence criterion and received a +1.   

Each preliminary theme and their related preliminary constructs received only one score for each 
of these criteria.  That is, each construct had only one score for commander, one score for 
Service members, and one score for stakeholders.  We did not score by STO because the 
information we collected from Service members, commanders, and stakeholders was not 
necessarily focused on the preliminary themes relationship to an STO.  Instead, commanders, 
Service members, and stakeholders tended to discuss preliminary themes as important aspects of 
positive and negative command climate overall, and/or as important aspects of climate to 
measure on the DEOCS.  We describe each of the three qualitative evidence scoring criteria 
below.  

Service Members (+1).  This criterion captures whether there was qualitative evidence based on 
focus groups with Service members that links the preliminary theme to positive or negative 
command climate.  One example of a preliminary theme that met this criterion is “Justice 
Climate.”  In the focus groups, when asked what aspects are important to command climate, 
Service members indicated that “a fair work environment” was very important and impacted 
their command climate.  This description aligned with the preliminary theme “Justice Climate.”  
As a result and shown in Table 13, the preliminary theme, “Justice Climate” and its six 
corresponding preliminary constructs, which included “Workgroup Fairness,” received +1.   

Commander (+1).  This criterion captures whether there was qualitative evidence based on focus 
groups with commanders that links the preliminary theme to positive or negative command 
climate.  For example, in focus groups, some commanders noted that higher incidences of 
alcohol abuse among the unit was indicative of a broader “culture problem.”  Therefore, the 
preliminary theme “Substance Use” and its eight corresponding preliminary constructs, including 
“Alcohol Misuse,” received a +1. 

Stakeholder (+1).  This criterion captures whether there was qualitative evidence based on 
stakeholder conversations and summit focus groups that links the preliminary theme to positive 
or negative command climate.  An example of a preliminary theme that met this criterion is 
“Work-Life Balance.”  Several stakeholders noted the importance of work-life balance and how 
that can impact the overall command climate.  One stakeholder noted that his unit is “always at 
work and they don’t have time to pursue other opportunities and spend time with family.”  
Therefore, the preliminary theme for “Work-Life Balance” and its two preliminary constructs 
received a +1 for qualitative evidence from stakeholders. 
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Total Preliminary Construct Scores 

The total scores for both scientific and qualitative evidence were combined into the total 
preliminary construct score.  To see all scored preliminary themes and construct, please go to the 
Preliminary Scoring tab of the Table of Content Evidence located on OPA’s website at 
www.opa.mil.58  Once the scores were compiled, they were distributed to the redesign team to 
individually review and consider for inclusion in the revised DEOCS 5.0.  All selections were 
discussed by the team during the set selection meeting which is described further in Step 3–
Initial Construct Selection. 

Preliminary Theme Construct Scoring Example 

This section walks through an example using the preliminary construct “Workgroup Fairness.”59 
“Workgroup Fairness” is defined as the “shared perceptions of organizational policies, practices, 
and procedures, both formal and informal, related to fairness regarding information sharing, job 
opportunities and promotions being based on merit, inclusion, equal and respectful treatment” 
(David et al., 2019; Oberfield, 2016).  Below we provide the scientific and qualitative evidence 
scores for this preliminary construct.  

Scientific Evidence Score.  We found two studies that discussed “Workgroup Fairness” and how 
it relates to two STOs – racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination and retention.  Table 12 below 
shows that “Workgroup Fairness” received a scientific evidence score of 2 for racial/ethnic 
harassment/discrimination and 2 for retention.  Therefore, the total scientific evidence score for 
the preliminary construct “Workgroup Fairness” is 4.  

Table 12.  
Scientific Evidence Scoring for the Preliminary Construct “Workgroup Fairness” by Strategic 
Target Outcomes (STO) 

Scoring Criteria  
Racial/Ethnic 
Harassment/

Discrimination 
Retention Readiness Sexual 

Assault 
Sexual 

Harassment Suicide 

Scientific Evidence 1 1 0 0 0 0 
Rigor 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Time Variable Empirical 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Longitudinal Correlation 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Group Variable Empirical 1 1 0 0 0 0 
Group Correlation 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Score by STO 2 2 0 0 0 0 

 

 
58 This table is based on the preliminary themes and constructs identified during the initial literature review.  As a 
result, some final constructs (i.e., “Toxic Leadership”) do not appear on this table and were not scored. 
59 “Workgroup Fairness” is called “Fairness” in the final version of the survey instrument. 
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As shown above, there is scientific evidence supporting the association between “Workgroup 
Fairness” and experiences of racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination (Oberfield, 2016) and 
retention (David et al., 2019).  The literature that provides evidence for these links is not rigorous 
and therefore it did not receive a score for rigor for either STO.  Additionally, the scientific 
evidence does not include a demonstration that “Workgroup Fairness” changes over time (time 
variable empirical) or that it precedes discrimination or retention longitudinally (longitudinal 
correlation).  There is scientific evidence that the association between “Workgroup Fairness” and 
experiences of racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination and retention can differ at a group or unit 
level (group variable empirical).  Finally, the scientific evidence does not include a 
demonstration that group-level differences in “Workgroup Fairness” are associated with group-
level differences in the STO for racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination or retention (group 
correlation).  Moving through the remaining STOs, our initial literature review did not identify 
scientific evidence supporting “Workgroup Fairness” as a risk or protective factor for readiness 
(0), sexual assault (0), sexual harassment (0), or suicide (0).60  

Qualitative Evidence Score.  As discussed above, the qualitative evidence score is based on 
military and summit focus groups and stakeholder conversations and is scored at the preliminary 
theme level.  The score is also separated by population and includes (1) Service members, (2) 
commanders, and (3) stakeholders.  For example, the preliminary construct “Workgroup 
Fairness” is under the preliminary theme “Justice Climate.” Therefore, as noted in Table 13 
below, if the preliminary theme “Justice Climate” received a score of +1 for Service members, 
all corresponding preliminary constructs under the “Justice Climate” theme also received a score 
of +1.   

More specifically, looking at the qualitative data for “Workgroup Fairness,” Service members 
noted that units that have an “unfair or inconsistent” work environment are associated with a 
negative command climate.  Additionally, commanders noted that it takes “one bad leader” to 
not hold others accountable to have a negative impact on the command.  Finally, stakeholders 
noted that unequal treatment within a unit can have a significant negative impact on a variety of 
our STOs, including sexual harassment and discrimination.  These three qualitative findings 
showed that the preliminary theme “Justice Climate” was important and impacted a command 
climate.  Therefore, the preliminary theme “Justice Climate” and the corresponding preliminary 
constructs, which include “Workgroup Fairness,” were given a score of +1.   The total qualitative 
score for the preliminary construct “Workgroup Fairness” was +3 which is one point for each of 
the qualitative populations scored.  

 
60 While the initial literature review was extensive, it is possible that there are existing scientific evidence to link a 
preliminary theme or construct to an STO that was not identified.   
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Table 13.  
Qualitative Evidence Scoring for the Preliminary Construct "Workgroup Fairness" 

 
Preliminary 

Theme/
Construct 

Service 
Members Commanders Stakeholders 

Total 
Qualitative 

Score 

Justice Climate  Preliminary 
Theme 1 1 1 3 

Perceived Organizational Justice Construct 1 1 1 3 
Promotion Equality Construct 1 1 1 3 
Supervisor Fairness Construct 1 1 1 3 
Workgroup Fairness Construct 1 1 1 3 
Reporting Climate Construct 1 1 1 3 
 

Total Preliminary Construct Score.  The scientific evidence score for “Workgroup Fairness” was 
4 and the qualitative evidence score was 3.  Therefore, the total score for “Workgroup Fairness” 
was 7.  

Summary  

The redesign team assigned scientific and qualitative evidence scores to each preliminary 
construct that met the minimum criteria described in Step 1.  The scientific evidence score is 
based on the initial literature review and only the preliminary constructs were scored.  The 
qualitative evidence was scored for preliminary themes and were based on DEOCS focus groups 
and stakeholder conversations described in Chapter 2 and Chapter 4 respectively.  If a 
preliminary theme received a qualitative score, all corresponding preliminary constructs under 
that theme received the same score.  The scientific and qualitative evidence scores were then 
distributed to the redesign team to individually review and make an initial selection of 15 
constructs to be considered for initial construct selection that is described further below.   

Method Step 3: Selecting Initial Constructs  

Once all the preliminary themes and constructs were scored, the DEOCS redesign team 
participated in a one-day meeting to make an initial selection of 15 constructs to include on the 
DEOCS 5.0.  To balance the need for sufficient coverage of each STO while ensuring minimal 
survey burden on the participant, and in anticipation that our stakeholders might want to add 
constructs, we limited the final number of constructs selected during the survey construct set 
selection meeting to a total of 15.61  As shown in Figure 16, the meeting consisted of a 
preliminary list of constructs followed by three rounds of discussion and voting.  The survey 
construct set selection meeting was also overseen by an independent moderator who gathered 
and organized the selected constructs, facilitated the discussion, and managed the days’ agenda. 

 
61 The construct count of 15 was expanded to a total of 19 final constructs in the DEOCS 5.0. 
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Figure 16.  
Structure of the Initial Construct Selection Meeting 

 
 

Before the meeting, the redesign team individually reviewed the highest-performing constructs 
and selected 15 they would recommend for inclusion on the core DEOCS 5.0.  While making 
their individual selection, each member also considered a checklist of questions to ensure their 
set of constructs covered all STOs, was supported by the literature, and met the needs of 
stakeholders.  The moderator then gathered all selected constructs, identified constructs that 
included at least one vote, and sorted the constructs by most endorsed to least endorsed.  The 
final preliminary list included 48 unique constructs, 25 of which had multiple members selecting 
the construct for inclusion, and 23 constructs that received a single vote.  Table 14 lists the 
checklist questions that each redesign team member considered while selecting their set of 
constructs prior to the survey construct set selection meeting and Table 15 presents the 
preliminary list of constructs selected by the redesign team.  

Preliminary 
of Constructs 

• 48 unique 
constructs 
selected for 
discussion

• 23 constructs 
selected by 
mutliple 
members

• 25 constructs 
selected by a 
single member

Round I

• 25 constructs 
selected by a 
single member 
were discussed

• 15 constructs 
cut

• 10 constructs 
selected to 
move to 
Round II

Round II

• 35 remaining 
constructs 
discussed

• 15 constructs 
cut

• 20 constructs 
selected to 
move to 
Round III

Round III

• 20 remaning 
constructs 
discussed

• 5 constructs cut
• 15 constructs 

selected for 
stakeholder 
review and 
feedback
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Table 14.  
Preliminary Construct Set Selection Checklist 

Preliminary Construct Set Selection Checklist 
Does the set of constructs provide results that help leaders understand their unit/organizational climate related to the 
strategic target outcomes (STOs) and to take effective action if needed?   
Are each of the STOs sufficiently covered so that leaders are sufficiently equipped to understand the climate in their 
unit and take effective action if needed? 
What was mentioned by stakeholders (including Service members and commanders) that is not here?  Is there good 
justification for excluding the construct?   
Is this set of constructs important to stakeholders such as commanders, Service members, and other DoD leaders?   
Does the set of constructs allow DoD policymakers to achieve their goals with respect to risk and protective factors 
related to the six STOs? 
Does the set of constructs allow the Services to achieve their goals? 
Is the set of constructs appropriate for informing high-stakes decisions? 
Does the set of constructs sufficiently leverage the DEOCS as a valuable tool for DoD leaders to gain new 
knowledge about a unit or organization’s climate?   
 

Table 15.  
Selected Constructs for Inclusion by Round 
Preliminary List of 
Constructs Round I Constructs Round II Constructs Round III Constructs 

Administratively Reported 
Sexual Assault 

Administratively Reported 
Sexual Assault Not Applicable Not Applicable 

Affective Climate No Vote—Moved to Round II Affective Climate Not Applicable 
Alcohol Use No Vote—Moved to Round II Alcohol Use  Alcohol Use  
Burnout Burnout Burnout Not Applicable 
Cognitive Climate Cognitive Climate Not Applicable Not Applicable 
Cohesion No Vote—Moved to Round II Cohesion Cohesion 
Cohesion/Leader Support No Vote—Moved to Round II Cohesion/Leader Support Not Applicable 
Connectedness No Vote—Moved to Round II Connectedness Connectedness 
Coworker Satisfaction No Vote—Moved to Round II Coworker Satisfaction Not Applicable 

Cynicism toward 
Organizational Sexual 
Harassment Change & 
Perceived Unit Ethical Climate 

Cynicism toward 
Organizational Sexual 
Harassment Change and 
Perceived Unit Ethical 
Climate 

Not Applicable Not Applicable 

Depression Depression Not Applicable Not Applicable 

Different Perspective Climate No Vote—Moved to Round II Different Perspective 
Climate 

Different Perspective 
Climate 

Experienced Sexual 
Harassment No Vote—Moved to Round II Experienced Sexual 

Harassment 
Experienced Sexual 
Harassment 

Frequency of Drinking to 
Blacking Out  

Frequency of Drinking to 
Blacking Out - Men and 
Women 

Not Applicable Not Applicable 

Job Satisfaction No Vote—Moved to Round II Job Satisfaction Not Applicable 
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Preliminary List of 
Constructs Round I Constructs Round II Constructs Round III Constructs 

Lack of Public Recognition Lack of Public Recognition Lack of Public 
Recognition Not Applicable 

Lack of Support for Career 
Development 

Lack of Support for Career 
Development 

Lack of Support for 
Career Development Not Applicable 

Leadership and Unit Sexual 
Harassment Climate 

Leadership and Unit Sexual 
Harassment Climate Not Applicable Not Applicable 

Loss of Legitimacy of the 
Mission 

Task Significance (formally 
Loss of Legitimacy of the 
Mission) 

Task Significance Not Applicable 

Mental Health  Mental Health  Not Applicable Not Applicable 
Morale No Vote—Moved to Round II Morale Morale 
Nonsexual Workplace 
Aggression No Vote—Moved to Round II Nonsexual Workplace 

Aggression 
Nonsexual Workplace 
Aggression 

Organizational Commitment No Vote—Moved to Round II Organizational 
Commitment 

Organizational 
Commitment/Work 
Engagement 

Organizational Effectiveness Organizational Effectiveness Not Applicable Not Applicable 

Organizational EO Climate No Vote—Moved to Round II Organizational EO 
Climate Not Applicable 

Organizational Tolerance for 
Sexual Harassment No Vote—Moved to Round II Organizational Tolerance 

for Sexual Harassment Not Applicable 

Overall Stress Overall Stress Not Applicable Not Applicable 
Passive Leadership No Vote—Moved to Round II Passive Leadership Passive Leadership 
Perceived Organizational 
Justice 

Perceived Organizational 
Justice Not Applicable Not Applicable 

Perceived Stress No Vote—Moved to Round II Perceived Stress Perceived Stress 

Psychological Voice Climate No Vote—Moved to Round II Psychological Voice 
Climate 

Psychological Voice 
Climate 

Role Clarity and Conflict No Vote—Moved to Round II Role Clarity and Conflict Role Clarity and Conflict 
Sexist Environment Sexist Environment Sexist Environment Not Applicable 
Sexual Assault Reporting 
Climate 

Sexual Assault Reporting 
Climate Not Applicable Not Applicable 

Social Support Social Support Not Applicable Not Applicable 
Suicidal Ideation Suicidal Ideation Not Applicable Not Applicable 
Supervisor Fairness No Vote—Moved to Round II Supervisor Fairness Not Applicable 
Supervisor Satisfaction Supervisor Satisfaction Supervisor Satisfaction Not Applicable 

Supervisor Support Supervisor Support Supervisor Support (with 
Career Development) 

Supervisor Support 
(with Career 
Development)/Trust in 
Chain of Command 

Teamwork Effectiveness No Vote—Moved to Round II Teamwork Effectiveness Teamwork Effectiveness 
Thwarted Belongingness No Vote—Moved to Round II Thwarted Belongingness Not Applicable 
Toxic Leadership  Toxic Leadership  Toxic Leadership  Toxic Leadership  

Transformational Leadership Transformational Leadership Transformational 
Leadership 

Transformational 
Leadership 
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Preliminary List of 
Constructs Round I Constructs Round II Constructs Round III Constructs 

Trust in Chain of Command 
Sexual Harassment No Vote—Moved to Round II Trust in Chain of 

Command 
Trust in Chain of 
Command 

Work Engagement No Vote—Moved to Round II Work Engagement Work Engagement 
Work-Life Balance Work-Life Balance Work-Life Balance Work-Life Balance 

Workgroup Fairness No Vote—Moved to Round II Workgroup Fairness Workgroup/Supervisor 
Fairness 

Workplace Hostility No Vote—Moved to Round II Workplace Hostility Not Applicable 
Note.  Bolded constructs in the Preliminary List of Constructs column notes constructs that had multiple redesign team members selecting them 
for inclusion in the DEOCS 5.0.  Crossed out constructs in each round of voting notes constructs that were not selected for inclusion. 

To begin the survey construct set selection meeting, each redesign member outlined their process 
for, and evidence to support, their proposed set of selected 15 constructs.  Once all members 
presented their initial set of constructs to the group, they were then asked to begin the rounds of 
voting and discussions.  Each of the three rounds are described below.  Table 15 also presents the 
results of each round of voting.  

Round I.  For Round I, the moderator presented the 23 constructs that received a single vote for 
inclusion during the preliminary selection.  Each redesign member was asked to use the list of 23 
constructs to select 10 constructs for inclusion and 10 constructs to cut based on the discussion 
and evidence presented.  During Round I discussion, the redesign team also consolidated or 
removed highly similar constructs to reduce redundancies and renamed constructs to align with 
their definition provided in the literature review.  For example, “Loss of Legitimacy of the 
Mission” was renamed “Task Significance” to better align with the proposed items to measure.  
There was also significant discussion on the “Toxic Leadership” construct, which was not 
identified through the literature review but instead identified by a variety of stakeholders as a 
construct that would be important to measure on the revised DEOCS (Chapter 2; Chapter 3).  
The 10 constructs that were selected for inclusion during Round I and moved to Round II 
discussion and voting are presented in Table 15. 

Round II.  Prior to Round II, the moderator combined the 10 constructs that were kept during 
Round I with the remaining 25 constructs that received multiple votes during the preliminary 
selection.  Each redesign member was asked to select 15 constructs to keep and 10 constructs to 
cut and present evidence for their decision to the group.  Like the Round I discussions, the 
redesign team consolidated or removed constructs that closely overlapped and renamed 
constructs to better align with their definition and items to be measured.  For example, the team 
combined “Supervisor Fairness” with “Workgroup Fairness” to create “Workgroup/Supervisor 
Fairness.”  The group also combined “Lack of Support for Career Development” with 
“Supervisor Support” because they closely overlapped.  The 15 constructs that were selected for 
inclusion during Round II and moved to Round III for discussion and voting are presented in 
Table 15.  

Round III.  For Round III, the moderator compiled the remaining 20 constructs and asked the 
team to select 15 constructs to keep and 5 constructs to cut.  During Round III discussions, the 
team removed “Psychological Voice” since it was a sub-component for “Different Perspective 
Climate,” which has a broader focus on inclusion.  “Supervisor Support” was also combined with 
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“Trust in Chain of Command” because they closely overlapped.  For example, one item that 
measured “Trust in Chain of Command” was “I feel comfortable talking with supervisor about 
personal problems,” which is captured in the items under “Supervisor Support.”  The final list of 
15 constructs selected at the end of the survey construct set selection meeting are presented in 
Table 15. 

Once the constructs were selected, the team met to review the initial constructs list.  During these 
internal discussions, the team renamed several constructs to ensure the construct more closely 
described the concept to be measured and could be most readily understood by DEOCS users.  
For example, “Different Perspective Climate” was changed to “Diversity Climate” (later changed 
to be called “Inclusion” based on stakeholder feedback), “Experienced Sexual Harassment” was 
changed to “Sexually Harassing Behaviors,” “Nonsexual Workplace Aggression” was changed 
to “Workplace Hostility,” “Organizational Commitment/Work Engagement” was changed to 
“Engagement and Commitment,” “Supervisor Support/Trust in Chain of Command” was 
changed to “Leadership Support,” and “Workgroup/Supervisor Fairness” was changed to 
“Fairness.”   

Additionally, there is a purposeful increase in the proportion of survey content devoted to 
measuring different aspects of leadership as noted by the four constructs focused on leadership: 
“Leadership Support,” “Passive Leadership,” “Transformational Leadership,” and “Toxic 
Leadership.”  These considerations resulted in perhaps one of the more significant shifts from 
DEOCS 4.1 to the DEOCS 5.0 which is to not only capture problematic leadership behaviors, but 
also provide ways of measuring leadership style.  To capture this information, we took a 
multifaceted approach to capturing leadership to provide clear and actionable feedback on a 
breadth of important aspects of leadership to leaders.  Chapter 7 has more information on the 
individual items and survey structure surrounding the leadership constructs, and. Table 16 
presents the list of the initial set of constructs that was sent to stakeholders to review in June 
2020. 
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Table 16.  
Initial Constructs Selection for Inclusion 

Initial Constructs 
Alcohol Misuse 
Cohesion 
Connectedness 
Diversity Climate 
Engagement and Commitment 
Fairness 
Leadership Support 
Morale 
Passive Leadership 
Sexually Harassing Behaviors 
Stress 
Toxic Leadership 
Transformational Leadership 
Work-Life Balance 
Workplace Hostility 
 

Method Step 4: Selecting Final Construct 

This section describes the steps taken to identify and support the final constructs after the initial 
set selection was completed.  The final 19 constructs selected to be included in the revised 
DEOCS 5.0 evolved from the initial 15 constructs described above.  The transformation of these 
initial constructs occurred during the survey coordination process and was based on (1) 
stakeholder feedback and (2) the redesign teams’ survey development expertise.  Once the final 
set of constructs was identified, the redesign team conducted a secondary scientific and 
qualitative evidence review that was targeted towards the constructs identified after the initial 
literature reviews.  Table 17 presents the 15 initial constructs as well as the 19 final constructs 
selected for inclusion on the revised DEOCS 5.0 in alphabetical order.  The following Results 
section provides additional detail on each construct and how that construct relates to one or more 
of the STOs.  
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Table 17.  
List of Initial and Final Constructs Selected for Inclusion on the Revised DEOCS 5.0 

Initial Constructs Selected Final Constructs Selected 

Alcohol Misuse 
Alcohol Impairing Memory* 
Binge Drinking* 

Cohesion Cohesion 
Connectedness Connectedness 
Engagement and Commitment Engagement and Commitment 
Fairness Fairness 
Diversity Climate Inclusion** 
Leadership Support Leadership Support 
Morale Morale 
Passive Leadership Passive Leadership 
 Racially Harassing Behaviors* 
 Safe Storage of Lethal Means* 
 Sexist Behaviors* 
Sexually Harassing Behaviors Sexually Harassing Behaviors 
Stress Stress 
Toxic Leadership Toxic Leadership 
Transformational Leadership Transformational Leadership 
Work-Life Balance Work-Life Balance 
Workplace Hostility Workplace Hostility 
*Indicates constructs added after initial selection. 
**Indicates a name change from the initial construct selected to the final. 

Stakeholder Feedback. 

The feedback from stakeholders and DoD policy offices on the initial constructs selected as well 
as during the informal and formal survey coordination process was immensely helpful in refining 
the DEOCS 5.0.62  While most stakeholder feedback was centered on individual item 
modifications (Chapter 7), the Defense Suicide Prevention Office requested the inclusion of the 
“Safe Storage for Lethal Means” construct during informal coordination.  Through our secondary 
scientific and qualitative evidence search – which is discussed further below – we found a 
variety of scientific evidence that linked this construct as a protective factor for suicide.  More 
specifically, individuals who are more likely to safely store “lethal means” are less likely to 
attempt suicide (Stanley et al., 2016).  The redesign team also added the constructs “Sexist 
Behaviors” and “Racially Harassing Behaviors”63 based on stakeholder feedback that noted the 
important impact these constructs had on command climate.  The construct “Diversity Climate” 

 
62 All documents provided to stakeholders for feedback as well as the feedback received at each stage of the survey 
development process and OPA’s responses, can be accessed on OPA’s CAC-enabled SharePoint site: 
https://dhra.deps.mil/sites/OPA/opa-survey/DEOCS_Redesign/Forms/AllItems.aspx.  
63Initially, the redesign team added the constructs “Gender Discrimination” and “Racism” based on stakeholder 
feedback, but this eventually changed to “Sexist Behaviors” and “Racially Harassing Behaviors,” respectively, to 
most accurately reflect the survey items. 
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was also edited to “Inclusion” based on stakeholder feedback that it more closely aligned with 
the Department’s policies and initiatives in that topic area. 

Survey Development. 

Based on insights from OPA’s lead survey methodologist and industry best practices, the 
redesign team adjusted several constructs to assist with readability and measurement.  For 
example, the redesign team felt it was more appropriate to split “Alcohol Misuse” into two 
separate constructs: (1) “Alcohol Impairing Memory” and (2) “Binge Drinking.”  The redesign 
team also originally added the construct “Racism” after the initial construct selection; however, 
this changed to “Racially Harassing Behaviors” to better align with the individual items that 
were selected to measure this construct (Chapter 7 has more information on individual item 
selection).  Similarly, the construct entitled “Gender Discrimination Behavior” was added after 
the initial construct selection and evolved to the final construct, “Sexist Behaviors,” during the 
coordination process.  

Secondary Scientific and Qualitative Evidence Review. 

Once the 19 constructs were identified, the redesign team conducted a secondary scientific and 
qualitative evidence review.  This included a secondary literature review that focused on the 
specific constructs that were not identified during the initial literature review and subsequently 
not scored.  The redesign team also reviewed the qualitative data from the focus groups and 
stakeholder conversations to identify qualitative evidence for “Inclusion.”  The methods 
approach for both the secondary scientific and qualitative evidence approach was the same as 
discussed above; however, these constructs were not scored.  The evidence described below in 
the Results section contains evidence from both the initial and secondary scientific and 
qualitative evidence reviews, and also incorporates evidence for all closely-related constructs. 

Summary 

The final 19 constructs selected to be included in the revised DEOCS 5.0 evolved during the 
survey coordination process based on (1) stakeholder feedback and (2) the redesign teams’ 
survey development expertise.  Once the final set of constructs was identified, the redesign team 
conducted a secondary scientific and qualitative evidence search that was targeted towards the 
newly identified constructs.  The information captured during this process was used to (1) 
provide scientific and qualitative evidence that links the construct to at least one of the STOs, 
and (2) ensure the construct aligned with the goal of the revised DEOCS – accurate and data 
drive, user friendly, and actionable.  The next section discusses the construct and STO alignment 
as well as provides definitions and scientific and qualitative evidence to support the selection of 
each of the final 19 constructs (hereafter referred to as factors).  

Results 

In this section, we describe the final 19 constructs or factors that were selected for inclusion in 
the DEOCS 5.0.  For each factor, these results present the definition, scientific evidence to 
support the aligns with the STOs, and qualitative evidence supporting the final selection.  The 
factors are organized alphabetically and grouped as risk and protective factors.  Risk factors are 
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attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors associated with negative outcomes in units whereas protective 
factors are associated with positive outcomes in units.  

The table below presents the final 19 factors and STO alignment alphabetically based on the 
(Table 18).64  All but one factor is linked to multiple STOs.  An STO alignment for 
“Connectedness,” for example, can be interpreted as aligning with two protective factors 
(retention and readiness) and one risk factor (suicide).  Substantively, this alignment could be 
understood as:  units that report higher “Connectedness” are more likely to have higher readiness 
(i.e., performance) and retention as well as lower risk of suicide.  The Table of Content Evidence 
includes the factor and STO alignment along with a summary of the scientific and qualitative 
evidence that supports each alignment.  The table can be found on www.opa.mil.   

Table 18.  
Final Factors and the Strategic Target Outcome (STO) Alignment 

Factors Factor Type R/E H/D REA RET SA SH SUI 
Alcohol Impairing Memory Risk             
Binge Drinking Risk             
Cohesion Protective             
Connectedness Protective             
Engagement and Commitment Protective           * 
Fairness Protective             
Inclusion Protective             
Leadership Support  Protective             
Morale Protective       *     
Passive Leadership  Risk             
Racially Harassing Behaviors Risk             
Safe Storage for Lethal Means Protective             
Sexist Behaviors Risk             
Sexually Harassing Behaviors Risk             
Stress Risk             
Toxic Leadership  Risk             
Transformational Leadership  Protective            
Work-Life Balance Protective             
Workplace Hostility Risk *           
*Indicates the alignment between the factor and STO is based only on the item reduction analyses described in Chapter 7 and is not reflected in 
the scientific evidence described in this chapter. 
R/E H/D–Racial/Ethnic Harassment/Discrimination 
REA–Readiness 
RET–Retention 
SA–Sexual Assault 
SH–Sexual Harassment 

 
64 The alignments described in the Results section of this chapter reflect only the scientific evidence from our initial 
and secondary literature reviews.  During the item selection process (described in Chapter 7), some additional 
alignments were discovered based on new analysis of OPA survey data. 
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SUI-Suicide 

Unit Risk Factors 

As described above, risk factors are attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors associated with negative 
outcomes in units.  Below, these results focus first on the final nine factors that were selected as 
risk factors.  Generally, for risk factors, higher scores indicate greater risk of negative outcomes.  
More specifically, our scientific and qualitative evidence shows that the high use or presence of 
these risk factors within a unit is associated with poorer performance or readiness; higher 
attrition from the military; and higher rates of sexual assault, suicide, sexual harassment, and 
racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination. 

“Alcohol Impairing Memory” and “Binge Drinking”65 

Definition.  “Alcohol Impairing Memory” is defined as the inability to recall events that 
occurred while consuming excessive amounts of alcohol (Rose & Grant, 2010).  This occurs 
when an individual drinks enough alcohol to temporarily block the transfer of memories from 
short-term to long-term storage—known as memory consolidation—in a brain area called the 
hippocampus (National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA), 2019).   

“Binge Drinking” is defined as a pattern of drinking alcohol that brings blood alcohol 
concentration (BAC) to 0.08 percent, or 0.08 grams of alcohol per deciliter, or higher.  For a 
typical adult, this generally includes consuming four or more drinks for a woman or five or more 
drinks for a man in a 2-hour period (NIAAA, 2020). 

Scientific Evidence.  Research has consistently shown the detrimental impact that “Binge 
Drinking” and “Alcohol Impairing Memory” can have on an individual’s work and personal life.  
More specifically, higher incidences of alcohol misuse and abuse among military members has 
been identified as a risk factor for sexual assault and sexual harassment victimization and 
perpetration as well as suicidal ideation (Marquis et al., 2017; Van Brunt et al., 2018; Russell & 
Oswald, 2016; Basile et al., 2016; Conley et al., 2017).  The DoD’s gender relations surveys of 
military personnel consistently demonstrate that approximately half or more of sexual assaults 
involving Service member and Academy student victims, including both male and female 
victims, involve alcohol at the time of the assault (Breslin et al., 2019; Breslin et al., 2020; Davis 
et al., 2019).  More specifically, the 2018 Workplace and Gender Relations (WGR) survey of 
active duty members identified alcohol use, defined as the frequency that men and women drink 
to the point of blacking out, as an important risk factor associated with an installation or ship’s 
estimated sexual assault and sexual harassment rates.  In fact, “Alcohol Impairing Memory” was 
more predictive of installation-level risk for sexual assault than all other climate or location-
based factors examined in this study (Samuelson et al., 2021).  

Several studies have also linked alcohol misuse with suicidal ideation (Stone et al., 2017; HHS, 
2012; Saxena et al., 2014).  Specifically, a 2018 study of U.S. active duty soldiers found that 
substance abuse, including alcohol misuse, was linked to an increase in suicidal behaviors and 

 
65 Because there is significant overlap between “Alcohol Impairing Memory” and “Binge Drinking,” we have 
combined the scientific and qualitative evidence for these two factors.   
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less mental health resiliency (Hourani et al. 2018). Additionally, the 2018 North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) report demonstrated that military members’ use of alcohol represents a 
significant risk for both suicidal behavior and ideation. 

Qualitative Evidence.  The redesign team reviewed the preliminary theme “Substance Use” 
which included preliminary constructs closely related to the final factors “Binge Drinking” and 
“Alcohol Impairing Memory,” and was touched upon by focus group participants and 
stakeholders.  For example, alcohol use within a unit was identified by Service members as a 
common stress release activity.  One commander also noted that increased alcohol use within a 
unit was linked to problematic behaviors, which they felt could be an indicator of a bigger 
command climate problem.  Similarly, during stakeholder conversations, several stakeholders 
asked for the revised DEOCS to measure alcohol use within the unit because they felt it was an 
important construct that related to a unit’s overall command climate.  Finally, in the redesign 
survey, numerous participants indicated that alcohol is a topic that should be covered on the 
DEOCS and noted the correlation between alcohol abuse and problematic behaviors within a 
unit.   

“Passive Leadership” 

Definition “Passive Leadership,” also known as laissez-faire leadership, is defined as an 
individual’s perception that their leader avoids decisions, does not respond to problems, fails to 
follow up, hesitates to act, and is absent when needed (Bass, 1990; Lee, 2018).  

Scientific Evidence.  Studies have shown a link between “Passive Leadership” and lower 
readiness and retention, and higher risk of sexual harassment.  For example, “Passive 
Leadership” has been associated with multiple negative outcomes such as reduced performance, 
increased burnout, and, ultimately, increased turnover (Fosse et al., 2019).  Similarly, a 2016 
study found that firefighters who demonstrate “Passive Leadership” had detrimental impacts on 
subordinates’ perception of safety climate which was correlated with lower safety behaviors, 
lack of compliance and diminished participation in safety (Smith et al., 2016; Kelloway et al., 
2006).  A study of platoon leaders also found that passive-avoidant leadership was negatively 
related to platoon performance and negatively impacted group cohesion.  The authors concluded 
that being a passive leader and waiting for problems to arise was counterproductive in terms of 
enhancing unit performance (Bass et al., 2003).  Finally, a survey of full-time working 
employees in various U.S. organizations found that “Passive Leadership” was positively related 
to observed “Workplace Hostility,” which was positively related to increased incidences of 
sexual harassment.  The authors concluded that leaders who demonstrate a “Passive Leadership” 
style leave subordinates at higher risk for sexual harassment, particularly for female employees 
who work in a male-dominated organization (Lee, 2018).  

Qualitative Support.  Most military focus group participants agreed that “Passive Leadership” 
contributed to a negative command climate.  In fact, Service members and commanders used the 
term “inaccessible” most frequently to describe a negative command climate – which aligns with 
“Passive Leadership.”   For example, Army EOAs gave examples of how absent leaders have 
created a poor climate in which productivity has been negatively impacted.  Additionally, to 
some Service members, having a passive leader can create unnecessary confusion and frustration 
which ultimately negatively impact overall unit performance.  Finally, several stakeholders also 
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commented on the need to understand “Passive Leadership” and the impact it has on a unit.  
More specifically, stakeholders and commanders requested that the revised DEOCS highlight 
problematic leadership, such as “Passive Leadership,” so commanders can be more proactive in 
addressing the issues before it negatively impacts their unit’s command climate.  

“Racially Harassing Behaviors” 

Definition.  “Racially Harassing Behaviors” are characterized by an individual’s perception that 
behaviors within their workplace include unwelcome or offensive conduct such as intimidation, 
ridicule, and insults that are based on race, color, religion, and/or national origin (Daniel et al., 
2019; U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 2021a; U.S. Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission, 2021b).  While this construct closely aligns with the STO for 
racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination, it is not the same.  The STO for racial/ethnic 
harassment/discrimination measures a wider range of harassing behaviors in addition to 
discriminatory behaviors.66  

Scientific Evidence.  Research consistently shows that individuals who experience “Racially 
Harassing Behaviors” have deceased readiness and retention and are at risk for experiencing 
racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination and suicide.  For example, a 2014 study of U.S. military 
personnel found that workgroup discrimination was negatively related to workgroup 
performance (Boehm et al., 2014).  The 2017 WEOA aligns with this finding and found that 
individuals who experience racial/ethnic discrimination/harassment have reduced retention 
intents and readiness (Daniel et al., 2019).  This same study has found that many members often 
experience more than one racially harassing behavior indicating pervasive or permissive culture 
of racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination (Daniel et al., 2019).  Similarly, experiencing ethnic 
harassment has been associated with lower organizational commitment, lower job satisfaction, 
and greater turnover intentions (Raver & Nishii, 2010; Antecol & Cobb-Clark, 2009). 

Experiencing “Racially Harassing Behaviors” can lead to the continued experience of stressful 
life events, including rejection, stigmatization, and violence that may evoke suicidal behavior.  
Suicide rates have also been known to be higher among minorities who experience 
discrimination (Saxena et al., 2014).  For example, a U.S. study found that immigrant’s suicide 
rates were positively correlated with the negative valence of the words used by the majority to 
describe their ethnic group (Ratkowska & De Leo, 2013; Mullen & Smyth, 2004). 

There is also evidence that women of color experience “double jeopardy” and are at risk of 
harassment based on race and sex simultaneously.  Several studies have a found that women who 
report more sexual harassment also report more racial harassment (Buchanan & Fitzgerald, 2008; 
Buchanan et al., 2009; Moradi & Subich, 2003).  In one study that examined both workplace 

 
66 Racial/ethnic discrimination refers to experiences of being treated unfairly because of a person’s race/ethnicity, or 
treating someone of a different race/ethnicity better. To be counted in the Department’s official estimated past year 
prevalence rates of racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination as measured in the Workplace Equal Opportunity 
Surveys (e.g., Daniel et al., 2019); a person must report experiencing at least one of 12 inappropriate workplace 
harassment behaviors and/or at least one of 12 unfair workplace discriminatory behaviors in the 12 months prior to 
taking the survey. 
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sexual and ethnic harassment, minority women experienced more harassment overall than 
majority men, minority men, and majority women (Berdahl & Moore, 2006).   

Qualitative Evidence.  Military focus group participants reported that “Racially Harassing 
Behaviors” generally can contribute heavily to a negative command climate.  One commander 
noted that because leadership can often consist of mostly white men, there is a concern that 
racism and “Racially Harassing Behaviors” may be more easily brushed aside or “swept under 
the rug.”  This individual also noted that by allowing those negative behaviors, there was an 
increased risk for lower morale and overall workgroup performance.  Additionally, during 
stakeholder conversations, several participants noted that identifying and addressing “Racially 
Harassing Behaviors” was a strategic priority for the Services and this construct should be 
measured on the revised DEOCS 5.0.  

“Sexist Behaviors” 

Definition.  “Sexist Behaviors” are an individual’s perceptions that behaviors and/or opinions 
within their workplace are prejudicial, stereotypical, or negative against a person or group based 
on their perceived sex or gender.  “Sexist Behaviors” also include verbal and/or nonverbal 
behaviors that convey insulting, offensive, or condescending attitudes based on the gender of the 
participant (Fitzgerald et al., 1988).67  

Scientific Evidence.  Studies show that the presence of “Sexist Behaviors” is linked to lower 
readiness and retention and higher risk of sexual assault and sexual harassment.  A 2019 study of 
women firefighters found that women who experienced the most severe work discrimination-
harassment reported difficulty performing their job and were significantly less likely to report 
wanting to spend the rest of their career with their fire department (Jahnke et al., 2019).  
Additionally, perceptions of unfair treatment among clusters of employees, such as women, has 
been shown to negatively impact workgroup performance (Boehm et al., 2014).  Additionally, 
the 2018 WGR survey of active duty members found that a large portion of Service members 
who experienced “Sexist Behaviors” responded that they intended to take steps to leave the 
military.  It was not, however, clear how closely these intentions of separation align with actual 
separation (Breslin et al., 2019). 

Numerous studies have also linked “Sexist Behaviors” to an increased risk of experiencing 
sexual harassment and sexual assault (Tinkler & Zhao, 2019).  For example, a study examining 
female federal law enforcement officers found that women who reported working in a gender 
inclusive organizational culture were less likely to experience pervasive negative attitudes from 
their male colleagues or occurrences of sexual harassment and sexual discrimination (Yu & Lee, 
2019).  Similarly, Harris and colleagues (2018) found that a sexist environment was related to a 
higher probability of experiencing sexual harassment at both the individual and unit level.  
Additionally, holding sexist beliefs and attitudes is associated with an increased tolerance of 

 
67 “Sexist Behaviors” resemble DoD’s definition of gender discrimination, but do not necessarily meet the threshold 
of persistence or severity to be considered gender discrimination, which requires that the behavior in question limit 
or harm the victim’s career (e.g., a statement that “women don’t belong in combat” would not be considered gender 
discrimination in and of itself if there is no clear harm to career, but it is an example of a sexist behavior).  These 
types of behaviors can escalate and lead to or be indicative of gender discrimination (e.g., if repeated comments 
about women not belonging in combat impact the victim’s career trajectory).   
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sexual harassment (Russel & Oswald, 2016) and an increased likelihood of accepting rape 
attitudes (Anderson et al., 1997).  Finally, a 2018 DoD contextual analysis found that “Sexist 
Behaviors” were associated with a higher risk to an installation or ship’s estimated sexual assault 
and sexual harassment rates (Samuelson et al., 2021). 

Qualitative Evidence.  Military focus group and stakeholder conversation participants reported 
that “Sexist Behaviors” can negatively impact command climate.  During focus group 
discussions, one Service member mentioned a perceived “glass ceiling,” or barrier to 
professional advancement, for females in the military that they felt negatively impacted their 
command climate.  Other Service members noted that certain military bases and units are run on 
a “good old boys’ system,” meaning that power and connections are frequently held by men.  
During conversations with stakeholders, it was also noted that attitudes about “gender bias” 
contribute to a positive or negative command climate.  

“Sexually Harassing Behaviors” 

Definition.  “Sexually Harassing Behaviors” are an individual’s perception that behaviors within 
their workplace include unwelcome sexual advances, requests for sexual favors, and offensive 
comments or gestures of a sexual nature and are distinct from the STO for sexual harassment.  
The STO for sexual harassment is defined as behaviors that are either persistent or pervasive 
(i.e., the person continues even when you asked them to stop) or severe (i.e., the reasonable 
person standard), whereas the construct “Sexually Harassing Behaviors” does not necessarily 
meet this threshold.  For example, one off-collar sexual joke would not be considered sexual 
harassment in and of itself, but it is an example of a sexually harassing behavior (Breslin et al., 
2019).   

Scientific Evidence.  Numerous studies show that the presence of “Sexually Harassing 
Behaviors” is associated with lower readiness and retention (Chan et al., 2008; Wellness et al., 
2007; Lapierre et al., 2005; Raver and Nishii, 2010) and increased risk for suicide (Griffith, 
2019).  A study of 13,001 U.S. Service women found that women who reported sexual 
harassment or assault were more likely to report poorer mental and physical health as well as 
difficulties completing their daily work activities.  Overall, this report suggested that recent 
sexual harassment or assault represents a serious potential threat to military operations and 
readiness (Millegan et al., 2015).  Similarly, more severe “Sexually Harassing Behaviors” result 
in greater reported stress and are more likely to impede on an individual’s ability to complete 
their work effectively (Brown et al., 2018).  Additionally, a study examining the U.S. military 
Armed Forces, found that experiencing sexual harassment predicts reduced intention to reenlist 
for both men and women (Firestone et al., 2012).  Additionally, the 2018 WGR survey of active 
duty members found that a large portion of Service members who experienced sexual harassment 
responded that their experience made them take steps to leave the military.  However, it is not 
clear how closely these separate intentions align with actual separation.  (Breslin et al., 2019). 

The literature also indicates that the presence of sexually harassing behavior(s) is one of the best 
statistical predictors of individual risk for sexual harassment (Tinkler & Zaho, 2019).  For 
example, DoD’s 2018 WGR survey of active duty members reported that 79% of women and 
68% of men reported experiencing more than one instance of sex-based military equal 
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opportunity (MEO) violation68 suggesting a persistent and permissive sexual harassment 
environment (Breslin et al., 2019; Breslin et al., 2020).  This coincides with several studies that 
found a strong positive correlation between perceived organizational tolerance to sexual 
harassment and higher frequency of perceived occurrence of more serious sexual harassment 
(Murdoch et al., 2009; Harris et al., 2018; Brown et al., 2018). 

Furthermore, military studies have found that individuals who experience sexual assault 
experienced sexual harassment perpetrated by the same alleged offender(s) prior to the assault 
(Davis et al., 2017).  Beyond the individual-level, U.S. military installation- and ship-level 
sexual harassment are among the top three predictors of installation and ship sexual assault rates 
(Samuelson et al., 2021).  Similarly, military-specific research also supports the connection 
between unwanted experiences such as sexual harassment (both sexual quid pro quo and sexually 
hostile work environment) and a significant increase in the likelihood of rape (Sadler et al., 
2003).  Additionally, as discussed in the evidence for “Racially Harassing Behaviors,” several 
studies have found a positive correlation between sexual harassment and racial harassment 
(Buchanan & Fitzgerald, 2008; Buchanan et al., 2009; Moradi & Subich, 2003; Berdahl & 
Moore, 2006). 

Finally, the presence of “Sexually Harassing Behaviors” is also linked to an increased risk of 
suicidal ideation and suicide.  For example, a 2019 study found that experiencing sexual 
harassment was one of the strongest predictors of suicidal ideation among women veterans 
(Khan et al., 2019).  Similarly, a study of soldiers in the U.S. military found that, at the 
individual-level, sexual harassment was associated with a fivefold increase of risk for suicide.  
At the group-level, units or companies having higher levels of sexual harassment also had 
soldiers three times more at risk for suicide (Griffith, 2019).  

Qualitative Evidence.  During our focus group and stakeholder conversations, many participants 
felt that “Sexually Harassing Behaviors” had a negative impact on command climate.  For 
example, commanders noted that sexual harassment within a unit is linked to a negative 
command climate and loss of mission.  Service members also reported that a higher incidence of 
sexual harassment can precipitate within units and negatively impact command climate.  To 
addresses these negative behaviors, summit and military focus group participants stressed the 
importance of strong leaders to set an example.  Several Service members also stressed the 
importance of unit leaders addressing sexual harassment quickly.  If not taken seriously, focus 
group participants felt that sexual harassment can become a pervasive issue which can lead to 
problematic behaviors such as sexual assault.  Additionally, during stakeholder conversations, 
several participants requested that the revised DEOCS include items to measure sexual 
harassment.  

Finally, Service members who participated in the DEOCS redesign survey identified sexual 
harassment behavior questions as one of the top three most important issues measured by the 
DEOCS.  Support for this construct was also particularly strong among Service and OSD 
policymakers.  One of the Services emphasized its zero-tolerance policy for sexual harassment 

 
68 The sex-based MEO violations measure was designed to align with military law and policy that outline criteria for 
an MEO violation; the measure incorporates behaviors and follow-up criteria to derive rates. The categories of 
behaviors include sexual harassment (i.e., sexually hostile work environment and sexual quid pro quo) and gender 
discrimination. 
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and the importance of this measure on the DEOCS.  Another Service linked the importance of 
tracking “Sexual Harassment Behavior” responses over time to track trends in negative 
command climate.  A different Service linked “Sexual Harassment Behaviors” with other 
negative climate outcomes like suicide and poor leadership, while members of another Service 
linked sexual harassment with risk for sexual assault.  Different Service stakeholders linked 
“Sexual Harassment Behaviors” with deployment and readiness and emphasized that this is an 
area of climate that commanders can improve.  Finally, OSD policy officials linked “Sexual 
Harassment Behaviors” to other negative climate measures like sexual assault and described 
these behaviors as being crucial to track.    

“Stress” 

Definition.  “Stress” is defined as an individual’s perception or feeling of emotional strain or 
pressure—an experience associated with feeling unable to predict or influence valued and 
prominent aspects of life (Cohen & Williamson, 1991).  

Scientific Evidence  Research has shown that “Stress” within a military environment can cause 
significant health hazards in the military work environment which can cause poor performance, 
increased turnover intentions, and greater likelihood of suicidal ideation (Brooks & Greenberg, 
2018).  A survey focused on U.S. military personnel found that work “Stress” was significantly 
related to poor work performance, more days of missed work, and poorer physical health.  These 
results support accumulation of “Stress,” indicating that work “Stress” is a significant 
occupational health hazard in the routine military work environment (Pflanz & Ogle, 2006).  
“Stress” is also associated with lower worker retention (Griffeth et al., 2000; O’Neill & Davis, 
2011).  More specifically, DeTienne et al.  (2012) found that certain types of workplace 
stressors—such as interpersonal or those pertaining ethical conflicts—are associated with 
increased turnover intentions.   

Numerous studies also link “Stress” to suicidal ideation (NATO, 2018; Stone et al., 2017); 
Lebares et al., 2018).  For example, a 2017 study of National Guard soldiers returning from 
deployments in Iraq and Afghanistan found that increased levels of perceived “Stress” were a 
contributing factor to increased risk of suicide (Kim et al., 2017).  Similarly, a 2011 study 
examined stressors related to readjustment post-deployment predicted higher risk of suicidal 
ideation among Army reserve veterans returning from Iraq (Kline et al., 2011).  

Qualitative Support.  During our focus groups, commanders reported that understanding the 
stressors present in the lives of their unit members was important to understanding the pulse of 
their command climate.  Commanders also noted that increased “Stress” can contribute to lower 
retention.  Additionally, some Service members indicated that certain types of “Stress” can build 
camaraderie and increase engagement; however, too much job “Stress” can increase burnout and 
impact retention negatively.  They also reported that consistent and clear communication with 
leadership can help manage “Stress.”  On the DEOCS redesign survey, “Stress” was indicated as 
both one of the most important issues for the chain of command to know about as well as one of 
the constructs they would like to be included on revised DEOCS.  Service stakeholders also 
expressed support for the construct.  During our conversations with one Service, they expressed 
the significance of commanders being able to deal with issues related to “Stress” immediately 
before it contributes to other negative climate outcomes. 
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“Toxic Leadership” 

Definition.  “Toxic Leadership” is defined as an individual’s perception that their leader has a  
disregard for subordinate input, defiance of logic or predictability, and self-promoting tendencies 
(Reed, 2004).  “Toxic Leadership” behavior includes demeaning/marginalizing, degrading, 
coercion, deception, and angry/acts of aggression (Pelletier, 2010).  

Scientific Evidence.  Research has shown that “Toxic Leadership” behaviors create negative 
climates in the military (Reed, 2004) and other civilian workplaces (Pelliter, 2010).  This type of 
negative leadership can reduce organizational commitment, decrease respectful behaviors 
between unit members, lead to poor performance, and decrease retention (Gallus et al., 2013; 
Steele, 2011).  For example, the Annual Survey of Army Leadership continues to find that 
leaders who engaged in “Toxic Leadership” have an adverse effect on command climate, 
including work quality, engagement, and morale of their subordinates (Riley et al., 2017).  The 
findings suggest that this type of negative leadership has contributed to increased turnover in the 
military (Reed & Bullis, 2009).  “Toxic Leadership” has also been correlated with tolerance of 
sexual assault.  The study found that these “Toxic Leadership” styles, as perceived by Service 
women, were strongly associated with the Service women’s risk of, or protection from, sexual 
assault in non-deployed settings.  In fact, negative leader behavior was associated with at least 
doubling Service women’s odds of sexual assault in the military (Sadler et al., 2016).  

In extreme circumstances, “Toxic Leadership” styles can contribute to suicidal ideation.  An 
investigation of U.S. soldiers in Iraq who had committed, or attempted suicide found that while 
the soldiers had other issues in their personal lives, the victims also had in common at least one 
leader (sometimes more) who made their lives “a living hell.”  The author notes that the evidence 
did not show that there is a direct link of “Toxic Leadership” styles to committed or attempted 
suicide, but they do argue that leader support, or lack thereof, was a common issue that 
contributed to the suicide or suicide attempt (Erickson et al., 2015). 

Qualitative Support.  Most summit and military participants we spoke with linked “Toxic 
Leadership” to a negative command climate.  In fact, the term “toxic” was one of the top five 
terms used most frequently to describe a negative command climate.  Focus group participants 
also reported that “Toxic Leadership” styles can perpetuate a culture of tolerance surrounding 
problematic behaviors such as racial/ethnic discrimination, sexual assault, and sexual 
harassment.  Additionally, focus group participants linked “Toxic Leadership” to an intention to 
leave the military.  Our Service and OSD policymaking stakeholders also weighed in on “Toxic 
Leadership” and agreed that it was important to measure on the revised DEOCS.  One Service 
office commented that eliminating toxic leader behaviors was a priority for them in improving 
unit climate.  Another Service policy office linked “Toxic Leadership” with bullying behaviors 
and suicide. 

“Workplace Hostility”  

Definition.  “Workplace Hostility” is an individual’s perception that others within their 
workplace act in an angry or hostile manner towards other personnel.  It includes behaviors such 
as insults, sarcasm, or gestures to humiliate a member as well as perception of others interfering 
with an individual’s work performance or not providing assistance when needed (Breslin et al., 
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2019).  “Workplace Hostility” can also include behaviors typical of incidents of bullying and 
hazing, although “Workplace Hostility” is broader than the definitions of bullying and hazing as 
outline in DoD policy.69 

Scientific Evidence.  Studies consistently find that the presence of “Workplace Hostility” is 
associated with lower performance and readiness as well as an increase in turnover intentions 
(Lapierre et al., 2005; Lewis & Malecha, 2011; Raver & Nishii, 2010).  For example, a study that 
looked at healthcare workers found that “Workplace Hostility” has been proven to lower 
performance, increase absenteeism, and contributed to greater employee turnover rate and 
intentions (Mete & Sokmen, 2016; Zapf & Gross, 2001).   

In addition, the presence of “Workplace Hostility” is associated with an increased risk of sexual 
harassment (Brown et al., 2018; Tinkler & Zhao, 2019).  DoD research consistently finds that 
military personnel who experience “Workplace Hostility” are at significantly greater likelihood 
of also experiencing sexual harassment and sexual assault at the individual level (Breslin et al., 
2019; Breslin et al., 2020).  Beyond the individual level, levels of “Workplace Hostility” at an 
installation/ship emerged among the top 10 statistical predictors of installation-level sexual 
assault rates, out of more than 20 climate and location-based risk factors (Samuelson et al., 
2021).   

Qualitative Support.  DEOCS stakeholders supported including measures of aggressive and 
hostile behaviors, including ones identified in our “Workplace Hostility” measure.  In our focus 
groups with commanders, they argued for the importance of measures that are linked to 
problematic aggressive and hostile behaviors, including bullying and hazing, that can negatively 
impact a unit’s readiness and retention.  Service members also associated general “Workplace 
Hostility” with poor leadership, low morale, increased suicide and sexual assault risk, and higher 
intention to leave the military.  Service members also described how hostile work environments 
can normalize problematic behaviors like racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination.  Policy offices 
and the Services also discussed the necessity of “Workplace Hostility” measures.  One Service 
identified reducing “Workplace Hostility” as being a strategic priority for the Service in 
upcoming years.   

Unit Protective Factors 

Unit protective factors are attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors associated with better outcomes in 
units.  The factors below are protective factors, meaning that higher scores indicate lower risk of 
negative outcomes, and specifically, better performance or readiness, less attrition from the 
military, and lower rates of sexual assault, suicide, sexual harassment, and racial/ethnic 
harassment/discrimination. 

 
69 Further research is needed to understand the overlap between workplace hostility, hazing, and bullying in DoD.  
We might expect that “Workplace Hostility” is a less severe, more pervasive set of behaviors that may escalate into 
bullying, or may take on the character of hazing if there is an element of group initiation.  Future research could 
leverage “Workplace Hostility” in units as measured via the DEOCS and hazing and bullying metrics developed by 
RAND and currently included on the Department’s Workplace Equal Opportunity Surveys to further understand 
how these behaviors are related cross-sectionally and longitudinally. 
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“Cohesion” 

Definition.  “Cohesion” is an individual unit member’s perception that unit members care about 
each other, share the same mission and goals, and work together effectively and is commonly 
referred to as camaraderie (Jones et al., 2012; Wai et al., 2014).   

Scientific Evidence.  Unit “Cohesion” is a well-studied topic, particularly as it relates to the 
military (Jones et al., 2012).  Specifically, there are several studies that have looked at unit 
“Cohesion” and its relation to mental health resilience and better overall military readiness 
(Reed-Fitzke & Lucier-Greer, 2020).  For example, a study of U.K. Armed Forces examined 
personnel deployed to high optempo locations in Afghanistan, found that individuals who 
reported strong unit “Cohesion” were more likely to have lower levels of self-reported PTSD 
symptoms which the authors argued contributed to better mental health and helped promote 
military readiness (Jones et al., 2012).  “Cohesion” has also been found to be a protective factor 
associated with lower turnover intentions (Brooks & Greenberg, 2018; Wai et al., 2014).  This 
coincides with a study that examined the military status of active duty Army soldiers 12 months 
following a return from Iraq deployment.  The study found that while Service members are prone 
to military attrition early in their career, individuals reporting lower levels of unit support (i.e., 
“Cohesion”) were more than twice as likely to separate from Service as those reporting higher 
levels of support from their peers and leaders (Vasterling et al., 2015).  

Research also shows that unit “Cohesion” within a military setting is a protective factor against 
sexual assault, sexual harassment, and suicidal ideation (Stanley et al., 2016; Hourani et al., 
2018; Saxena et al., 2014; Brooks & Greenberg, 2018).  For example, a study that looked at 
Army National Guard Service members who reported at least one deployment found that that 
greater unit “Cohesion” and support was associated with decreased likelihood of experiencing 
sexual assault and sexual harassment (Walsh et al., 2014).  A study that looked at U.S. Army 
soldiers found that while combat exposure was a significant risk factor for suicidal ideation, unit 
“Cohesion” was a significant protective factor.  More specifically, the authors found significant 
interaction between the two factors (i.e., combat exposure and unit “Cohesion”) indicating that 
soldiers who experienced greater combat exposure but also had higher levels of unit “Cohesion” 
had relatively lower levels of suicidal ideation while those who had higher levels of combat 
exposure and lower unit “Cohesion” were most at risk for suicidal ideation.  (Mitchell et al., 
2012).  

Qualitative Support.  There was robust qualitative support for including a “Cohesion” measure 
on the revised DEOCS.  Additionally, most summit and military focus group as well as 
stakeholder participants agreed that stronger “Cohesion” can positively impact a command 
climate and increase retention intentions.  For example, one commander explained that one of the 
first things he thinks of when thinking of a positive command climate is “unit “Cohesion.”  The 
team working together as a unit.” 

“Connectedness” 

Definition.  “Connectedness” is defined as the closeness or belongingness to a group or 
organization, as well as the satisfaction with one’s relationship to and support from others in that 
group or organization (McLean et al., 2017; Selby et al., 2010).  This factor also includes 
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organizational identification which is the degree to which an individual views themselves as a 
member of the organization and to what extent they experience a sense of oneness with the 
organization’s values, brand, and methods (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Haslam, 2004; Schuh et al., 
2016).  

Scientific Evidence.  Research has shown that “Connectedness” or belongingness is associated 
with an increase in work performance and lower turnover intentions (Van Dick et al., 2004; 
Mulki & Jaramillo, 2011).  For example, one study found that strong organizational 
identification was correlated with lower turnover intentions as well as greater trust and 
commitment to the organization (Barattucci et al., 2021).  Similarly, “Connectedness” was 
associated with increased effort-related performance among civilian workers while ostracism at 
work was associated with worse self-rated performance (O’Reilly & Robinson, 2009).   

“Connectedness” is also well studied and has been shown to be a significant protective factor for 
suicidal ideation, particularly in military populations (Anestis et al., 2015; Saxena et al., 2014; 
Chu et al., 2016; NATO, 2018; Khazem et al., 2015).  A study that looked at suicide rates in the 
U.S. military found that hopelessness and perceived burdensomeness were risk factors more 
often communicated in suicide notes but not verbally.  Thwarted belongingness was the risk 
factor most often communicated verbally in the suicide note (Cox et al., 2011).  Additionally, a 
study to determine the intensity of combat exposure as it relates to suicidal ideation among active 
duty Air Force personnel found that suicidal ideation was more severe among Airman above the 
age of 29 years with high combat exposure and low levels of belongingness (Bryan et al., 2013).  
Interpersonal social support—as indicated by availability to speak with someone about problems, 
perception of identification and ability to socialize with a group, and perceived availability of 
material aids—was also associated with reduced risk of suicidal ideation among treatment-
seeking active duty personnel with posttraumatic stress disorder after deployments in or nearby 
Iraq or Afghanistan (McClean et al., 2017).  Finally, a study by the World Health Organizational 
also found a significant link between hopelessness and suicidal ideation among younger adults 
(Sisask et al., 2008).  

Qualitative Support.  “Connectedness” received broad support from a variety of users who 
discussed its importance for inclusion on the DEOCS.  For example, Service stakeholders 
described how important it is for the Services to use measures like “Connectedness” as a 
protective measure against suicide and bullying.  Commanders articulated the importance of 
Service members feeling connected to their unit as an element of positive command climate.  
Service members noted how general “Connectedness” fosters a positive work environment and 
assists in new member integration.  “Connectedness” was also described as valuable for 
consideration in the DEOCS redesign by several OSD policy offices. 

“Engagement and Commitment” 

Definition.  “Engagement and Commitment” is defined as the extent to which individuals find 
their work fulfilling and are committed to their job and organization (Lee et al., 2017).  Engaged 
and committed individuals demonstrate enthusiasm for, dedication to, and absorption in the work 
they do (Schaufeli et al., 2002).  
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Scientific Evidence.  Research shows that “Engagement and Commitment” is linked to higher 
retention and readiness in both military environments and civilian workplaces (Mendes & 
Stander, 2011; Carr et al., 2003; Griffeth et al., 2000).  For example, in a sample of Canadian 
Armed Forces, one study found that greater engagement was associated with greater retention 
intentions and indicators of readiness.  The authors defined indicators of readiness as trust in 
teammates, greater willingness to deploy, and less psychological distress (Ivey et al., 2015).  
Committed individuals also feel a sense of obligation to the organization, feel connected with 
their work activities, believe themselves to be able to deal with demands of their job, and have 
stronger intentions to stay with an organization (Schaufeli et al., 2002).  

Qualitative Support.  A variety of users expressed a desire to have work “Engagement and 
Commitment” items appear on the next iteration of the survey.  Commanders expressed that 
engagement measures provide valuable feedback for their command, and that understanding their 
Service members’ willingness to engage was an important metric for unit success.  Service 
members described how a lack of “Engagement and Commitment” can produce negative climate 
outcomes like low morale.  Service stakeholders also found this construct compelling, and these 
constructs are part of and/or planned for as a component of prevention efforts. 

“Fairness” 

Definition.  “Fairness” is defined as an individual’s perception that organizational policies, 
practices, and procedures, both formal and informal, regarding information sharing, recognition, 
job opportunities, and promotions are based on merit, inclusion, equality, and respect (Colquitt, 
2001).   

Scientific Evidence.  Research finds that perceptions of organizational “Fairness” are associated 
with increased readiness, retention, and likelihood of reduced risk for racial/ethnic 
harassment/discrimination and sexual harassment.  Studies consistently show that employee’s 
positive or negative perceptions of their workgroup and organization depends on their perception 
of whether their own treatment is the same as those extended to members of other groups.  If 
employees feel they are being treated unfairly, they are more likely to develop a feeling of being 
undervalued and may withdraw.  This can then lead to poor performance and turnover intentions 
(Gutek et al., 1996; Snape & Redman, 2003).  Similarly, a 2014 study found that perceptions of 
unfair treatment among clusters of employees, such as aging workers or those with disabilities, 
has been shown to negatively impact workgroup performance and decrease turnover intentions 
(Boehm et al., 2014; Sawyer et al., 2018).  Finally, a study of organizational justice in the federal 
workplace found that organizational justice was linked to employee satisfaction, loyalty to senior 
leadership, and cooperation (Cho & Sai, 2013), which highlights links to increased work 
performance and lower risk of turnover intentions.  

A broad set of literature finds that perceived organizational “Fairness” climate is correlated with 
incidences of sexual harassment (Benavides-Espinoza & Cunningham, 2010; Tinker & Zhao, 
2019).  An employee’s perception that their organization is procedurally just and will fairly deal 
with unacceptable behavior are more likely to have fewer incidences of sexual harassment.  As 
shown in a study of U.K. police officers, participants who reported higher levels of perceived 
organizational tolerance to harassment and lower perceptions of organizational justice reported 
experiencing more frequent sexual harassment (Brown et al., 2018).  Additionally, in a study of 
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military members, when greater value is placed on justice climates there are lower incidences of 
sexual harassment.  The authors suggest that justice climate, when managed successfully, is a 
protective factor against incidences of sexual harassment (Rubino et al., 2018). 

Qualitative Support.  A variety of users expressed support for the inclusion of “Fairness” items 
in the DEOCS redesign effort.  Commanders associated fair and equal treatment to 
accountability and positive climate outcomes.  Similarly, in focus groups and the DEOCS 
redesign survey, Service members identified fair treatment as a key component to a positive 
command climate and the lack of fair treatment (in promotions or punishments) to be evidence of 
a negative command climate.  At the Service and policy levels, one Service expressed concerns 
over favoritism effecting unit climate.  Finally, OSD policymakers discussed the negative impact 
that unequal treatment can have on a variety of our STOs, including sexual harassment and 
discrimination. 

“Inclusion” 

Definition.  “Inclusion” is defined as an individual’s perception that others within their work 
environment are treated fairly and respectfully, have equal access to opportunities and resources, 
and can contribute fully to the organization’s success.  “Inclusion” also includes ensuring that 
different opinions and perspectives are accepted in an organization.  As a result, a key aspect of 
“Inclusion” is individual’s perception that it is safe for them to voice suggestions (Parks et al., 
2008; Lee et al., 2017).   

Scientific Evidence.  Prior research finds that inclusive work environments are linked to reduced 
risk of racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination and turnover intentions as well as increased 
readiness (Oberfield, 2016; Lindsey et al., 2017; McKay et al., 2007).  For example, when 
employees perceive that their organizations are committed to “Inclusion” and diversity, they are 
likely to be more satisfied, have strong attachments to their organizations, perform better overall, 
and have reduced turnover intentions (Buttner et al., 2012; Stewart et al., 2011).  Similarly, when 
members of an organization feel safe to voice suggestions and feel listened to, they are more 
adaptable to changes in the organization (Lee et al., 2017), a fundamental aspect of military 
readiness.  For example, a 2014 study of U.S. military personnel found that workgroups that 
have a positive perception of diversity climate within their organizations also had increased job 
satisfaction, reduced turnover intentions, and were less at risk of experiencing incidences of 
racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination (Boehm et al., 2014).    

Qualitative Support.  Nearly all summit and military focus group participants mentioned the 
importance of having a command climate that is inclusive and tolerant.  These participants 
agreed that these inclusive units are generally more positive and have fewer incidents of racial 
and ethnic discrimination.  Conversely, commanders and other military participants expressed 
that a non-inclusive unit that is intolerant and does not respect or is open to different perspectives 
generally has lower morale.  Commanders also said that commands that are less inclusive 
negatively impacted the work performance of their unit members, specifically minorities.  
Additionally, many summit and military focus group participants agreed that military and 
organizational leaders had an impact on the level of inclusiveness of their unit.  For example, one 
summit participant explained that a leader may not have “control over his or her diversity [within 
their unit], but they do have control over creating a climate of “Inclusion.””  Stakeholders who 
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participated in the semi-structured interviews also felt that “Inclusion” was an important 
construct to measure in the revised DEOCS 5.0 and would increase buy-in among commanders 
and other leaders.   

“Leadership Support” 

Definition.  “Leadership Support” is defined as an individual’s perception that their leader builds 
trust, encourages goal attainment and professional development, promotes effective 
communication, and supports teamwork (Brooks & Greenberg, 2018).   

Scientific Evidence.  Research consistently shows that “Leadership Support” has an influence on 
readiness (Jones et al., 2012) and retention (Wai et al., 2014; Griffeth et al., 2000; Bucklin et al., 
2014).  A systematic narrative review of 50 studies showed that that lack of “Leadership 
Support” can cause a significant health hazard in military work environment which can 
negatively impact performance and increased turnover intentions (Brooks & Greenberg, 2018).  
Similarly, a study of military employees found that supervisor support had a direct impact on the 
employee’s mental health and turnover intentions.  More specifically, increased supervisor 
support was linked to lower mental health issues (i.e., headaches, mental confusion) and higher 
retention intentions (Dupre & Day, 2007).  This coincides with a study that examined the 
military status of active duty Army soldiers 12 months following a return from Iraq deployment.  
The study found that while Service members are prone to military attrition early in their career, 
individuals reporting lower levels of leader support were more than twice as likely to separate 
from Service as those reporting higher levels of support from their peers and leaders (Vesterling 
et al., 2015).  

Research also links “Leadership Support” as a protective factor against sexual harassment, 
sexual assault, and suicidal ideation.  For example, a study looking at harassment by leaders 
found that perceived positive “Leadership Support” was associated with establishing an ethical 
organizational climate which was associated with promoting formal sexual harassment policies 
through action (Offermann & Malamut, 2002).  Similarly, a lack of perceived “Leadership 
Support” was shown to be associated with an increased risk for sexual assault within the unit and 
sexual harassment at the individual level (Sadler et al., 2016 ). “Leadership Support” was also 
noted as a protective factor against suicidal behaviors.  A study of Army National Guard soldiers 
found that perceiving unit leaders as those who the solider might trust and confide was 
associated with reduced suicidal behaviors (Griffith, 2019). 

Qualitative Support.  Summit and military focus group as well as stakeholders’ conversation 
participants agreed that “Leadership Support” is directly tied to a positive command climate.  In 
fact, Service member and summit participants described a strong command climate as one that 
has leaders who support and encourage career development and advancement.  Commanders also 
described how showing concern and care for individuals within their unit creates a more 
productive work environment and increases retention.  The DEOCS redesign survey also noted 
that Service members asked that “Leadership Support,” particularly regarding career 
development, as a key construct to be included in the revised DEOCS.  Service stakeholders 
pointed to questions about leadership being some of the most important measures on the current 
survey, and described how important tracking trends in “Leadership Support” and trust is for 
evaluating leaders and giving them the skills to succeed.   
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“Morale” 

Definition.  “Morale” is defined as an individual’s confidence, enthusiasm, collective pride, and 
willingness to persist in the activities of the group.  “Morale” also includes an individual’s 
perception that members of their workplace are confident, enthusiastic, have collective pride, and 
are willing to persist in the activities of their workplace (Banyard, 2008; Manning, 1994; 
McMahon & Farmer, 2009). 

Scientific Evidence.  Research has shown that higher “Morale” is linked with increased 
readiness and retention within military environment.  For example, among members of the armed 
forces from the United Kingdom, higher “Morale” was related to better metal health (i.e., fewer 
symptoms of PTSD, less psychological distress), which in turn suggests improved military 
readiness.  The study examined Service members deployed to high optempo locations at war and 
found that self-reported greater levels of unit cohesion, “Morale,” and perceived good leadership 
were associated with lower levels of common mental disorder and PTSD and help to promote 
military readiness and reduced sickness absence (Jones et al., 2012).  Similarly, a 2015 study of 
Canadian armed forces found “Morale” to be a predictor of trust in teammates, willingness to 
deploy and lower turnover intentions.  The study concluded that “Morale” is highly relevant and 
important to military organizations (Ivey et al., 2015). 

Qualitative Support.  Our conversations with DEOCS stakeholders highlighted broad support for 
“Morale” as a construct and the importance of “Morale” measures for inclusion on the DEOCS 
redesign.  In our focus groups with commanders, they linked low “Morale” to problematic 
behaviors and poor unit climate.  Service members linked “Morale” to retention, a culture of 
pride, and identified “Morale” as a sort of “meta indicator” of other negative climate and 
behavior measures.  Service members cited “Morale” as one of the most important climate 
measures not currently on the DEOCS in our DEOCS redesign survey.  In fact, it was the single 
most mentioned climate construct in the short answer responses to the DEOCS redesign survey.  
The Services and OSD policy offices also described “Morale” as an important measure to 
include on the DEOCS.  Service stakeholders described “Morale” as being linked to other 
indicators of poor unit climate.  Another Service described how they often use the current locally 
developed questions (LDQ) or short answer questions (SAQ) section of the DEOCS to ask more 
specific “Morale” questions.  Finally, Service stakeholders commented on the importance of 
“Morale” measures and connecting the “mission” component of climate to “the human” 
component. 

“Safe Storage of Lethal Means” 

Definition.  “Safe Storage of Lethal Means” is defined as the limitation of access to lethal means 
through appropriate storage such as storing medications (prescription and over-the counter) and 
poisons in a locked cabinet and storing firearms locked and unloaded, with ammunition stored 
separately (Yip et al., 2012).  

Scientific Evidence.  Research shows that access to lethal means places individuals at higher risk 
for suicide (Yip et al., 2012).  For example, data has shown that risk of suicide is 5 to 6 times 
greater in households with firearms (Shenassa et al., 2004; Simon, 2007).  In a review exploring 
suicide risk, Stanley and colleagues (2016) theorized that one reason first responders—and 
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police officers, specifically—may be at higher risk for suicide is because of their increased 
access to lethal means, such as firearms.  Service members may also be at increased risk in part 
due to easy access to firearms.  While about 50% of all suicide deaths in the U.S. are by firearm 
(CDC, 2020), this percentage is greater in the military, with 64% of suicide deaths in the military 
by firearm (DoD Annual Suicide Report, 2020).   

Accordingly, safe storage of firearms can reduce the risk of suicide and accidental death that are 
associated with owning a firearm (HHS, 2012; Nock et al., 2014; Saxena et al., 2014; Stone et 
al., 2017).  While some individuals have longer durations of suicidal crisis, many suicide 
attempts are impulsive (Klonsky & May, 2010; Swann et al., 2020), therefore limiting access to 
lethal means and putting time and space between suicidal impulses and lethal means is an 
effective way of preventing suicide (Grossman et al., 2005; NATO, 2018).  

Qualitative Evidence.  This construct was not prominent in our qualitative research; notably, it 
was not discussed by commanders or Service members in focus groups when discussing 
command climate.  However, stakeholder feedback during coordination urged the inclusion of 
this construct, as it is one of the best predictors of suicide, as well as highly actionable.  
Therefore, “Safe Storage of Lethal Means” was added to the final set of constructs.  

“Transformational Leadership” 

Definition.  “Transformational Leadership” is an individual’s perception that their leader 
encourages, inspires, and motivates others to meet new challenges and accomplish tasks beyond 
what the individual felt was possible (Avolio, 1999).  Characteristics of a transformational leader 
include idealized influence or charisma, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and 
individualized consideration (Bass, 1990; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Smith et al., 2016). 

Scientific Evidence.  Extensive research has shown that “Transformational Leadership” is linked 
to positive outcomes such as increased readiness at the individual and unit level (Ng, 2017; 
Judge & Piccolo, 2004) as well as reduced turnover intentions (Suliman et al., 2020).  A study of 
full-time professional US firefighters found that safety-specific “Transformational Leadership” 
was positively associated with safety climate perceptions and safety compliance behaviors 
(Smith et al., 2016).  Similarly, transformation leadership used by surgeons in the operating room 
contributed to improved team behavior and suggested that “Transformational Leadership” 
development “has the potential to improve the efficiency and safety of operative care,” thus 
positively impacting performance (Hu et al., 2016).  A study of 72 light infantry rifle platoon 
leaders and found that “Transformational Leadership” ratings of platoon leaders and sergeants to 
be positively predictive of unit performance, particularly those operating in challenging and 
uncertain conditions (Bass et al., 2003).  Additionally, a study of nursing professionals found that 
“Transformational Leadership” was found to increase job satisfaction, staff well-being, decrease 
burnout and overall stress, thus improving staff retention (Weberg, D., 2010).   

Qualitative Support.  Summit and military participants agreed that leadership has a direct impact 
on a unit’s command climate and several linked transformation leadership qualities to high unit 
retention.  Many participants gave examples of positive leaders who motivated and collaborated 
with their unit, noting that they had a productive working environment with high morale.  
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Summit focus group participants also articulated a desire for a metrics that would identify strong 
leaders who enable positive climates.   

“Work-Life Balance” 

Definition.  “Work-Life Balance” is defined as the perception that the demands of an 
individual’s work life and personal life are compatible (Kalliath & Brough, 2008).  Personal life 
often refers to one’s family responsibilities but can also entail any activities or obligations 
outside of work, including friends, study, recreation, hobbies, religious practices, travel, 
community service, and other personal interests.  “Work-Life Balance” can be affected not only 
by how much time overall is required to be spent at work, but also schedule flexibility and 
regularity; shiftwork; commuting time; telework and leave policies; child and dependent care 
resources; resources, programs and allowances for recreation, stress relief, physical and mental 
healthcare, exercise, healthy diet, sleep, socialization, family and marriages issues, financial 
well-being, and legal support. 

Scientific Evidence.  Studies have shown that poor “Work-Life Balance” is associated with 
lower readiness and retention as well as an increased risk for suicide (Brooks & Greenberg, 
2018; Sachau et al., 2012).  The balance between work and nonwork can be particularly 
precarious for military personnel as their jobs may require frequent moves that uproot their 
spouse or partner and children, may involve long deployments away from family and friends, 
and thereby disrupt their social networks.  As a result, a study of military personnel found poor 
“Work-Life Balance” to be associated with poor health symptoms such as headaches, mental 
confusion, and increased the turnover intentions (Dupre & Day, 2007; Brooks & Greenberg, 
2018).  Similarly, a 2017 study of the U.S. Air Force Community supports this claim finding that 
“Work-Life Balance” was the second most reported challenged facing both Air Force Personnel 
and their spouse.  “Work-Life Balance” challenges included finding enough time for sleep, a 
healthy diet, or physical exercise (62%), finding time for recreation, stress relief, or family 
(59%), and many competing commitments, such as work, school, and childcare (57%).  This 
study found that airman working 50 or more hours a week was associated with decreased 
satisfaction with military life or treatment of families and was linked to an increased desire to 
leave the military (Sims et al., 2019).  Lastly, a study of active duty U.S. soldiers found that 
work-family conflict was associated with increased risk of suicidal ideation (Hourani et al., 
2018). Similarly, a study of active duty U.S. Air Force members found that higher weekly hours 
worked was associated with higher rates of suicide ideation (Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al., 
2011). 

Qualitative Support.  There was strong support to include a “Work-Life Balance” measure on 
the revised DEOCS from focus group participants and other stakeholders.  For example, nearly 
all participants we spoke with across populations were very concerned with “Work-Life 
Balance” and how it impacts their unit’s command climate.  Additionally, focus group 
participants associate poor “Work-Life Balance” with decrease workplace safety, lower morale, 
increased intention to leave, and increased risk for suicide.  In the DEOCS redesign survey, 
“Work-Life Balance” emerged as a top theme when Service members were asked about what 
was missing on the current survey.  Finally, our stakeholder conversations requested that the 
revised DEOCS include items to measure “Work-Life Balance” as it was essential in achieving 
positive command climate and promoting readiness. 
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Discussion 

OPA took a ground-up approach to selecting content for inclusion in the DEOCS 5.0.  We started 
by defining the goals of the DEOCS—to serve as a tool for commanders and leaders that 
produces accurate assessments of climate risks and informs targeted and appropriate follow-on 
actions—and designed a process to select survey content that would best facilitate meeting those 
goals.  Following the principles that the DEOCS should be data driven and actionable, our 
rigorous method for selecting preliminary constructs and final factors to include in the DEOCS 
prioritized providing commanders/leaders with actionable information on empirically supported, 
modifiable risk and protective factors, empowering change at the unit level that will ultimately 
serve to bolster readiness and retention while mitigating racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination, 
sexual assault, sexual harassment, and suicide. 

Because the DEOCS is one of many military surveys, and survey burden is a serious concern 
among stakeholders and OPA researchers alike, we employed a rigorous and systematic selection 
process for factors that eliminated most preliminary constructs from the final set, while retaining 
those preliminary constructs with the strongest evidence and the strongest support from Service 
members, commanders, and other stakeholders.  The result is a user-friendly set of 19 factors that 
are empirically grounded, cross-cutting risk and protective factors.  These are the key constructs 
that function as metrics for understanding unit climate for unit commanders and senior leaders 
and are reported via the DEOCS dashboard (Chapter 9). 

There are multiple limitations to our construct selection approach that are important to 
acknowledge.  First, it is important to note that our ability to select the best constructs for 
inclusion on the survey was dependent on the existing scientific literature.  Many of the potential 
associations between factors and STOs have not been examined in prior work, to our knowledge, 
and therefore it is entirely possible that some factors that are excellent leading indicators simply 
have not been studied or discovered to date.  As the body of knowledge regarding climate 
continues to grow, the DEOCS must remain open to enhancements.  However, we also recognize 
the importance of maintaining stability in DEOCS survey factors, to enable trending of metrics 
over time first and foremost, but also because of all of the training associated with the survey and 
the expertise that develops in the DEOCS community around survey content.  Thus, any changes 
to the DEOCS survey factors in the future will be handled incrementally, with an eye toward 
maintaining stability but also recognizing that new emerging research may highlight important 
new constructs to consider.  Furthermore, future research with the DEOCS 5.0 will serve to 
significantly bolster our understanding of unit climate within the military.  For example, we will 
be able to examine all possible associations between factors and STOs (many of which have 
never been documented), as well as the complex interplay between factors in the prediction of 
STOs (e.g., moderation, mediation).  We expect our understanding of how these climate risks 
relate to the STOs will grow substantially as a result of systematic studies in the coming years 
and will allow us to build a comprehensive empirical model of DoD climate as it relates to the 
STOs. 

Despite these limitations, we are confident that the 19 factors included in the DEOCS 5.0 
represent a major step forward in the Department’s ability to provide unit-level leaders with 
actionable data on empirically supported risk and protective factors.  After we finalized the list of 
factors, we turned our attention to selecting the specific items (i.e., survey questions) and scales 
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(i.e., sets of survey questions) to measure these factors (Chapter 7), and putting these items 
together to design a complete survey instrument from end to end (Chapter 8).  This process is 
described in the following chapters. 
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Chapter 7:  
Defense Organizational Climate Survey 5.0 Item Selection 
Dr. Julia Dahl, Dr. Rachel Clare, Dr. Ashlea Klahr, Dr. Ron Vega, Dr. Rugile Tuskeviciute, Dr. 

Jon Schreiner, Dr. Rachel Trump-Steele, Clancy Murray, Amanda Barry, Dr.  Austin Lawhead 

Introduction 

Although the construct selection process identified the key risk and protective factors to measure 
in the Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS; Chapter 6), the item selection process 
identified the specific questions (i.e., items) and sets of questions (i.e., scales) used to measure 
these factors.  Two of the overarching DEOCS redesign principles were most salient in designing 
the process for selecting the items: data-driven selections and a user-friendly survey experience.  

Accurate and Data Driven 

First, to ensure our selections were data driven, we implemented a rigorous item selection and 
design process, which involved systematic testing of items to ensure their linkage to the specific 
strategic target outcomes (STO) of interest.  To do so, we leveraged the Office of People 
Analytics’ (OPA) survey data holdings to select items that are quantitatively linked with the 
STOs.  OPA surveys capture the official DoD prevalence rates for multiple STOs (sexual assault, 
sexual harassment, and race/ethnic harassment/discrimination) and include high-quality 
measures of the rest.  OPA surveys also include many of the risk and protective factors selected 
for inclusion on the DEOCS 5.0.  Thus, existing OPA survey data include all of the outcomes 
and many of the risk and protective factors necessary to test linkages between specific items 
measuring risk and protective factors and the STOs.   

Because having access to this amount of relevant existing survey data is unusual when 
developing a new survey, our outcome-driven and inductive approach to item selection differs 
from traditional approaches (including previous versions of the DEOCS).  Traditional 
approaches to item selection prioritize the goal of measuring a survey construct with fidelity, but 
generally without respect to the relationship with outcomes (Furr, 2011; Hinkin, 1995; Hinkin et 
al., 1997).  These traditional methods aim to select items that most precisely and fully capture the 
construct or constructs of interest.70  In contrast, our approach prioritizes the goal of predicting 
the STOs.  Therefore, we selected items primarily based on their associations with STOs, while 
also ensuring that the items reliably measured the constructs of interest.  

 
70 This is typically accomplished using factor analyses and reliability scores, which indicate whether the items 
within a scale are all measuring the same thing.  A traditional approach to items selection involves selecting items 
that best estimate scores on the other items that are already in the scale.  For example, a traditional approach to 
selecting items for workplace hostility experiences would write and select items based on their correlation with other 
workplace hostility items.  This produces scales that assess workplace hostility at best, with a different item, and at 
worst using more similar items.  This process can create redundancy and repetitiveness in survey questions, which 
increases well-documented burden and frustration for participants, and may not provide any additional benefit in 
terms of predicting an outcome. 
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User Friendly 

Second, in focus groups, Service members often said that DEOCS 4.1 was too long and 
attributed this to seemingly repetitive questions.  Indeed, a common measurement technique is to 
ask several questions to measure the same construct in order to fully capture the meaning of the 
construct and account for effects of wording differences on responses.  However, in a survey like 
the DEOCS that is taken often and by many people, efficiency is essential to keep the survey 
user friendly for participants, thereby minimizing survey burden and potentially boosting 
response rates.  Through our analyses, we sought to minimize the number of items needed to 
measure each construct by identifying the items with the strongest predictive power.  These item 
reduction analyses were a key factor in the item selection process, which also took into account 
conceptual coverage of the constructs as well as stakeholder feedback.   

We begin this chapter with a description of our procedure for selecting data sources and a 
description of the data sources themselves.  Next, we detail our item reduction analyses, in which 
we performed a five-step procedure to identify the items with the most predictive power.  Next, 
we briefly explain how the item reduction analysis and other factors informed our final selection 
procedure.  Finally, we report the results of these item reduction analyses and the final selected 
items.  We end this chapter by describing the subsequent steps for refining the items and 
rewording them for optimal use in the DEOCS 5.0 (Chapter 8).  

Methods 

Following the DEOCS redesign principle of data-driven decisions, the primary tool used to select 
items was a quantitative item reduction analysis.  This analysis ranked potential items for a given 
construct or factor by the strength of their relationship with one or several of the STOs.  The 
steps of this analysis are described below. 

Identification of Data Sources 

First, we identified existing survey data within OPA’s data holdings that contained items 
measuring at least one STO (Table 19) and items measuring at least one of the core constructs 
selected for inclusion on the DEOCS 5.0 (Table 20 is a reminder of the constructs selected in 
Chapter 6).  OPA surveys include validated measures that are already in use with a military 
population, and thus represented a logical starting point for identifying items to measure each of 
the 19 DEOCS factors.   
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Table 19.  
Defined Strategic Target Outcomes 

Strategic Target Outcome Definition 

Racial/Ethnic Harassment/
Discrimination 

Unfair treatment and/or behavior that is unwelcome or offensive to a reasonable 
person and is based on race, color, religion, and/or national origin (Office of the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness, 2018; U.S. Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission, 2021a, 2021b).   

Readiness 
The capability of a unit or organization to perform the mission or function for which 
it is organized or designed.  Readiness also includes overall work performance and 
deployability (DoD, 2020a). 

Retention 

The individual's voluntary decision to stay with their unit or organization after their 
obligated term of service has ended (i.e., as determined by their enlistment contract) 
or until the completion of the mission or project (Congressional Research Service, 
2020; Das & Baruah, 2013; Knapp, 1993). 

Sexual Assault 
Intentional and unwelcome sexual contact characterized by use of force, threats, 
intimidation, abuse of authority, or when the victim does not or cannot consent (DoD, 
2017; Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness, 2018). 

Sexual Harassment 

Unwelcome sexual advances, requests for sexual favors, and deliberate or repeated 
offensive comments or gestures of a sexual nature.  These behaviors are so severe and 
pervasive that a reasonable person would perceive, and the victim does perceive, the 
environment as hostile or offensive (Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Personnel and Readiness, 2018). 

Suicide The act, or an attempt, of taking one’s own life voluntarily and intentionally (Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention, 2020).   

 

Table 20.  
DEOCS 5.0 Final Factors 

Final Factors Definition 

Alcohol Impairing Memory 

The inability to recall events that occurred while consuming excessive amounts of 
alcohol (Rose & Grant, 2010).  This occurs when an individual drinks enough 
alcohol to temporarily block the transfer of memories from short-term to long-term 
storage—known as memory consolidation—in a brain area called the hippocampus 
(National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA), 2019). 

Binge Drinking 

A pattern of drinking alcohol that brings blood alcohol concentration (BAC) to 0.08 
percent—or 0.08 grams of alcohol per deciliter—or higher.  For a typical adult, this 
generally includes consuming four or more drinks for a woman or five or more 
drinks for a man in about 2 hours (NIAAA, 2020). 

Cohesion 
An individual's perception that members of the unit or organization care about each 
other, share the same mission and goals, and work effectively together (Jones et al., 
2012; Wai et al., 2014). 

Connectedness 

An individual's closeness or belongingness to their unit or organization, and their 
satisfaction with their relationship to, and support from, others in that unit or 
organization (McLean et al., 2017; Selby et al., 2010).  This also includes 
organizational identification which is the degree to which an individual views 
themselves as a member of the organization and to what extent they experience a 
sense of oneness with the organization’s values, brand, and methods (Ashforth & 
Mael, 1989; Haslam, 2004; Schuh et al., 2016). 

Engagement and Commitment The extent to which individuals find their work fulfilling and are committed to their 
work and unit or organization (Lee et al., 2017).  Engaged and committed 
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Final Factors Definition 
individuals demonstrate enthusiasm for, and dedication to, the work that they do 
(Schaufeli et al., 2002). 

Fairness 
An individual's perception that formal and informal unit or organizational policies, 
practices, and procedures regarding information sharing, job opportunities, and 
promotions are based on merit, inclusion, equality, and respect (Colquitt, 2001). 

Inclusion 

An individual's perception that others within their unit or organization are treated 
fairly and respectfully, have equal access to opportunities and resources, and can 
contribute fully to the unit or organization’s success.  Inclusive work environments 
also ensure that it is safe for an individual to voice their different opinions, 
perspectives, and/or suggestions (Lee et al., 2017; Parks et al., 2008).   

Leadership Support 
An individual's perception that their leader builds trust, encourages goal attainment 
and professional development, promotes effective communication, and supports 
teamwork (Brooks & Greenberg, 2018).   

Morale 

An individual's own confidence, enthusiasm, collective pride, and willingness to 
persist in the activities of the unit or organization.  Also, an individual's perception 
that members of their unit or organization are confident, enthusiastic, have 
collective pride, and are willing to persist in the activities of the unit or 
organization (Banyard, 2008; Manning, 1994; McMahon & Farmer, 2009). 

Passive Leadership 
An individual's perception that their leader avoids decisions, does not respond to 
problems, fails to follow up, hesitates to act, and is absent when needed.  Also 
known as laissez-faire leadership (Bass, 1990; Lee, 2018). 

Racially Harassing Behaviors 

An individual's perception that behaviors within their unit or organization include 
unwelcome or offensive conduct such as intimidation, ridicule, and insults that are 
based on race, color, religion, and/or national origin (Daniel et al., 2019; U.S. Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission, 2021a, 2021b). 

Safe Storage for Lethal Means 

The limitation of access to lethal means through appropriate storage such as storing 
unloaded firearms in a locked cabinet or gun safe and separately from ammunition.  
This also includes storing medications (i.e., prescription and over-the counter) in a 
locked safe space (Yip et al., 2012). 

Sexist Behaviors 

An individual's perception that behaviors and/or opinions within their unit or 
organization are prejudicial, stereotypical, or negative against a person or group 
based on their perceived sex or gender.  This includes verbal and/or nonverbal 
behaviors that convey insulting, offensive, or condescending attitudes (Fitzgerald et 
al., 1988).   

Sexually Harassing Behaviors 
An individual's perception that behaviors within their unit or organization include 
unwelcome sexual advances, requests for sexual favors, and offensive comments or 
gestures of a sexual nature (Breslin et al., 2019). 

Stress 
An individual's perception or feeling of emotional strain or pressure—experience 
associated with feeling unable to predict or influence valued and prominent aspect 
of life (Cohen & Williamson, 1991). 

Toxic Leadership 

An individual's perception that their leader disregards subordinate input, is 
unpredictable, and self-promotes (Reed, 2004).  Toxic leadership also include 
behaviors that are demeaning, marginalizing, degrading, coercive and/or deceptive.  
Toxic leaders are also prone to acts of aggression (Pelletier, 2010). 

Transformational Leadership 

An individual's perception that their leader encourages, inspires, and motivates 
others to meet new challenges and to accomplish tasks beyond what the individual 
felt was possible (Avolio, 1999).  Characteristics of a transformational leader 
include idealized influence or charisma, inspirational motivation, intellectual 
stimulation, and individualized consideration (Bass, 1990; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; 
Smith et al., 2016). 

Work-Life Balance An individual's perception that the demands of their work life and personal life are 
compatible (Kalliath & Brough, 2008). 
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Final Factors Definition 

Workplace Hostility 

An individual's perception that others within their unit or organization act in an 
angry or hostile manner which includes behaviors such as insults, sarcasm, or 
gestures that humiliate a group or individual.  This also includes an individual's 
perception that others interfere with their work performance and/or do not provide 
assistance when needed (Breslin et al., 2019). 

 

Data Sources, Constructs, and Strategic Target Outcomes 

Below, we describe the OPA data sources we used for item selection and the STOs and 
constructs that we assessed with the source.  When multiple surveys contained the construct 
items, we prioritized the survey data that had the STO most directly relevant to the Department’s 
prevention strategy, and if multiple STOs were related to the DoD Instruction (DoDI), we 
prioritized the most severe form of harm or violence.  Within a survey (e.g., within the 
Workplace and Gender Relations survey of Active Duty Members [WGRA]); we prioritized the 
most recent fielding that included the relevant constructs.  Also, because the largest user base for 
the DEOCS is active duty military members, sources that captured the active duty military 
population were prioritized.  When this was not possible, sources capturing Reserve component 
members were considered as well.  Civilian survey data were not used for these purposes.    

As a result of this identification process, the following OPA survey data sources were used: (1) 
the Longitudinal Suicidal Ideation Survey (LIS), (2) the 2018 Status of Forces Surveys of Active 
Duty Members (2018 SOFS-A), (3) the 2017 Workplace and Equal Opportunity Survey of Active 
Duty Members (2017 WEOA), (4) the 2019 Workplace and Equal Opportunity Survey of Reserve 
Component Members (2019 WEOR), (5) the Workplace and Gender Relations Surveys of Active 
Duty Members (2012 WGRA), and (6) the 2018 Workplace and Gender Relations Surveys of 
Active Duty Members (2018 WGRA). 

Longitudinal Suicidal Ideation Survey.  The Longitudinal Suicidal Ideation Survey (2020 LIS) 
is a planned 5-year longitudinal study that began in 2020.  The LIS measures constructs such as 
“Job Satisfaction,” “Deployment Experience,” “Behavioral Health,” and “Stress Management” 
among active duty Service members.  For the purpose of item analysis, we leveraged LIS data 
from the first year of survey fielding71 and included the following control variables: deployment, 
marital status, relationship status, paygrade, Service, sex, and race/ethnicity.72  

The LIS was used to assess one construct, “connectedness,” and its relationship to suicide 
attempts.  To assess suicide attempts, one item was selected from 2020 LIS that asked if the 
participant had a made a suicide attempt in the past 12 months (Table 21 below).  Results from 
the item reduction analysis for the construct of “connectedness” and its relationship to suicide 
attempts are described in the results section.   

 
71 Year 1 of the survey fielded between April 6, 2020, and June 1, 2020; 11,510 members were sampled.  Of those 
sampled, 3,443 completed the questionnaire, reflecting a 29.9% response rate. 
72 This survey is unweighted.   
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Table 21.  
Longitudinal Suicidal Ideation Survey Strategic Target Outcomes (STO) Variable Name and 
Item Text 

STO Variable Name Item Text 
Suicide Attempt Did you make a suicide attempt during the following periods? 
Note.  The response option “Within the past 12 months” was used as a binary outcome indicating a suicide attempt within the past 12 months. 

Status of Forces Surveys 

These surveys assess the attitudes and opinions of the military member community on a wide 
range of personnel issues (including satisfaction, retention, readiness, stress).  The Status of 
Forces Survey of Active Duty Members (SOFS-A) is administered annually to members of the 
active duty, while the Status of Forces Survey of Reserve Component Members (SOFS-R) is 
administered annually to members of the Reserve component.   

2018 Status of Forces Survey of Active Duty Members (2018 SOFS-A).  For our item reduction 
analysis, we used the 2018 fielding of the SOFS-A, which was the most up-do-date final 
weighted SOFS-A data set available at the time.73  Our item reduction analysis for constructs 
assessed in the 2018 SOFS-A included the following control variables: gender, age, Service, 
paygrade, marital status, deployment in the past 2 years, years of Service, Armed Forces 
Qualification Test (AFQT) score, and living off base.74    

The 2018 SOFS-A survey was used to assess the performance of items measuring four 
constructs—“Cohesion,” “Engagement and Commitment,” “Leadership Support,” and 
“Perceived Stress”—and their predictive power in relation to three STOs: readiness, retention, 
and suicide attempt.  The STO for readiness was assessed using the sum of four items while 
retention and suicide attempts were assessed using a single item from the 2018 SOFS-A.  We 
present all items used to assess the three STOs in Table 22 and discuss the item reduction 
analysis for all four constructs in the Results section. 

 
73 The 2018 SOFS-A was administered from December 5, 2018, through February 18, 2019; 115,080 DoD active 
duty members were sampled, and 13,361 eligible DoD participants completed the survey, resulting in a 15% 
response rate.  All participants completed Module A.  Modules B and C were each completed by half of the 
participants.   
74 The survey is weighted using industry-standard weighting methodology.  All regression analyses with SOFA use 
this survey weighting methodology.  For more information on weighting and survey content and methodology 
consult 2018 SOFS-A Statistical Methods Report.   



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 5.0 Item Selection 167 
 

Table 22.  
2018 Status of Forces Survey of Active Duty Members Strategic Target Outcomes (STO) 

STO Item Text 
Readiness1 Overall, how well prepared are you to perform your wartime job? 
Readiness1 Overall, how well prepared is your unit to perform its wartime mission? 
Readiness1 How well has your training prepared you to perform your wartime job? 

Readiness1 How well has your training prepared you to perform your wartime job in support of joint 
operations? 

Retention2 Suppose that you have to decide whether to stay on active duty.  Assuming you could stay, how 
likely is it that you would choose to do so? 

Suicide Attempt2 Did you make a suicide attempt during the following periods? 
1 These items were asked of all participants and had good reliability:  α = 0.83 
2 These items were asked of all participants. 

Workplace and Equal Opportunity Surveys 

The purpose of the congressionally mandated Workplace and Equal Opportunity Surveys (WEO) 
is to assess positive and negative trends in racial/ethnic relations in the Armed Forces, including 
assessing experiences of racial/ethnic harassment and discrimination, diversity and inclusion 
climate, policy effectiveness, and effectiveness of the complaints process.  The survey 
population includes both active duty and Reserve members (in alternate years, quadrennially).  
For this item reduction analysis, surveys assessing active duty Service members (WEOA) were 
prioritized.  However, when relevant survey items were only available from Reserve component 
surveys (WEOR), those items were used.  The WEO surveys were used to assess “Fairness,” 
“Inclusion,” “Workplace Hostility,” and “Inclusive Leadership”—and their relationship to the 
STO of racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination.   

Racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination was assessed using a constructed variable that captures 
whether the participant has experienced one or more of 12 harassing and/or one or more of 12 
discriminatory behaviors on the basis of their race/ethnicity within the past 12 months.  This 
variable is used to calculate the official DoD estimate for past-year experiences of racial/ethnic 
harassment/discrimination (Daniel et al., 2019).  We provide brief descriptions of the WEOA and 
WEOR surveys, along with the respective constructs that were assessed, below.  

2017 Workplace Equal Opportunity Survey of Active Duty Members (2017 WEOA).  The 2017 
Workplace and Equal Opportunity Survey of Active Duty Members (2017 WEOA) sampled 
members from the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force who were below flag rank.75  For 
the purpose of the DEOCS item selection analyses, the 2017 WEOA was used to assess 
“Fairness,” “Inclusion,” and “Workplace Hostility,” and their relationship to racial/ethnic 

 
75 The survey is weighted using industry standard weighting methodology.  All item reduction regressions use this 
survey weighting.  For more information on weighting and survey content and methodology refer to 2019 WEOR 
Statistical Methodology Report. 
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harassment/discrimination.  We also identified items to measure “Racially Harassing Behaviors” 
using a subset of items from the racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination metric.76   

2019 Workplace Equal Opportunity Survey of Reserve Component Members.  The 2019 
Workplace and Equal Opportunity Survey of Reserve Component Members (2019 WEOR) 
sampled members from the Selected Reserve in Reserve Units, Active Guard/Reserve, or 
Individual Mobilization Augmentee programs from the Army National Guard, U.S. Army 
Reserve, U.S. Navy Reserve, U.S. Marine Corps Reserve, Air National Guard, and U.S. Air 
Force Reserve who were below flag rank.77  The 2019 WEOR was used to assess one construct, 
“inclusive leadership,” and its relationship to racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination.78   

Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty Members 

The Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty Members (WGRA) is a 
congressionally mandated survey that measures the prevalence of sexual harassment, gender 
discrimination, and sexual assault.  The WGRA also serves as a method by which to monitor the 
progress of DoD’s programs and policies in place to prevent and respond to unwanted gender-
related behaviors.  Information about the experience of reporting these behaviors and perceptions 
of unit/workplace culture and climate are also measured.  In support of our DEOCS item 
reduction analysis, we relied upon two administrations of the WGRA: 2012 WGRA and the 2018 
WGRA.   

2012 Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty Members (2012 WGRA).  The 
2012 WGRA was administered to active duty members of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and 
Air Force who were below flag rank.79  The 2012 WGRA survey was used to assess one 
construct—“Morale”—and its relationship to unwanted sexual contact (a proxy measure for 
sexual assault that was one the WGRA prior to 2014).80   

2018 Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty Members (2018 WGRA).  The 
2018 WGRA was administered to active duty members of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and 

 
76 The 2017 WEOA was fielded from November 16, 2017 to February 09, 2018; 88,096 members were sampled, and 
9,926 eligible DoD participants completed the survey, resulting in a 15.9% response rate.  For more information, 
consult the 2017 WEOA Overview Report for the items and computation of the official racial/ethnic 
harassment/discrimination prevalence rate (Daniel et al., 2019). 
77 The survey is weighted using industry-standard weighting methodology.  All item reduction regressions use this 
survey weighting.  For more information on weighting and survey content and methodology consult the 2019 WEOR 
Statistical Methodology Report (in preparation).   
78 The 2019 WEOR fielded from August 19, 2019, to November 26, 2019 and sampled 203,697 members.  Of those 
sampled, 18,142 (9,484 National Guard and 8,658 Reserve component members) eligible participants completed the 
survey, resulting in an 11.6% response rate.  For more information, consult the 2019 WEOR Overview Report for 
the items and computation of the official racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination prevalence rate (Daniel et al., 
2021). 
79 The survey is weighted using industry-standard weighting methodology.  All item reduction regressions use this 
survey weighting.  For more information on weighting and survey content and methodology refer to the 2012 WGRA 
Statistical Methodology Report.   
80 The 2012 WGRA fielded from September 17, 2012, to November 7, 2012, and sampled 108,478 active duty 
members.  Of those sampled, 22,792 eligible DoD participants completed the survey, resulting in a 24% weighted 
response rate.  Please consult the 2012 WGRA Overview Report for the items and computation of unwanted sexual 
contact (Rock, 2013). 
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Air Force who were below flag rank.81  The 2018 WGRA survey was used to examine scales for 
five constructs— “Alcohol Misuse,” “Respect and Cohesion,” “Sexist Behaviors,” “Sexually 
Harassing Behaviors,” and “Workplace Hostility”—and their relationship to two STOs: sexual 
assault and sexual harassment.82  Each of these STOs were assessed using constructed variables 
that are used to generate the official DoD prevalence estimates.83 

Research Block Data Collection 

There was also a small number of constructs selected for inclusion on the DEOCS 5.0 for which 
scales and items had not been included on previous OPA surveys and thus could not be tested 
using existing data.  To measure these constructs in relation to a STO, we collected data by 
adding the candidate scales and items to the DEOCS 4.1 research block.   

The DEOCS 4.1 research block is a voluntary module placed at the end of the DEOCS 4.1 
survey that asks participants to answer additional questions.  For the purpose of our item 
selection data collection, this research block was fielded for two weeks in summer 2020 and was 
limited to active duty Service members.  We used the DEOCS 4.1 research block to measure the 
relationship of three constructs—“Transformational Leadership,” “Passive Leadership,” and 
“Toxic Leadership”—to two STOs: readiness and retention.  We also used the research block to 
test face validity for our military population of “engagement” and commitment items derived 
from a civilian scale.   

On the research block, readiness was assessed using the sum of two items asking about the 
member’s and their unit’s preparedness to perform their wartime mission, and retention was 
assessed using a single item asking how likely the participant is to stay on active duty (consistent 
with other OPA surveys).  We list the items used to assess the STOs in Table 23 and discuss the 
item reduction analysis for all constructs in the Item Reduction Analysis section below. 

 
81 Coast Guard members were surveyed for the 2018 WGRA, but are not routinely included in all DoD surveys, so 
they were excluded in these analyses to maintain consistency across data sources.  The survey is weighted using 
industry-standard weighting methodology and all regression analyses described herein used this survey weighting; 
the 2018 WGRA Statistical Methodology Report has details. 
82 Not all constructs were analyzed in association with both STOs.  Namely, “Sexually Harassing Behaviors” and 
“Sexist Behaviors” were examined in relation to sexual assault but not sexual harassment. 
83 The 2018 WGRA fielded from August 24, 2018, to November 5, 2018, and sampled 735,645 active duty members.  
Of those sampled, 115,884 eligible participants completed the survey, reflecting a 15.8% response rate.  Breslin et 
al.  (2019) contains a full description of the survey content and sampling and weighting methodology. 
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Table 23.  
DEOCS 4.1 Research Block Strategic Target Outcomes (STO) and Item Text 

STO Item Text 

Retention Suppose that you have to decide whether to stay on active duty.  Assuming you could stay, how 
likely is it that you would choose to do so? 

Readiness Overall, how well prepared are you to perform your wartime job? 
Readiness Overall, how well prepared is your unit to perform its wartime mission? 
 

Item Reduction Analyses 

First, following industry best practices (Furr, 2011), we examined descriptive statistics for all 
items, including frequencies and item missingness.  As discussed above, our primary models 
were designed to inform item selection by assessing the association between items and STO(s) of 
relevance.  Thus, we employed regression techniques (logistic regression for binary outcomes, 
linear regression for non-binary outcomes) to examine associations between candidate items and 
one or more STOs.84  For example, we assessed the strength of the association between each item 
measuring “Workplace Hostility” and the likelihood of having experienced racial/ethnic 
harassment/discrimination (using data from the WEO Survey) and the likelihood of having 
experienced sexual assault (using data from the WGR Survey).  In this way, we identified the 
specific forms of “Workplace Hostility” that are most strongly associated, and thus our best 
candidates as “leading indicators” for racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination and for sexual 
assault.85  

In addition to these regression models, we reviewed the items that were selected through this 
process for consistency with prior findings.  In some cases, when only a few of the items were 
selected from a longer scale, we compared the longer scale with input from stakeholder 
experiences.  If an item captured an aspect or feature that a group of stakeholders said was 
particularly important, then we sometimes retained that item.   

This section discusses the item reduction analysis approach, which consists of five steps 
presented in Figure 17 below.  This approach focused on examining responses to each item 
within a given construct and understanding the contribution of each item to the overall scale 

 
84 We lacked “official” metrics of retention, and the data for suicide deaths.  We approximated these with a high 
fidelity retention intention question(s) developed by OPA in prior years (which has been shown to successfully 
predict actual retention behavior), and survey data for recent suicide attempts, respectively.  With respect to 
readiness, there is no official DoD-wide survey metric.  That is, there is no official metric for individual or unit 
readiness for all of DoD to base our item selection upon.  Therefore, we used the readiness metric from the Status of 
Forces Survey, as it is one of the most widely familiar and accepted at the OSD level. 
85 We note that a limitation of this approach is the cross-sectional nature of the data.  In the example above, we 
cannot differentiate whether the “Workplace Hostility” preceded the harassment or assault, we can only establish 
which forms of hostility are most likely to co-occur with harassment and assault.  Future longitudinal analysis of the 
DEOCS will allow us to further examine and refine our understanding of the temporal nature of these associations 
and increase our ability to discern leading versus lagging indicators. 
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score, while prioritizing the predictive power of the items.  Specifically, our approach prioritized 
retaining items that were statistically significant predictors of at least one of the six STOs.   

Figure 17.  
Item Reduction Analysis Process 

 

Step 1:  Descriptive Statistics 

The first step in our item reduction analysis was to identify items that were not providing the 
survey unique information about each survey participant.  For example, if every participant was 
providing the same answer to a question, then that question is unnecessary because it does not 
differentiate and therefore does not need to be asked for all participants.  However, for more 
severe but uncommon forms of violence and harm, items were not excluded due to low 
endorsement because of the importance of capturing these harmful, though relatively rare, 
experiences.  To accomplish this step, we produced descriptive statistics for all items under 
consideration and identified items that had low variance.   

First, we examined the frequency with which the item’s response options were endorsed as well 
as which items were frequently skipped (i.e., a refusal to respond).  In the first table for each 
scale, we provide the sample size and percentage.  Second, we examined the item’s mean and 
standard deviations to identify whether new information is being obtained by each additional 
participant.  Items that were frequently skipped or items that showed little variation in 
responding were considered good candidates for removal from the scale.  It is important to note 
that items that correspond to sensitive constructs (e.g., sexual harassment) are likely to be 
endorsed less frequently or skipped more frequently altogether.  Thus, we took this into account 
when identifying items for potential deletion.  

Note that we did not apply weights to any descriptive statistics because we were trying to 
understand patterns of responses to specific items within the sample (e.g., % missing) rather than 
generalize to the population.  We did apply weights to the regression analyses when weights 
were available for a given survey because we were trying to understand the general predictive 
power of each item within a population. 

Step 2: Item Correlations 

Next, we identified items that were redundant to other items within the same scale.  For example, 
when an item had a high correlation (r > 0.50) with another item, or items, then some of those 
items would be examined to identify whether or not the item could be removed to create a 
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shortened version of the scale (S. Cohen, 1988).86  To do this, we examined the correlations 
between items within each scale.  If items were highly correlated, then we considered removing 
one of them from the scale.  However, it was possible that there might be some other rationale 
for keeping the highly correlated item (e.g., the content of the item has a stronger correlation 
with the STO).  Because of that consideration, when items were highly correlated, we retained 
the items to examine the relationship with the STOs.    

We did not apply weights to any correlations because we were trying to understand patterns of 
responses to specific items within the sample rather than generalize to the population. 

Step 3:  Item Modeling 

In Step 3, we identified the survey items that had a significant relationship with the STOs.  For 
each scale, we ran a regression analysis predicting the STO of interest (e.g., attempted suicide in 
the last 12 months).  For all population-based weighted surveys (WGRA, WEOA, WEOR, and 
SOFA), survey weights were applied to account for the key demographic factors that could 
impact the relationships between a scale and the STO of interest.  Additionally, all items were 
assessed in the presence of control variables, based on the standard set of control variables used 
for each of the survey data sources.  These control variables are listed in each of the construct 
analyses. 

We first regressed the STO variable onto the construct items of interest and control variables.  
Items that did not statistically significantly predict the STO of interest (i.e., p >= 0.05) were 
removed.  When necessary (i.e., when at least one item was retained), we repeated the regression 
analysis with the smaller subset of items.  We did this for two reasons.  First, we wanted to 
ensure that the smaller subset had the comparable amount of predictive power as the larger scale.  
Second, we wanted to ensure that the remaining items were still statistically significant after 
removing the variables in the first step.87   

Step 4:  Reliability 

Next, we tested to make sure that the information that was being obtained with a longer version 
of the scale was still sufficiently being obtained with the shorter version.  To do this, we 
examined the correlation between the mean of each original scale and the mean of the shortened 
scale.  If the two scores were highly correlated (i.e., r > 0.7), then it suggested that there was a 
high level of overlap in content.  Thus, we were confident that we were capturing the same or 
similar information as the original scale with the shortened scale.   

 
86 Consistent with common practice in psychological research, we use J. Cohen's (1988) conventions to interpret 
effect size.  A correlation coefficient of 0.10 is thought to represent a weak or small association; a correlation 
coefficient of 0.30 is considered a moderate correlation; and a correlation coefficient of 0.50 or larger is thought to 
represent a strong or large correlation. 
87 To confirm that keeping the scale with a smaller subset of items did not degrade the scales’ association with the 
relevant STO, we also examined the change in model fit between the two regression models.  However, this analysis 
was not needed as a deciding factor on item selection, so results are not reported. 
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Step 5:  Scale Correlations 

To ensure that the scales were still psychometrically sound from a classical testing theory 
perspective (Furr, 2011), we then calculated the reliability of the abbreviated scale created in 
Steps 3 and 4, when there were more than three items in the scale.  The alpha statistic (α) reports 
the internal consistency reliability of a scale for reflecting a latent factor and is considered an 
important component of psychometric adequacy.  In particular, alpha is important because it is 
considered the lower bound reliability estimate for a scale reflecting a single latent factor.  We 
followed psychometric convention by using 0.7 as a cutoff for an acceptable level of alpha 
(Nunnally, 1978).  Therefore, if the reliability was sufficient (i.e., α >= 0.7), then the shortened 
scale was retained for potential use in the DEOCS 5.0.  

Final Item Selection Process 

Although item reduction analysis provides important empirical evidence on which items to 
include in the DEOCS, it was not the sole factor used to select final survey items.  In some 
instances, we were unable to examine the association between items and an STO due to 
limitations in the data we have available.88  In other cases, further reduction after the item 
reduction analysis was necessary to reduce the survey length.  To provide actionable information 
to commanders and leaders, survey items also need to provide conceptual coverage of the topics 
measured.  Items selected by item reduction analysis may not provide this coverage in a way that 
is actionable for commanders.  To provide conceptual coverage and cogent results to 
commanders to understand protective and risk factors facing their units, additional items were 
sometimes added beyond those that we tested.   

Another goal of the DEOCS redesign was to reduce survey burden and create a user-friendly 
survey instrument.  A user-friendly survey needs to be efficient and only ask questions that are 
needed.  To reduce burden, we sometimes dropped questions selected by our analysis if they 
were conceptually redundant and would increase the burden of the survey on a participant.  
Questions should also have “face validity” to participants.  This means that a participant taking 
the survey should feel each item is appropriate, sensible, and relevant (Holden, 2010).  To be 
user friendly, a survey instrument needs to have items presented in a logical way, so that all 
items presented in context of the survey can be seen as relevant, and face valid, to the participant 
(Dillman et al., 2014).  Single-item measures can reduce the number of questions, but surveys 
that ask single-item measures only can jump from topic to topic, creating a jarring, or confusing 
experience for the participant.  It was sometimes necessary to add additional questions beyond 
those tested to create a more user-friendly, face-valid experience for participants. 

Finally, multiple versions of the survey were shared with stakeholders, whose feedback led to 
additions, deletions, or changes in items.  In the next section, we discuss the item reduction 
analysis results and all decisions that led to the final selection of DEOCS items. 

 
88 As these data become available via the new DEOCS, these analyses are a high priority for completion and may 
inform whether further adjustments are needed to improve precision and utility. 
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Results 

The sections below describe the results for each step of analysis and final selection 
considerations for each of the DEOCS 5.0 factors.   

Unit Risk Factors 

Risk factors are attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors associated with negative outcomes in units.  
Below we describe the process for selecting items for each of the risk factors selected for 
inclusion in DEOCS 5.0 as part of the construct selection process.  For definitions and a 
summary of the research supporting each construct consult Chapter 6. 

“Alcohol Impairing Memory” and “Binge Drinking” (Alcohol Misuse)89 

Data Source.  Given the evidence (Chapter 6), we reviewed OPA survey data to identify any 
data sets that contained measures of alcohol misuse and measures of suicide or sexual assault.  
We identified the 2018 WGRA as containing measures for alcohol misuse90 and sexual assault, 
but not alcohol misuse and suicide. 

Item Reduction Analysis: Alcohol Misuse and Sexual Assault.  There are two items from the 
Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test (AUDIT), which assesses harmful alcohol 
consumption, that were used in the 2018 WGRA.  Developed in collaboration with the World 
Health Organization (WHO), the AUDIT is the most widely used and well-validated instrument 
to screen for unhealthy alcohol use (Higgins-Biddle & Babor, 2018; Bush et al., 1998).  We 
analyzed the two AUDIT items included in the 2018 WGRA data set to assess the alcohol misuse 
construct and its relationship with sexual assault.91  These items are presented in Table 24.   

Table 24.  
2018 WGRA Alcohol Misuse Variable Name and Item Text 

Variable Name  Item Text 
NUMDRNK How many drinks containing alcohol do you have on a typical day when drinking?  Mark one. 

DRNKMEM During the past year, how often have you been unable to remember what happened the night 
before because you had been drinking?  Mark one. 

 

As a first step, we examined how frequently each of the response options were endorsed as well 
as the prevalence of missing responses (refusals).  Item DRNKMEM was endorsed relatively 
infrequently—80.17% indicated “Never” in response to the item and the standard deviation was 

 
89 Because there is significant overlap between “Alcohol Impairing Memory” and “Binge Drinking,” we have 
combined the two factors and refer to them as “Alcohol Misuse.”   
90 The 2018 WGRA, 2019 WGRR, and 2018 SAGR all contain relevant items; we prioritized the WGRA given our 
prioritization of the active duty population for the purpose of these analyses. 
91 These two items are part of a longer scale AUDIT.  Not all scale items were included on 2018 WGRA.   
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also relatively low (0.40)—suggesting little variation in responses.  We present the frequencies 
in Table 25 and the means and standard deviations in Table 26. 

Table 25.  
Frequencies (N) and Percentages of Responses (%) to Alcohol Misuse Items 

Items and Responses N % 
NUMDRNK 
No Response 5,171 5.06 
None, I do not drink alcohol 26,275 25.73 
1 or 2 47,753 46.77 
3 or 4 12,189 11.94 
5 or 6 2,421 2.37 
7 to 9 620 0.61 
10 or more 501 0.49 
DRNKMEM 
No Response 5,404 5.29 
Never 81,864 80.17 
Once a month or less 6,465 6.33 
2 to 4 times a month 783 0.77 
2 to 3 times a week 163 0.16 
4 or more times a week 251 0.25 
Note.  7.03% of WGRA participants did not see these items because they completed the survey on paper (these items were web only).  Recall that 
these descriptive statistics are not based on survey weights (Method sections). 

Table 26.  
Mean and Standard Deviations (SD) of Alcohol Misuse Items 

Item Mean SD 
NUMDRNK 1.94 0.83 
DRNKMEM 1.11 0.40 
 

Next, we examined the correlation between the items, which was moderate (r = 0.32), suggesting 
low content overlap between the two items.   

We then examined the relationship between each of the items and the STO of interest, in this 
case experience of sexual assault in the past year, in a weighted logistic regression.  We 
controlled for sex, deployment, paygrade, Service, and race/ethnicity.  As reported in Table 27, 
both NUMDRNK (OR = 1.13, p = 0.001) and DRNKMEM (OR = 1.73, p < 0.001) were 
significantly associated with past-year experience of sexual assault.   
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Table 27.  
Logistic Regression Analysis Summary for Alcohol Misuse Predicting Sexual Assault 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
NUMDRNK 1.13 0.04 0.001 
DRNKMEM 1.73 0.08 <0.001 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.15; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, deployment, paygrade, Service, and 
race/ethnicity. 

Because the original scale used on the WGRA comprised only two items, we did not examine the 
reliability of the scale.  However, we calculated the correlation between the original 2-item scale 
and each alcohol misuse item.  To compute the mean of the scale, we rescaled item DRNKMEM 
to be on a 5-point scale to match NUMDRNK.  The original scale was highly correlated with 
NUMDRNK (r = 0.90), but the correlation between the original scale and DRNKMEM (r = 0.69) 
was not high enough to suggest sufficient content overlap.  Based on the full set of analyses for 
the alcohol misuse construct, we retained both NUMDRNK and DRNKMEM (Table 28), 
because both are significantly associated with risk for sexual assault.  However, we did not 
combine these items into a single alcohol misuse scale because results suggest they are capturing 
distinct constructs.   

Table 28.  
Alcohol Misuse Items Retained from Item Reduction Analysis 

Variable Name Item Text 

DRNKMEM During the past year, how often have you been unable to remember what happened the night 
before because you had been drinking?   

NUMDRNK How many drinks containing alcohol do you have on a typical day when drinking?   
 

Final Selection.  In addition to the AUDIT items from the 2018 WGRA, we considered 
additional AUDIT items.  The full scale contains items related to alcohol intake, potential 
alcohol dependence, and experience of alcohol-related harm. 

In line with the literature review findings, and in accordance with the outcomes of the item 
reduction analysis, we sought to include two items for alcohol misuse, one capturing how often 
someone drinks to the point of blackout (“Alcohol Impairing Memory”) and one capturing how 
often someone drinks an excessive amount of alcohol at one time (“Binge Drinking”).  The 2018 
WGRA item for “Alcohol Impairing Memory” was nearly identical to the correspondent item in 
the AUDIT and was selected for the final instrument (Table 29).   

However, the 2018 WGRA item NUMDRNK captures the amount of alcohol consumed on a 
typical day when drinking, which is not a measure of binge drinking frequency.  Indeed, the 
2019 WGRR was updated to include another AUDIT item specifically capturing the frequency of 
binge drinking for this very reason.  Moreover, when OPA briefed the findings from the 2018 
WGRA, audiences repeatedly expressed confusion regarding what NUMDRNK is measuring, and 
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concern regarding whether the item text is sufficiently clear.  For example, although the item 
asks about alcohol consumption “on a typical day when drinking,” this was often confused by 
audiences as referring to “on a typical day.”  Ensuring that items and results are clearly 
interpretable is particularly important for the DEOCS.  We therefore elected to use a different 
item from the AUDIT that directly asks about the frequency of “Binge Drinking:” “How often do 
you have four or more drinks (if you are a woman) or five or more drinks (if you are a man) on 
one occasion?”  This item was also included on the 2019 WGRR.  Future analyses will seek to 
confirm this “Binge Drinking” item’s relationship to the STOs. 

Table 29.  
Selected Alcohol Misuse Items 

Construct Name Item Text Item Source 
Alcohol Impairing 
Memory 

During the past year, how often have you been unable to remember what 
happened the night before because you had been drinking?   AUDIT 

Binge Drinking How often do you have four or more drinks (if you are a woman) or five or more 
drinks (if you are a man) on one occasion? AUDIT 

Note.  The final DEOCS 5.0 items may differ slightly in wording from what was selected at this stage.  Chapter 8 has a description of how the 
final set of items were edited for tense, time periods, response options, and other considerations to ensure that the entire set of selected survey 
items work together in a single DEOCS survey instrument. 

“Passive Leadership” 

Data Source.  Unfortunately, no prior OPA survey included a measure of “Passive Leadership.”  
To assess “Passive Leadership” items and their relationship to retention (Chapter 6 contains a 
review of the evidence linking “Passive Leadership” with STOs), we collected pilot data that 
included these items and two outcomes of interest—retention and readiness—by leveraging the 
DEOCS 4.1 research block.  Although the relationship between “Passive Leadership” and 
readiness was not based in the research review, we included this STO in our analyses as we 
hypothesized there may be an association between “Passive Leadership” and readiness, though it 
has not been previously reported.  

Item Reduction Analysis.  There were no open-access “Passive Leadership” scales to select.92  
Therefore, the DEOCS redesign team, which included experienced survey methodologists and an 
industrial-organizational (I-O) psychologist with expertise in leadership, developed five items to 
measure “Passive Leadership.”  These were based on the published literature and Service 
member focus group discussions regarding aspects of leadership that are important.  The 
“Passive Leadership” items that were fielded in the research block are presented in Table 30. 

 
92 Given resource considerations, we ruled out purchasing access to proprietary survey scales.  Typically, for-
purchase survey scales do not offer an unlimited-use license; rather, costs are based on the number of uses, which 
for DEOCS are quite substantial. 
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Table 30.  
“Passive Leadership” Variable Name and Item Text 

Variable Name Item Text 
Q1 My current supervisor is available when I need him/her. 
Q2 My current supervisor is reactive, rather than proactive. 
Q3 My current supervisor intervenes before issues become bigger problems. 
Q4 My current supervisor takes early action in addressing problems 
Q5 My current supervisor does not address problems brought to their attention. 

 

As a first step in the item reduction analyses for “Passive Leadership,” we examined how 
frequently each of the item response options were endorsed as well as the prevalence of missing 
responses (refusals).  There were no noticeable differences in responding between items.  Thus, 
we did not remove any items based on these descriptive statistics.  Frequencies are presented in 
Table 31.  In addition, we also examined the means and standard deviations for each item, which 
are presented in Table 32. 

Table 31.  
Frequencies (N) and Percentage of Responses (%) to "Passive Leadership" Items 

Item Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
 N % N % N % N % N % 

Q1 33 1.74 92 4.86 335 17.69 568 29.99 866 45.72 
Q2 181 9.56 440 23.23 589 31.10 343 18.11 341 18.00 
Q3 76 4.01 134 7.07 426 22.49 616 32.52 642 33.90 
Q4 71 3.75 151 7.97 411 21.70 595 31.41 666 35.16 
Q5 755 39.86 517 27.30 349 18.43 155 8.18 118 6.23 

 

Table 32.  
Mean and Standard Deviations (SD) of "Passive Leadership" Items 

Item Mean SD 
Q1 4.13 0.98 
Q2 3.12 1.23 
Q3 3.85 1.09 
Q4 3.86 1.10 
Q5 2.14 1.21 

 

As a next step in the item reduction analyses, we reverse-coded items Q1, Q3, and Q4 so that 
higher numbers on each item correspond to higher levels of “Passive Leadership.”  We then 
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examined correlations between the “Passive Leadership” items (Table 33).  Items Q1 and Q4 
(r = 0.72), Q1 and Q3 (r = 0.69), and Q3 and Q4 (r = 0.84) had strong correlations, suggesting 
content overlap between items.  It is thus feasible that some of these correlated items could be 
removed from the survey.  However, we included all items into the logistic regression analysis 
predicting retention intentions. 

Table 33.  
Correlations Between "Passive Leadership" Items 

Item 1 2 3 4 
Q1     
Q2 0.07    
Q3 0.69 0.06   
Q4 0.72 0.08 0.84  
Q5 0.34 0.25 0.32 0.32 

 

We then examined the relationship between each of the “Passive Leadership” items and retention 
intentions and readiness in a series of linear regressions.  We controlled for sex, paygrade, 
Service, and race/ethnicity.  First, we examined retention.  Only items Q3 (Unstandardized 
Coef. = -0.17, p = 0.043) and Q4 (Unstandardized Coef. = -0.17, p = 0.048) significantly 
predicted retention intentions.  The results are presented in Table 34.  

Table 34.  
Linear Regression Analysis Summary for 'Passive Leadership" Predicting Retention 

Predictor Unstandardized Coef. SE p-value 
Q1 -0.08 0.07 0.242 
Q2 -0.02 0.04 0.663 
Q3 -0.17 0.08 0.043 
Q4 -0.17 0.09 0.048 
Q5  0.01 0.04 0.899 

Note.  R2 = 0.14; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, paygrade, Service, and race/ethnicity. 

We thus removed items Q1, Q2, and Q5 from the analyses which were not significant (p > 0.05) 
and re-ran the regression.  As shown in Table 35, both Q3 (Unstandardized Coef. = -0.19, 
p = 0.017) and Q4 (Unstandardized Coef. = -0.21, p = 0.009) remained significant predictors of 
retention intentions.  Because only two items remained, we did not calculate the reliability of the 
revised scale.  The revised 2-item scale had a strong correlation with the 5-item original version 
of the scale (r = 0.85), suggesting content overlap between original and revised scales.  



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

180 DEOCS 5.0 Item Selection 
 

Table 35.  
Linear Regression Analysis Summary for "Passive Leadership" Predicting Retention 

Predictor Unstandardized Coef. SE p-value 
Q3 -0.19 0.08 0.017 
Q4 -0.21 0.08 0.009 

Note.  R2 = 0.14; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, paygrade, Service, and race/ethnicity. 

Next, we examined associations with readiness.  As shown in Table 36, only item Q5 
(Unstandardized Coef. = -0.06, p = 0.040) significantly predicted readiness.  We thus removed 
the non-significant items from the analyses and re-ran the regression.   

Table 36.  
Linear Regression Analysis Summary for "Passive Leadership" Predicting Readiness 

Predictor Unstandardized Coef. SE p-value 
Q1 -0.09 0.05 0.074 
Q2 0.04 0.03 0.146 
Q3 -0.07 0.06 0.249 
Q4 -0.06 0.06 0.307 
Q5 -0.06 0.03 0.040 

Note.  R2 = 0.10; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, paygrade, Service, and race/ethnicity. 

As shown in Table 37, item Q5 (Unstandardized Coef. = -0.10, p < 0.001) continued to 
significantly predict readiness.  

Table 37.  
Linear Regression Analysis Summary for "Passive Leadership" Predicting Readiness 

Predictor Unstandardized Coef. SE p-value 
Q5 -0.10 0.03 <0.001 

Note.  R2 = 0.06; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, paygrade, Service, and race/ethnicity. 

Because only a single item remained, we did not calculate the reliability of the revised scale.  
Item Q5, however, was not particularly highly correlated with the original version of the scale 
(r = 0.65).  We thus retained it at this stage, along with items Q3 and Q4 (Table 38).   
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Table 38.  
"Passive Leadership" Items Retained from Item Reduction Analysis 

Variable Name Item Text 
Q3 My current supervisor intervenes before issues become bigger problems. 
Q4 My current supervisor takes early action in addressing problems. 

Q5 My current supervisor does not address problems brought to their attention. 

 

Final Selection.  All three items retained in the item reduction analysis were included in the first 
draft of the survey that was shared with stakeholders.  Several stakeholders noted that Q3 and Q4 
had a high degree of conceptual overlap and recommended choosing only one of the two for 
inclusion in the final instrument.  This observation is supported by the fact that these two items 
had the strongest correlation (r = 0.84) in our analyses.  Two factors led us to choose Q4: (1) the 
leader must intervene, and (2) that intervention must prevent a problem from becoming a bigger 
problem.  Q4 is more straightforward, because it only asks a participant if their leader takes early 
action, regardless of any assessment of the outcomes of that action.  For these reasons, we chose 
Q4 for the final survey instrument (Table 39). 

Table 39.  
Selected "Passive Leadership" Items 

Construct Name Item Text Item Source 

Passive Leadership 

My current supervisor takes early action in addressing 
problems Written by OPA for the DEOCS 

My current supervisor does not address problems brought to 
their attention. Written by OPA for the DEOCS 

Note.  The final DEOCS 5.0 items may differ slightly in wording from what was selected at this stage.  Chapter 8 has a description of how the 
final set of items were edited for tense, time periods, response options, and other considerations to ensure that the entire set of selected survey 
items work together in a single DEOCS survey instrument. 

“Racially Harassing Behaviors” 

Data Source.  For a measure of “Racially Harassing Behaviors” that has been validated in a 
military population, we turned to DoD’s Workplace Equal Opportunity (WEO) surveys.  
Specifically, we examined the metric for racial/ethnic harassment from the 2017 WEOA, the 
most recent WEOA survey conducted with an active duty military population.  Because these 
items are used to construct the racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination rate that is one of our 
STOs, it did not make sense to test individual items in relation to this STO, due to the way the 
“rate” variable for racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination is constructed.  In short, a “yes” to 
any of these behaviors is included in the past-year racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination rate,93 

 
93 Daniel et al., 2019 has a description of how the racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination rate variable is 
constructed. 
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which equates to “perfect” prediction.  Therefore, we did not test these items in terms of their 
strength of association with racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination.  

Final Selection.  To identify items for inclusion in the DEOCS 5.0, we selected the five 
racial/ethnic harassment behaviors that were most frequently experienced by racial/ethnic 
minorities (Table 40).  Based on the representative, generalizable data generated by the WEOA, 
we can be confident that these are the types of racial/ethnic harassing behaviors that occur most 
frequently in the active duty force and are thus highly relevant for individual units to be aware 
of.  The selected items are presented in Table 41.  Future analyses will seek to confirm these 
items’ relationships to the STOs. 

Table 40.  
Selected "Racially Harassing Behaviors" Item 

Construct Name Item Text Item Source 

Racially Harassing 
Behaviors 

In the past 12 months, has someone from work made you uncomfortable, angry, 
or upset by telling racial/ethnic jokes? 2017 WEOA  

In the past 12 months, has someone from work made you uncomfortable, angry, 
or upset by using a stereotype about your racial/ethnic group?  Stereotypes are 
beliefs about the characteristics of group members – for example, that they tend 
to be cheap, aggressive, or shy? 

2017 WEOA  

In the past 12 months, has someone used an offensive racial/ethnic term that 
made you uncomfortable, angry, or upset? 2017 WEOA  

In the past 12 months, has someone from work made you uncomfortable, angry, 
or upset by insulting your racial/ethnic group? 2017 WEOA  

In the past 12 months, has someone from work made you uncomfortable, angry, 
or upset by showing you a lack of respect because of your race/ethnicity? 2017 WEOA  

Note.  The final DEOCS 5.0 items may differ slightly in wording from what was selected at this stage.  Chapter 8 has a description of how the 
final set of items were edited for tense, time periods, response options, and other considerations to ensure that the entire set of selected survey 
items work together in a single DEOCS survey instrument. 
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Table 41.  
2017 WEOA Experienced Racial/Ethnic-Related Harassment Behavior in the Past 12 Months 
by Someone From Work 

 Total DoD White Total 
Minority 

Used a stereotype about your racial/ethnic group 8.3 4.7 12.9 
Told racial/ethnic jokes 7.9 4.7 12.0 
Used an offensive racial/ethnic term 7.7 5.4 10.5 
Insulted your racial/ethnic group 6.0 3.8 8.7 
Showed you a lack of respect because of your race/ethnicity 6.0 3.3 9.4 
Made a comment about the way people in your racial/ethnic group talk 5.0 2.4 8.2 
Claimed that his/her race/ethnicity is better than others 4.9 4.0 6.1 
Made a comment about a physical characteristic of your racial/ethnic group 4.5 2.9 6.5 
Directed an offensive action or comment at another person because of his/
her race/ethnicity 3.9 3.2 4.9 

Displayed something that threatens or insults a racial/ethnic group 3.0 2.0 4.1 
Excluded you from an activity because of your race/ethnicity 2.2 1.6 3.1 
Threatened or physically assaulted you because of your race/ethnicity 0.6 0.5 0.7 
Note.  Margins of error range from ±0.4% to ±6.6%.   

“Sexually Harassing Behaviors” and “Sexist Behaviors” 

Data Source.  Given the evidence (Chapter 6), we reviewed OPA survey data to identify any 
data sets that contained measures of the relevant constructs (“Sexually Harassing Behaviors” and 
“Sexist Behaviors”) and measures of suicide, sexual assault, or readiness.  We identified the 
2018 WGRA as containing measures for sexist and sexually harassing behaviors and a measure of 
sexual assault, but not suicidal behaviors or readiness (OPA, 2019b).   

Item Reduction Analysis.  The Gender-Related Experiences in the Military scale is used in the 
OPA WGR surveys to generate the official prevalence rates of sexual harassment and gender 
discrimination (Breslin et al., 2019).  The scale comprises a set of behavior items that align with 
sexual harassment and gender discrimination behaviors (13 sexual harassment behaviors and two 
gender discrimination behaviors), followed by a set of follow-on criteria items that assess 
whether the behavior(s) experienced meet the thresholds set in policy for persistence and severity 
to be considered sexual harassment, or harm to career to be considered gender discrimination, 
respectively.94   

We leveraged the behavior items in this scale, without their follow-on criteria, as metrics for 
“Sexually Harassing Behaviors”95 (i.e., behaviors in line with sexual harassment that do not 
necessarily meet the threshold of persistence and severity to be considered sexual harassment) 

 
94 Breslin et al., 2019 contains more details on the complex rate construction for sexual harassment and gender 
discrimination prevalence rate variables. 
95 We use the term “sexually harassing behaviors” to describe these items for the purpose of the DEOCS to 
distinguish these items from sexual harassment because these behaviors do not necessarily meet the threshold of 
persistence and severity to be considered sexual harassment. 
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and for “Sexist Behaviors”96 (i.e., behaviors in line with gender discrimination that do not 
necessarily meet the threshold of harm to career to be considered gender discrimination) in the 
OPA data set for the 2018 WGRA. We examined these 15 behavior items (Table 42) and their 
relationship to sexual assault.  By using the behaviors alone without the follow-up criteria, we 
are casting a wider net in terms of experiences of potentially problematic behaviors that may or 
may not meet the definition for sexual harassment or gender discrimination and thus may 
function as precursors or leading indicators for more severe forms of unwanted gender-related 
behaviors that are prohibited by policy.   

 
96 We use the term “Sexist Behaviors” to describe these items for the purpose of the DEOCS to distinguish these 
items from gender discrimination because these behaviors do not necessarily meet the threshold of harm to career to 
be considered gender discrimination. 
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Table 42.  
2018 WGRA Gender-Related Experiences in the Military Variable Name and Item Text 

Variable Name Item Text 
MEOBEHA 
(Sexually harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work repeatedly tell sexual "jokes" that made you 
uncomfortable, angry, or upset? 

MEOBEHB 
(Sexually harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work embarrass, anger, or upset you by repeatedly 
suggesting that you do not act like a [man] [woman] is supposed to?  For example, by calling 
you [a woman, a fag, or gay] [a dyke or butch]. 

MEOBEHC 
(Sexually harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work repeatedly make sexual gestures or sexual body 
movements (for example, thrusting their pelvis or grabbing their crotch) that made you 
uncomfortable, angry, or upset? 

MEOBEHD 
(Sexually harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work display, show, or send sexually explicit materials like 
pictures or videos that made you uncomfortable, angry, or upset?  Do not include materials you 
may have received as part of your professional duties (for example, as a criminal investigator). 

MEOBEHE 
(Sexually harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work repeatedly tell you about their sexual activities in a 
way that made you uncomfortable, angry, or upset? 

MEOBEHF 
(Sexually harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work repeatedly ask you questions about your sex life or 
sexual interests that made you uncomfortable, angry, or upset? 

MEOBEHG 
(Sexually harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work make repeated sexual comments about your 
appearance or body that made you uncomfortable, angry, or upset? 

MEOBEHH 
(Sexually harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work either take or share sexually suggestive pictures or 
videos of you when you did not want them to? 

MEOBEHI 
(Sexually harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work make repeated attempts to establish an unwanted 
romantic or sexual relationship with you?  These could range from repeatedly asking you out 
on a date to asking you for sex or a "hookup." 

MEOBEHJ 
(Sexually harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work intentionally touch you in a sexual way when you did 
not want them to?  This could include touching your genitals, breasts, buttocks, or touching 
you with their genitals anywhere on your body. 

MEOBEHK 
(Sexually harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work repeatedly touch you in any other way that made you 
uncomfortable, angry, or upset?  This could include almost any unnecessary physical contact 
including hugs, shoulder rubs, or touching your hair, but would not usually include handshakes 
or routine uniform adjustments. 

MEOBEHL 
(Sexually harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work made you feel as if you would get some workplace 
benefit in exchange for doing something sexual?  For example, they might hint that they would 
give you a good evaluation/fitness report, a better assignment, or better treatment at work in 
exchange for doing something sexual.  Something sexual could include talking about sex, 
undressing, sharing sexual pictures, or having some type of sexual contact. 

MEOBEHM 
(Sexually harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work made you feel like you would get punished or treated 
unfairly in the workplace if you did not do something sexual?  For example, they hinted that 
they would give you a bad evaluation/fitness report, a bad assignment, or bad treatment at 
work if you were not willing to do something sexual.  This could include being unwilling to 
talk about sex, undress, share sexual pictures, or have some type of sexual contact. 

MEOBEHN (Sexist) 
Since [X Date], did someone from work say that [men] [women] are not as good as [women] 
[men] at your particular job, or that [men] [women] should be prevented from having your 
job? 

MEOBEHO (Sexist) Since [X Date], did someone from work mistreat, ignore, exclude, or insult you because you 
are a [man] [woman]? 

Note.  Sex, deployment, paygrade, Service, and race/ethnicity were used as controls.   
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As a first step in the item reduction analyses for the Gender-Related Experiences in the Military 
scale, we examined how frequently each of the items were endorsed by participants (response of 
“yes”) as well as the prevalence of missing responses (refusals).  As shown in Table 43, the 
following three items were very rarely endorsed: MEOBEHH (0.62%), MEOBEHL (0.63%), and 
MEOBEHM (0.53%).  In addition, due to skip patterns in the survey as well as refusals, 2.72% 
of responses were missing for the item MEOBEHK, which was considerably higher compared 
with the other items, for which the “no response” category ranged between 0.10% and 0.43%.  
We thus removed these four items in subsequent regression analyses because they are not ideal 
candidates for capturing variance between units on the DEOCS 5.0.  

Table 43.  
Frequencies (N) and Percentages of Responses (%) to Gender-Related Experiences in the 
Military Items 

Item No Response Incomplete Grid Not applicable No Yes 
 N % N % N % N % N % 
MEOBEHA 107 0.10 1 <0.01   95,364 93.39 6,637 6.50 
MEOBEHB 203 0.20     96,751 94.75 5,155 5.05 
MEOBEHC 325 0.32     99,398 97.34 2,386 2.34 
MEOBEHD 303 0.30 1 <0.01   99,747 97.69 2,058 2.02 
MEOBEHE 399 0.39     97,816 95.80 3,894 3.81 
MEOBEHF 385 0.38     98,194 96.17 2,058 2.02 
MEOBEHG 404 0.40     98,308 96.28 3,397 3.33 
MEOBEHH 359 0.35     101,116 99.03 634 0.62 
MEOBEHI 293 0.29     98,762 96.72 3,054 2.99 
MEOBEHJ 444 0.43 1 <0.01   100,161 98.09 1,503 1.47 
MEOBEHKa 1,279 1.25   1,504 1.47 97,096 95.09 2,230 2.18 
MEOBEHL 367 0.36     101,095 99.01 647 0.63 
MEOBEHM 401 0.39     101,167 99.08 541 0.53 
MEOBEHN 348 0.34 1 <0.01   93,991 92.05 7,769 7.61 
MEOBEHO 348 0.34     90,769 88.89 10,992 10.76 
aMEOBEHK was not seen by participants who indicated “yes” on MEOBEHJ.   
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Next, we examined correlations between the items in the Gender-Related Experiences in the 
Military scale (Table 44).  Correlations ranged from small to large, 0.07 and 0.55, respectively.   

Table 44.  
Correlations Between Gender-Related Experiences in the Military Items 

Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. MEOBEHA              
2. MEOBEHB 0.35             
3. MEOBEHC 0.37 0.26            
4. MEOBEHD 0.29 0.21 0.27           
5. MEOBEHE 0.42 0.30 0.33 0.31          
6. MEOBEHF 0.37 0.33 0.31 0.25 0.45         
7. MEOBEHG 0.36 0.32 0.31 0.23 0.34 0.44        
8. MEOBEHH 0.12 0.10 0.13 0.21 0.13 0.14 0.13       
9. MEOBEHI 0.25 0.19 0.21 0.17 0.24 0.33 0.37 0.12      
10. MEOBEHK 0.26 0.19 0.21 0.16 0.22 0.24 0.26 0.08 0.24     
11. MEOBEHL 0.14 0.13 0.16 0.12 0.16 0.18 0.18 0.08 0.21 0.12    
12. MEOBEHM 0.11 0.12 0.15 0.11 0.14 0.16 0.17 0.07 0.17 0.11 0.45   
13. MEOBEHN 0.31 0.31 0.20 0.16 0.26 0.25 0.28 0.09 0.25 0.20 0.14 0.10  
14. MEOBEHO 0.30 0.29 0.19 0.15 0.23 0.23 0.27 0.08 0.24 0.21 0.13 0.11 0.55 
Note.  Correlations are not reported for MEOBEHJ due to listwise deletion. 

We then examined the relationship between each of the remaining items in the Gender-Related 
Experiences in the Military scale, and sexual assault in a weighted logistic regression.  We 
controlled for sex, deployment, paygrade, Service, and race/ethnicity.  As shown in Table 45, the 
items MEOBEHC, MEOBEHE, and MEOBEHN were not significant predictors of sexual 
assault (p > 0.05).  We thus removed them from the analyses and re-ran the regression.   
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Table 45.  
Logistic Regression Analysis Summary for Gender-Related Experiences in the Military 
Predicting Sexual Assault 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
MEOBEHA 1.39 0.16 0.005 
MEOBEHB 1.49 0.18 0.001 
MEOBEHC 1.16 0.16 0.292 
MEOBEHD 1.47 0.22 0.009 
MEOBEHE 1.13 0.14 0.324 
MEOBEHF 1.43 0.20 0.013 
MEOBEHG 1.74 0.23 <0.001 
MEOBEHI 3.05 0.37 <0.001 
MEOBEHJ 21.13 2.44 <0.001 
MEOBEHN 0.86 0.11 0.255 
MEOBEHO 1.51 0.19 0.001 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.40; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, deployment, paygrade, Service, and 
race/ethnicity. 

As shown in Table 46, all eight of the remaining items (two sexism behavior items and six 
sexually harassing behavior items) in the final model remained significant predictors of sexual 
assault (p < 0.05).  We also computed Cronbach’s alpha for the 8-item revised scale as well as 
the correlation between the revised scale and the 15-item original version of the scale.  The 
revised scale demonstrated sufficient internal consistency (α = 0.76) and had a strong correlation 
with the prior version of the scale (r = 0.96), suggesting high content overlap between the two 
scales.   

Table 46.  
Logistic Regression Analysis Summary for Gender-Related Experiences in the Military Items 
Predicting Sexual Assault 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
MEOBEHA 1.45 0.17 0.001 
MEOBEHB 1.49 0.17 0.001 
MEOBEHD 1.54 0.23 0.004 
MEOBEHF 1.44 0.20 0.009 
MEOBEHG 1.85 0.24 <0.001 
MEOBEHI 3.00 0.36 <0.001 
MEOBEHJ 21.48 2.39 <0.001 
MEOBEHO 1.43 0.16 0.001 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.40; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, deployment, paygrade, Service, and 
race/ethnicity. 
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Based on the item reduction analyses for the Gender-Related Experiences in the Military scale, 
we retained eight of the 15 original items.  Table 47 shows the items retained after item reduction 
analysis.  

Table 47.  
Gender-Related Experiences in the Military Scale Items Retained from Item Reduction 
Analysis 

Variable Name Item Text 
MEOBEHA (Sexually 
harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work repeatedly tell sexual "jokes" that made you 
uncomfortable, angry, or upset? 

MEOBEHB (Sexually 
harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work embarrass, anger, or upset you by repeatedly 
suggesting that you do not act like a [man] [woman] is supposed to?  For example, by 
calling you [a woman, a fag, or gay] [a dyke or butch]. 

MEOBEHD (Sexually 
harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work display, show, or send sexually explicit materials 
like pictures or videos that made you uncomfortable, angry, or upset?  Do not include 
materials you may have received as part of your professional duties (for example, as a 
criminal investigator). 

MEOBEHF (Sexually 
harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work repeatedly ask you questions about your sex life or 
sexual interests that made you uncomfortable, angry, or upset? 

MEOBEHG (Sexually 
harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work make repeated sexual comments about your 
appearance or body that made you uncomfortable, angry, or upset? 

MEOBEHI (Sexually 
harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work make repeated attempts to establish an unwanted 
romantic or sexual relationship with you?  These could range from repeatedly asking you 
out on a date to asking you for sex or a "hookup." 

MEOBEHJ (Sexually 
harassing) 

Since [X Date], did someone from work intentionally touch you in a sexual way when you 
did not want them to?  This could include touching your genitals, breasts, buttocks, or 
touching you with their genitals anywhere on your body. 

MEOBEHO (Sexist) Since [X Date], did someone from work mistreat, ignore, exclude, or insult you because 
you are a [man] [woman]? 

 

Final Selection.  All eight items identified in the item reduction analysis (seven “Sexually 
Harassing Behavior” items and one “Sexist Behavior” item) were selected for inclusion in the 
final survey, given all items were significantly associated with sexual assault.  The items for both 
“Sexually Harassing Behaviors” and “Sexist Behaviors” are presented in Table 48. 
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Table 48.  
Selected "Sexually Harassing Behaviors" and "Sexist Behaviors" Items 

Construct Name Item Text Item Source 

Sexually Harassing 
Behaviors 

Since [X Date], did someone from work repeatedly tell sexual "jokes" that made 
you uncomfortable, angry, or upset? 2018 WGRA  

Since [X Date], did someone from work embarrass, anger, or upset you by 
repeatedly suggesting that you do not act like a [man] [woman] is supposed to?  
For example, by calling you [a woman, a fag, or gay] [a dyke or butch]. 

2018 WGRA  

Since [X Date], did someone from work display, show, or send sexually explicit 
materials like pictures or videos that made you uncomfortable, angry, or upset?  
Do not include materials you may have received as part of your professional 
duties (for example, as a criminal investigator). 

2018 WGRA  

Since [X Date], did someone from work repeatedly ask you questions about 
your sex life or sexual interests that made you uncomfortable, angry, or upset? 2018 WGRA  

Since [X Date], did someone from work make repeated sexual comments about 
your appearance or body that made you uncomfortable, angry, or upset? 2018 WGRA  

Since [X Date], did someone from work make repeated attempts to establish an 
unwanted romantic or sexual relationship with you?  These could range from 
repeatedly asking you out on a date to asking you for sex or a "hookup." 

2018 WGRA  

Since [X Date], did someone from work intentionally touch you in a sexual way 
when you did not want them to?  This could include touching your genitals, 
breasts, buttocks, or touching you with their genitals anywhere on your body. 

2018 WGRA  

Sexist Behaviors Since [X Date], did someone from work mistreat, ignore, exclude, or insult you 
because you are a [man] [woman]? 2018 WGRA  

Note.  The final DEOCS 5.0 items may differ slightly in wording from what was selected at this stage.  Chapter 8 has a description of how the 
final set of items were edited for tense, time periods, response options, and other considerations to ensure that the entire set of selected survey 
items work together in a single DEOCS survey instrument. 

“Stress” 

Data Source.  Given the evidence, we reviewed OPA survey data to identify any data sets that 
contained measures of “Stress” and measures of suicidal behaviors, and identified the 2018 
SOFS-A.  

Item Reduction Analysis: “Stress” and Suicidal Behavior.  The 2018 SOFS-A included items 
measuring perceived “Stress” that were originally adapted from the perceived stress scale (Cohen 
et al., 1983; S. Cohen, 1988).  We analyzed this data set to assess “Stress” in relation to 
attempted suicide.  These items are presented in Table 49. 
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Table 49.  
2018 SOFS-A Perceived "Stress" Variable Name and Item Text 

Variable Name Item Text 
PSFRQSA In the past month, how often have you, felt nervous and stressed? 

PSFRQSB In the past month, how often have you, felt that you were unable to control the important things in 
your life? 

PSFRQSC In the past month, how often have you, been upset because of something that happened 
unexpectedly? 

PSFRQSD In the past month, how often have you, been angered because of things that were outside of your 
control? 

PSFRQSE In the past month, how often have you, felt difficulties were piling up so high that you could not 
overcome them? 

PSFRQSF In the past month, how often have you, found that you could not cope with all of the things you 
had to do? 

 

First, we examined how frequently each of the item response options were endorsed as well as 
the prevalence of missing responses (refusals).  There were no noticeable differences in 
responding between items.  Thus, we did not remove any items from consideration based on 
descriptive statistics.  We present frequencies in Table 50 and examined the means and standard 
deviations for each item in Table 51.  

Table 50.  
Frequencies (N) and Percentages of Responses (%) to "Stress" Items 

Item Never Almost Never Sometimes Fairly Often Very Often No Response 
 N % N % N % N % N % N % 

PSFRQSA 1079 8.08 2528 18.92 5407 40.47 3045 22.79 1285 9.62 17 0.13 
PSFRQSB 3216 24.07 4029 30.15 3437 25.72 1595 11.94 920 6.89 164 1.23 
PSFRQSC 2411 18.05 4039 30.23 4492 33.62 1565 11.71 776 5.81 78 0.58 
PSFRQSD 2494 18.67 3612 27.03 4282 32.05 1821 13.63 1041 7.79 111 0.83 
PSFRQSE 4848 36.28 4179 31.28 2675 20.02 1001 7.49 609 4.56 49 0.37 
PSFRQSF 6450 48.27 3786 28.34 2029 15.19 639 4.78 432 3.23 25 0.19 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

192 DEOCS 5.0 Item Selection 
 

Table 51.  
Means and Standard Deviations (SD) of "Stress" Items 

Item Mean SD 
PSFRQSA 3.07 1.06 
PSFRQSB 2.47 1.18 
PSFRQSC 2.57 1.09 
PSFRQSD 2.65 1.16 
PSFRQSE 2.12 1.12 
PSFRQSF 1.86 1.05 
 

Next, we examined correlations between the perceived “Stress” items.  Table 52 shows the 
correlation matrix between the perceived “Stress” items with a range of 0.54 to 0.79, suggesting 
that all items have strong correlations (r > 0.5).  

Table 52.  
Correlations Between "Stress" Items 

Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 
PSFRQSA 1.00      
PSFRQSB 0.66 1.00     
PSFRQSC 0.63 0.67 1.00    
PSFRQSD 0.61 0.65 0.74 1.00   
PSFRQSE 0.61 0.70 0.65 0.63 1.00  
PSFRQSF 0.54 0.64 0.58 0.56 0.79 1.00 
 

Next, we examined the relationship between each of the perceived “Stress” items and a suicide 
attempt in the past 12 months, in a weighted logistic regression.  We controlled for sex, 
paygrade, Service, deployment status, age, marital status, years of Service, AFQT score, and 
living off base.  As shown in Table 53, the only significant predictor of attempted suicide was 
item PSFRQSF (OR = 1.64, p = 0.020).  We thus removed the non-significant items from the 
analyses and re-ran the regression with only PSFRQSF.   
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Table 53.  
Logistic Regression Analysis Summary for "Stress" Predicting Attempted Suicide 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
PSFRQSA 1.07 0.33 0.823 
PSFRQSB 0.89 0.24 0.655 
PSFRQSC 0.858 0.18 0.448 
PSFRQSD 1.19 0.33 0.522 
PSFRQSE 1.36 0.27 0.110 
PSFRQSF 1.64 0.35 0.020 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.17; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, paygrade, Service, deployment status, age, 
marital status, years of Service, AFQT, and living off base. 

As shown in Table 54, the remaining item was still a significant predictor of attempted suicide 
(OR = 2.06, p < 0.001).   

Table 54.  
Linear Regression Analysis Summary for "Stress" Predicting Attempted Suicide 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
PSFRQSF 2.06 0.29 <0.001 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.17; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, paygrade, Service, deployment status, age, 
marital status, years of Service, AFQT, and living off base. 

Because the analyses only recommended retaining a single item from the perceived “Stress” 
scale, no reliability coefficient was able to be calculated.  The single item (PSFRQSF; Table 55) 
had a strong correlation with the sum of all six perceived “Stress” items (r = 0.81).   

Table 55.  
Perceived "Stress" Items Retained from Item Reduction Analysis 

Variable Name Item Text 

PSFRQSF In the past month, how often have you, found that you could not cope with all of the things you had 
to do? 

 

Final Selection.  Given the importance of measuring “Stress” to Service members in particular 
(Chapter 3), we were concerned that a single “Stress” related item would not provide sufficient 
opportunity for participants to report on their stress levels.  Thus, in order to identify potential 
additional stress-related items for inclusion in the DEOCS 5.0, although “Stress” did not emerge 
as a risk factor for readiness and retention in our literature review, we also ran the same analyses 
as reported above with the “Stress” scale items predicting readiness and retention, respectively.  
Three of the “Stress” items were significantly associated with either retention or readiness in the 
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linear regression results.  Therefore, we included these three additional items in the final set of 
“Stress” items (Table 56). 

Table 56.  
Selected “Stress” Items 

Construct Name Item Text Item Source 

Stress 

In the past month, how often have you felt nervous or stressed? Perceived Stress Scale  
In the past month, how often have you felt that you were unable to 
control the important things in your life? Perceived Stress Scale 

In the past month, how often have you been angered because of things 
that were outside of your control? Perceived Stress Scale  

In the past month, how often have you found that you could not cope 
with all of the things you had to do? Perceived Stress Scale  

Note.  The final DEOCS 5.0 items may differ slightly in wording from what was selected at this stage.  Chapter 8 has a description of how the 
final set of items were edited for tense, time periods, response options, and other considerations to ensure that the entire set of selected survey 
items work together in a single DEOCS survey instrument. 

“Toxic Leadership” 

Unfortunately, no prior OPA survey included a measure of “Toxic Leadership.”  To assess 
“Toxic Leadership” items and their relationship to retention (Chapter 6 has a review of the 
evidence), we turned to the “Toxic Leadership” scale (Schmidt, 2008), which was developed for 
a military population, and collected pilot data that included these “Toxic Leadership” items and 
retention by leveraging the DEOCS 4.1 research block.  This item reduction analysis resulted in 
two items that were significantly associated with retention intentions (Table 57).  The results of 
this analysis are presented in Appendix R. 

Table 57.  
“Toxic Leadership” Items Retained from Item Reduction Analysis 
Variable Name 
 Item Text 

Q8 My current supervisor allows his/her current mood to define the climate of the workplace. 
Q14 My current supervisor does not permit subordinates to approach goals in new ways. 
 

However, these items did not make it into the final survey.  

Final Selection.  Because this was an important construct to stakeholders, we originally looked 
for an additional item to supplement the two items retained in the item reduction analysis in 
order to assess a broader range of “Toxic Leadership” behaviors.  In the initial draft of the 
survey, an additional item was added: “My immediate supervisor determines all decisions in my 
unit whether they are important or not.”  However, stakeholders reported dissatisfaction with all 
three items, arguing they did not adequately cover all dimensions of “Toxic Leadership,” were 
not face valid, and were difficult to understand.  Because there were no remaining items that had 
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been tested that were predictive of an STO, we returned to the original scale, which contained 
five dimensions of “Toxic Leadership.”  We selected one item from each dimension that was 
judged by the team to have the highest amount of face validity for a military participant and 
corresponded to themes heard in focus groups and stakeholder conversations.  Future analyses 
will examine the association of these items with the STOs.  Those items are listed in Table 58.   

Table 58.  
Selected “Toxic Leadership” Items 

Construct Name Item Text Item Source 

Toxic Leadership 

My current supervisor ridicules subordinates Toxic Leadership Scale-Abusive Supervision  
My current supervisor has explosive 
outbursts Toxic Leadership Scale-Unpredictability 

My current supervisor has a sense of personal 
entitlement Toxic Leadership Scale-Narcissism  

My current supervisor acts only in the best 
interest of his/her next promotion Toxic Leadership Scale-Self-Promotion 

My current supervisor will ignore ideas that 
are contrary to his/her own Toxic Leadership Scale-Authoritarian Leadership 

Note.  The final DEOCS 5.0 items may differ slightly in wording from what was selected at this stage.  Chapter 8 has a description of how the 
final set of items was edited for tense, time periods, response options, and other considerations to ensure that the entire set of selected survey 
items work together in a single DEOCS survey instrument. 

“Workplace Hostility” 

Data Source.  Given the evidence, we reviewed OPA survey data to identify any data sets that 
contained measures of workplace hostility and measures of readiness, sexual harassment, sexual 
assault, or racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination, and identified the 2018 WGRA and 2017 
WEOA.97  

Item Reduction Analysis: “Workplace Hostility” and Sexual Assault.  Nine items from the 
2018 WGRA measuring experiences of workplace hostility from coworkers, which were items 
adapted from Selden & Downey (2012), were assessed in relation to experiences of sexual 
assault.  These items are presented in Table 59. 

Item Reduction Analysis: “Workplace Hostility” and Sexual Harassment.  The same items and 
data set were used to assess workplace hostility from coworkers in relation to experiences of 
sexual harassment. 

 
97 Other OPA surveys including the 2019 WGRR and the 2018 WGRC could also be used for this purpose, but we 
focused our analyses on the active duty population. 
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Table 59.  
2018 WGRA “Workplace Hostility” Variable Name and Item Text 

 Item Text 

WRKBEHCA During the past 12 months, how often have you experienced any of the following behaviors, 
where your coworkers intentionally interfered with your work performance? 

WRKBEHCB During the past 12 months, how often have you experienced any of the following behaviors, 
where your coworkers did not provide information or assistance when you needed it? 

WRKBEHCC During the past 12 months, how often have you experienced any of the following behaviors, 
where your coworkers were excessively harsh in their criticism of your work performance? 

WRKBEHCD During the past 12 months, how often have you experienced any of the following behaviors, 
where your coworkers took credit for work or ideas that were yours? 

WRKBEHCE During the past 12 months, how often have you experienced any of the following behaviors, 
where your coworkers gossiped/talked about you? 

WRKBEHCF During the past 12 months, how often have you experienced any of the following behaviors, 
where your coworkers used insults, sarcasm, or gestures to humiliate you? 

WRKBEHCG During the past 12 months, how often have you experienced any of the following behaviors, 
where your coworkers yelled when they were angry with you? 

WRKBEHCH During the past 12 months, how often have you experienced any of the following behaviors, 
where your coworkers swore at you in a hostile manner? 

WRKBEHCI During the past 12 months, how often have you experienced any of the following behaviors, 
where your coworkers damaged or stole your property or equipment? 

 

As a first step in the item reduction analyses for “Workplace Hostility,” we examined how 
frequently each of the item response options were endorsed as well as the prevalence of missing 
responses (refusals) and skip patterns (not applicable).  Items WRKBEHCH and WRKBEHCI 
were the least likely to be endorsed—75.89% indicated “Never” in response to WRKBEHCH 
and 83.77% indicated “Never” in response to WRKBEHCI.  These items also had the smallest 
standard deviations (WRKBEHCH SD = 0.70; WRKBEHCI SD = 0.42), suggesting little 
variation in responses.  We thus removed these two items from consideration as they do not 
capture enough variation to meet the goals of the DEOCS 5.0.  Frequencies are presented in 
Table 60 and means and standard deviations are presented in Table 61. 
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Table 60.  
Frequencies and Percentages of Responses to “Workplace Hostility” I Items 

Item No Response Never Once or Twice Sometimes Often Very Often 
 N % N % N % N % N % N % 
WRKBEHCA 4,980 4.88 71,762 70.28 9,237 9.05 5,696 5.58 1,920 1.88 1,335 1.31 
WRKBEHCB 5,402 5.29 61,000 59.74 13,376 13.10 9,056 8.87 3,772 3.69 2,324 2.28 
WRKBEHCC 5,374 5.26 69,367 67.93 9,910 9.710 5,772 5.65 2,479 2.43 2,028 1.99 
WRKBEHCD 5,468 5.36 62,233 60.95 12,766 12.50 7,875 7.71 3,757 3.68 2,831 2.77 
WRKBEHCE 5,891 5.77 55,613 54.46 13,941 13.65 10,586 10.37 4,581 4.49 4,318 4.23 
WRKBEHCF 4,963 4.86 72,013 70.53 9,358 9.16 4,909 4.81 1,943 1.90 1,744 1.71 
WRKBEHCG 4,964 4.86 71,704 70.22 10,372 10.16 4,756 4.66 1,559 1.53 1,575 1.54 
WRKBEHCH 5,063 4.96 77,491 75.89 6,759 6.62 3,281 3.21 1,060 1.04 1,276 1.25 
WRKBEHCI 5,198 5.09 85,533 83.77 2,381 2.33 1,142 1.12 206 0.20 470 0.46 
Note.  For 7,179 (7.03%) participants, these items were not on the version of the questionnaire they took. 

Table 61.  
Means and Standard Deviations (SD) of “Workplace Hostility” I Items 

Item Mean SD 
WRKBEHCA 1.35 0.81 
WRKBEHCB 1.58 1.00 
WRKBEHCC 1.41 0.90 
WRKBEHCD 1.57 1.03 
WRKBEHCE 1.74 1.15 
WRKBEHCF 1.36 0.84 
WRKBEHCG 1.34 0.80 
WRKBEHCH 1.24 0.70 
WRKBEHCI 1.08 0.42 
 

Next, we examined correlations between the “Workplace Hostility” items (Table 62).  Items 
WRKBEHCG and WRKBEHCH strong correlation (r = 0.79).  However, we had already 
identified WRKBEHCH for removal based on the descriptive analyses and did not include it in 
subsequent regression analyses.  
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Table 62.  
Correlations Between “Workplace Hostility” I Items 

Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. WRKBEHCA         
2. WRKBEHCB 0.69        
3. WRKBEHCC 0.68 0.67       
4. WRKBEHCD 0.58 0.60 0.60      
5. WRKBEHCE 0.59 0.62 0.65 0.63     
6. WRKBEHCF 0.59 0.54 0.66 0.51 0.62    
7. WRKBEHCG 0.52 0.49 0.61 0.48 0.52 0.66   
8. WRKBEHCH 0.51 0.46 0.57 0.46 0.49 0.65 0.79  
9. WRKBEHCI 0.40 0.32 0.37 0.32 0.30 0.42 0.42 0.48 
 

We then examined the relationship between each of the “Workplace Hostility” items and sexual 
harassment and sexual assault, respectively, in a series of weighted logistic regression.  We 
controlled for sex, deployment, paygrade, Service, and race/ethnicity.  As shown in Table 63, 
items WRKBEHCB (OR = 0.93, p = 0.103), WRKBEHCC (OR = 0.96, p = 0.402), and 
WRKBEHCG (OR = 1.01, p = 0.888) were not significant predictors of sexual assault.  We thus 
removed the non-significant items and re-ran the regression. 

Table 63.  
Logistic Regression Analysis Summary for “Workplace Hostility” I Predicting Sexual Assault 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
WRKBEHCA 1.14 0.06 0.011 
WRKBEHCB 0.93 0.04 0.103 
WRKBEHCC 0.96 0.05 0.402 
WRKBEHCD 1.08 0.04 0.034 
WRKBEHCE 1.30 0.05 <0.001 
WRKBEHCF 1.28 0.06 <0.001 
WRKBEHCG 1.01 0.04 0.888 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.18; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, deployment, paygrade, Service, and 
race/ethnicity. 

As shown in Table 64, WRKBEHCA (OR = 1.08, p = 0.064) and WRKBEHCD (OR = 1.06, 
p = 0.129) were no longer significant.  We thus removed these items and re-ran the regression.   
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Table 64.  
Logistic Regression Analysis Summary for “Workplace Hostility” I Predicting Sexual Assault 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
WRKBEHCA 1.08 0.05 0.064 
WRKBEHCD 1.06 0.04 0.129 
WRKBEHCE 1.26 0.05 <0.001 
WRKBEHCF 1.27 0.05 <0.001 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.18; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, deployment, paygrade, Service, and 
race/ethnicity. 

As shown in Table 65, items WRKBEHCE (OR = 1.32, p < 0.001) and WRKBEHCF 
(OR = 1.32, p < 0.001) remained significant predictors of sexual assault.  Because the revised 
scale was comprised of only two items, we did not examine the reliability of the scale.  The 
revised scale, however, was highly correlated with the 9-item original version of the scale 
(r = 0.90), suggesting substantial content overlap between the original scale and the revised 
scale.   

Table 65.  
Logistic Regression Analysis Summary for “Workplace Hostility” I Predicting Sexual Assault 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
WRKBEHCE 1.32 0.04 <0.001 
WRKBEHCF 1.32 0.05 <0.001 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.18; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, deployment, paygrade, Service, and 
race/ethnicity. 

We next examined the association between “Workplace Hostility” and sexual harassment.  We 
controlled for sex, deployment, paygrade, Service, and race/ethnicity.  As shown in Table 66, 
items WRKBEHCB, WRKBEHCC, and WRKBEHCG were not significant predictors of sexual 
harassment (p > 0.05).  We thus removed these non-significant items from the analyses and re-
ran the regression.   
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Table 66.  
Logistic Regression Analysis Summary for “Workplace Hostility” I Predicting Sexual 
Harassment 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
WRKBEHCA 1.11 0.03 <0.001 
WRKBEHCB 0.99 0.03 0.782 
WRKBEHCC 1.01 0.03 0.807 
WRKBEHCD 1.06 0.02 0.005 
WRKBEHCE 1.36 0.03 <0.001 
WRKBEHCF 1.55 0.04 <0.001 
WRKBEHCG 0.99 0.02 0.628 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.21; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, deployment, paygrade, Service, and 
race/ethnicity. 

As shown in Table 67, all four of the remaining items were significant predictors of sexual 
harassment (p < 0.05).   

Table 67.  
Logistic Regression Analysis Summary for “Workplace Hostility” I Predicting Sexual 
Harassment 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
WRKBEHCA 1.11 0.03 <0.001 
WRKBEHCD 1.07 0.02 0.002 
WRKBEHCE 1.35 0.03 <0.001 
WRKBEHCF 1.55 0.03 <0.001 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.21; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, deployment, paygrade, Service, and 
race/ethnicity. 

We also computed Cronbach’s alpha for the 4-item revised scale as well as the correlation 
between the revised scale and the 9-item original version of the scale.  The revised scale 
demonstrated sufficient internal consistency (α = 0.84) and was highly correlated with the 
original version of the scale (r = 0.96), suggesting substantial content overlap between the 
original and revised scales.   

Based on the item reduction analyses, we recommend retaining items WRKBEHCE and 
WRKBEHCF.  However, we would also recommend considering retaining items WRKBEHCA 
and WRKBEHCD.  Even though these were not significant predictors of sexual assault, they did 
significantly predict sexual harassment.  Table 68 shows the 2018 WGRA “Workplace Hostility” 
items retained after item reduction analysis. 
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Table 68.  
“Workplace Hostility” Items Retained in Item Reduction Analysis with WGRA  

Variable Name Item Text 

WRKBEHCA During the past 12 months, how often have you experienced any of the following behaviors, 
where your coworkers intentionally interfered with your work performance? 

WRKBEHCD During the past 12 months, how often have you experienced any of the following behaviors, 
where your coworkers took credit for work or ideas that were yours? 

WRKBEHCE During the past 12 months, how often have you experienced any of the following behaviors, 
where your coworkers gossiped/talked about you? 

WRKBEHCF During the past 12 months, how often have you experienced any of the following behaviors, 
where your coworkers used insults, sarcasm, or gestures to humiliate you? 

 

“Workplace Hostility” and Racial/Ethnic Harassment/Discrimination. 

“Workplace Hostility” items were also included in the 2017 WEOA (for the purpose of this 
section, this is referred to as “Workplace Hostility” II because the items used on the WEOA are a 
subset of the items used on WGRA and, hence, not identical).  To build on the analyses described 
in the prior section, we also examined the performance of “Workplace Hostility” items in 
relation to racial/ethnic harassment discrimination using the WEOA in order to form a more 
complete understanding of the role of “Workplace Hostility” as a cross-cutting risk factor and to 
ensure all relevant facets of “Workplace Hostility” were considered for the DEOCS 5.0.  Table 
69 has the “Workplace Hostility” items and their text from the WEOA.  Note that this is an 
abbreviated version compared to what was included in the WGRA, but also adapted from the 
scale by Selden and Downey (2012). 

Table 69.  
2017 WEOA “Workplace Hostility” II Variable Name and Item Text 

Variable Name Item Text 

WRKPROBA How often during the past 12 months have you had experiences where military coworkers or 
military supervisors did not provide you with information or assistance when needed? 

WRKPROBB How often during the past 12 months have you had experiences where military coworkers or 
military supervisors were excessively harsh in their criticism of your work performance? 

WRKPROBC How often during the past 12 months have you had experiences where military coworkers or 
military supervisors took credit for your work or ideas? 

WRKPROBD How often during the past 12 months have you had experiences where military coworkers or 
military supervisors gossiped/talked about you? 

WRKPROBE How often during the past 12 months have you had experiences where military coworkers or 
military supervisors used insults, sarcasm, or gestures to humiliate you? 

WRKPROBF How often during the past 12 months have you had experiences where military coworkers or 
military supervisors yelled when they were angry with you? 

 

First, we examined how frequently each of the item response options were endorsed as well as 
the prevalence of missing responses (refusals).  There were no noticeable differences in 
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responding between items.  Thus, we did not remove any items from consideration based on the 
descriptive statistics.  We present the frequencies in Table 70 and the means and standard 
deviations in Table 71. 

Table 70.  
Frequencies and Percentages of Responses to “Workplace Hostility” II Items 

Item Never Once or Twice Sometimes Often Very Often No Response 
 N % N % N % N % N % N % 
WRKPROBA 3378 34.03 2827 28.48 2145 21.61 984 9.91 555 5.59 37 0.37 
WRKPROBB 5913 59.57 1873 18.87 1134 11.42 490 4.94 432 4.35 84 0.85 
WRKPROBC 5921 59.65 1657 16.69 1200 12.09 569 5.73 514 5.18 65 0.65 
WRKPROBD 5096 51.34 1862 18.76 1439 14.50 687 6.92 720 7.25 122 1.23 
WRKPROBE 6893 69.44 1271 12.80 876 8.83 399 4.02 427 4.30 60 0.60 
WRKPROBF 6746 67.96 1663 16.75 840 8.46 282 2.84 344 3.47 51 0.51 
 

Table 71.  
Means and Standard Deviations of “Workplace Hostility” II Items 

Item Mean SD 
WRKPROBA 2.24 1.18 
WRKPROBB 1.75 1.12 
WRKPROBC 1.79 1.17 
WRKPROBD 1.99 1.27 
WRKPROBE 1.60 1.09 
WRKPROBF 1.56 1.00 
 

Next, we examined correlations between the “Workplace Hostility” items.  As noted in Table 72, 
a number of the items were highly correlated (i.e., r ≥ 0.65), suggesting content overlap between 
items.  However, we included all items into the weighted logistic regression analysis predicting 
racial/ethnic harassment and discrimination.  



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 5.0 Item Selection 203 
 

Table 72.  
Correlations Between “Workplace Hostility” II Items  

Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. WRKPROBA 1.00      
2. WRKPROBB 0.59 1.00     
3. WRKPROBC 0.56 0.58 1.00    
4. WRKPROBD 0.58 0.65 0.60 1.00   
5. WRKPROBE 0.49 0.67 0.55 0.70 1.00  
6. WRKPROBF 0.44 0.62 0.48 0.55 0.65 1.00 
 

We then examined the relationship between each of the “Workplace Hostility” items and 
racial/ethnic harassment and discrimination in a weighted logistic regression.  We controlled for 
sex, paygrade, Service, deployment status, and race/ethnicity.  As shown in Table 73, only items 
WRKPROBA (OR = 1.23, p < 0.001), WRKPROBC (OR = 1.10, p = 0.039), WRKPROBD 
(OR = 1.36, p < 0.001), and WRKPROBF (OR = 1.14, p = 0.014) significantly predicted 
racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination.  We thus removed the non-significant items from the 
analyses and re-ran the regression.   

Table 73.  
Logistic Regression Analysis Summary for “Workplace Hostility” II Predicting Racial/Ethnic 
Harassment and Discrimination 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
WRKPROBA 1.23 0.06 <0.001 
WRKPROBB 0.99 0.06 0.878 
WRKPROBC 1.10 0.06 0.039 
WRKPROBD 1.36 0.07 <0.001 
WRKPROBE 1.12 0.07 0.051 
WRKPROBF 1.14 0.06 0.014 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.16; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, paygrade, Service, deployment status, and 
race/ethnicity. 

As shown in Table 74, the remaining four items continued to significantly predict racial/ethnic 
harassment/discrimination (p < 0.05).  The reliability of the 4-item revised scale was sufficiently 
high (α = 0.82).  Additionally, the revised scale and the original 6-item scale were very highly 
correlated (r = 0.98), suggesting substantial content overlap between the revised and original 
scales.   
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Table 74.  
Linear Regression Analysis Summary for “Workplace Hostility” II Predicting Racial/Ethnic 
Harassment and Discrimination 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
WRKPROBA 1.23 0.06 <0.001 
WRKPROBC 1.10 0.05 0.028 
WRKPROBD 1.42 0.06 <0.001 
WRKPROBF 1.19 0.06 <0.001 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.15; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, paygrade, Service, deployment status, and 
race/ethnicity. 

Based on these analyses, we recommended including items WRKPROBA, WRKPROBC, 
WRKPROBD, and WRKPROBF in the new scale.  Table 75 shows the retained from the item 
reduction analysis on the 2017 WEOA “Workplace Hostility” items. 

Table 75.  
Summary of “Workplace Hostility” II Items Retained from Item Reduction Analysis 

Variable Name Item Text 

WRKPROBA How often during the past 12 months have you had experiences where military coworkers or 
military supervisors did not provide you with information or assistance when needed? 

WRKPROBC How often during the past 12 months have you had experiences where military coworkers or 
military supervisors took credit for your work or ideas? 

WRKPROBD How often during the past 12 months have you had experiences where military coworkers or 
military supervisors gossiped/talked about you? 

WRKPROBF How often during the past 12 months have you had experiences where military coworkers or 
military supervisors yelled when they were angry with you? 

 

Final Selection.  We retained all items that were significantly associated with sexual assault, 
sexual harassment, and/or racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination (six items total).  The seven 
items were selected for inclusion in the DEOCS 5.0 and are listed below in Table 76. 
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Table 76.  
Selected “Workplace Hostility” Items  

Construct Name Item Text Item Source 

Workplace 
Hostility 

How often have you experienced any of the following behaviors, where your 
coworkers intentionally interfered with your work performance? 2018 WGRA  

How often have you experienced any of the following behaviors, where your 
coworkers took credit for work or ideas that were yours? 

2018 WGRA; 
2017 WEOA  

How often have you experienced any of the following behaviors, where your 
coworkers gossiped/talked about you? 

2018 WGRA; 
2017 WEOA  

How often have you experienced any of the following behaviors, where your 
coworkers used insults, sarcasm, or gestures to humiliate you? 2018 WGRA  

How often have you experienced any of the following behaviors, where your 
coworkers intentionally interfered with your work performance? 2018 WGRA  

How often have you had experiences where military coworkers or military 
supervisors did not provide you with information or assistance when needed? 2017 WEOA 

How often have you had experiences where military coworkers or military 
supervisors yelled when they were angry with you? 2017 WEOA 

Note.  The final DEOCS 5.0 items may differ slightly in wording from what was selected at this stage.  Chapter 8 has a description of how the 
final set of items was edited for tense, time periods, response options, and other considerations to ensure that the entire set of selected survey 
items work together in a single DEOCS survey instrument. 

Unit Protective Factors 

Unit protective factors are attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors associated with better outcomes in 
units.  Below we describe the process for selecting items for each of the protective factors 
selected for inclusion in DEOCS 5.0. 

“Cohesion” 

Data Source.  Given the evidence, we reviewed OPA survey data to identify any data sets that 
contained measures of cohesion and measures of readiness, retention, and sexual assault, and 
identified the 2018 WGRA and 2018 SOFS-A.  

Item Reduction Analysis: "Cohesion" and Retention.  Four “Cohesion” items developed for the 
DEOCS 4.0 and then adapted for use in the 2018 SOFS-A were assessed in relation to retention 
intentions (OPA, 2019a).  All four items are presented in Table 77. 

Item Reduction Analysis: "Cohesion" and Readiness.  The same four “Cohesion” items from 
the 2018 SOFS-A were assessed in relation to readiness items.   

Item Reduction Analysis: "Cohesion" and Suicide Attempts.  The same four “Cohesion” items 
from the 2018 SOFS-A were assessed in relation to suicide attempts items.   



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

206 DEOCS 5.0 Item Selection 
 

Table 77.  
2018 SOFS-A “Cohesion” Variable Name and Item Text 

Variable Name Item Text 
MEMUNITA Service members in your unit really care about each other. 
MEMUNITB Service members in your unit work well as a team. 
MEMUNITC Service members in your unit pull together to get the job done. 
MEMUNITD Service members in your unit trust each other. 
 

As a first step in the item reduction analyses for “Cohesion,” we examined how frequently each 
of the item response options was endorsed as well as the prevalence of missing responses 
(refusals).  In addition, we also examined the means and standard deviations for each item.  
There were no noticeable differences in responding between items.  Thus, we did not remove any 
items based on descriptive statistics.  Frequencies are presented in Table 78 and means and 
standard deviations are presented in Table 79.   

Table 78.  
Frequencies and Percentages of Responses to 2018 SOFS-A “Cohesion” Items 

Items No response Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neither agree 

nor disagree Agree Strongly agree 

 N % N % N % N % N % N % 
MEMUNITA 195 1.46 237 1.77 622 4.66 1,345 10.07 3,059 22.89 1,213 9.08 
MEMUNITB 209 1.56 180 1.35 515 3.85 1,217 9.11 3,339 24.99 1,211 9.06 
MEMUNITC 209 1.56 152 1.14 342 2.56 926 6.93 3,498 26.18 1,544 11.56 
MEMUNITD 205 1.53 338 2.53 680 5.09 1,582 11.84 2,808 21.02 1,058 7.92 
Note.  6,690 (50.07%) participants did not see these items as they were on a different module. 

Table 79.  
Means and Standard Deviations (SD) of 2018 SOFS-A “Cohesion” Items 

Item Mean SD 
MEMUNITA 3.68 1.00 
MEMUNITB 3.76 0.94 
MEMUNITC 3.92 0.89 
MEMUNITD 3.55 1.05 
 

Next, we examined correlations between the “Cohesion” items.  As shown in Table 80, all items 
were highly correlated (r ≥ 0.69), suggesting content overlap between items.  It is thus feasible 
that some of these highly correlated items can be removed from the scale.  However, we included 
all four items into the weighted logistic regression analysis predicting the STO of interest so that 
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items with the highest association with the STO(s) could be prioritized for inclusion in the 
DEOCS 5.0. 

Table 80.  
Correlations Between 2018 SOFS-A “Cohesion” Items 

Item 1 2 3 
1. MEMUNITA    
2. MEMUNITB 0.77   
3. MEMUNITC 0.69 0.80  
4. MEMUNITD 0.78 0.79 0.72 
 

We then examined the relationship between “Cohesion” items and retention intentions, 
readiness, and suicide attempts in a series of weighted linear regressions.  In all regressions, we 
controlled for the following demographic variables: sex, age, deployment, paygrade, Service, 
marital status, AFQT, and living off base.   

First, we examined the relationship between each of the “Cohesion” items and retention 
intentions.  As shown in Table 81, only item MEMUNITA (Unstandardized Coef. = 0.21, 
p < 0.001) was significantly associated with retention intentions.  We thus removed the non-
significant items and re-ran the regression.  

Table 81.  
Linear Regression Analysis Summary for 2018 SOFS-A “Cohesion” Predicting Retention 

Predictor Unstandardized Coef. SE p-value 
MEMUNITA 0.21 0.05 <0.001 
MEMUNITB 0.06 0.07 0.331 
MEMUNITC 0.05 0.06 0.412 
MEMUNITD 0.06 0.05 0.277 
Note.  R2 = 0.15; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, age, deployment, paygrade, Service, marital status, 
AFQT, and living off base.  

Item MEMUNITA remained a significant predictor of retention intentions (Unstandardized 
Coef. = 0.34, p < 0.001), and the association was in the expected direction (i.e., higher 
"Cohesion" was associated with greater retention intentions).  Results are presented in Table 82.  
Additionally, because only a single item remained, it was not possible to calculate the reliability 
of the revised scale.  The item MEMUNITA was, however, highly correlated with the original 4-
item version of the scale (r = 0.90), suggesting content overlap between the original scale and the 
item MEMUNITA.   
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Table 82.  
Linear Regression Analysis Summary for 2018 SOFS-A “Cohesion” Predicting Retention 

Predictor Unstandardized Coef. SE p-value 
MEMUNITA 0.34 0.03 <0.001 
Note.  R2 = 0.15; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, age, deployment, paygrade, Service, marital status, 
AFQT, and living off base.  

Next, we examined the association between each of the “Cohesion” items and readiness.  Items 
MEMUNITB (Unstandardized Coef. = 0.12, p < 0.001), MEMUNITC (linear reg Coef. = 0.11, 
p = 0.001), and MEMUNITD (Unstandardized Coef. = 0.12, p < 0.001) significantly predicted 
readiness, whereas MEMUNITA was not a significant predictor of readiness (p > 0.05).  The 
results are presented in Table 83.   

Table 83.  
Linear Regression Analysis Summary for 2018 SOFS-A “Cohesion” Predicting Readiness 

Predictor Unstandardized Coef. SE p-value 
MEMUNITA -0.01 0.03 0.806 
MEMUNITB 0.12 0.03 <0.001 
MEMUNITC 0.11 0.03 0.001 
MEMUNITD 0.12 0.03 <0.001 
Note.  R2 = 0.22; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, age, deployment, paygrade, Service, marital status, 
AFQT, and living off base.  

We removed item MEMUNITA from the analyses and re-ran the regression.  Items 
MEMUNITB, MEMUNITC, and MEMUNITD remained significant predictors of readiness 
(p < 0.05), and all associations were in the expected direction.  Results are presented in Table 84.   

Table 84.  
Linear Regression Analysis Summary for 2018 SOFS-A “Cohesion” Predicting Readiness 

Predictor Unstandardized Coef. SE p-value 
MEMUNITB 0.12 0.03 <0.001 
MEMUNITC 0.11 0.03 0.001 
MEMUNITD 0.12 0.02 <0.001 
Note.  R2 = 0.22; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, age, deployment, paygrade, Service, marital status, 
AFQT, and living off base.  

Next, we computed Cronbach’s alpha for the 3-item revised scale as well as the correlation 
between the revised scale and 4-item prior version of the scale.  The revised scale demonstrated 
sufficient internal consistency (α = 0.91) and was highly correlated with the prior version of the 
scale (r = 0.99), suggesting substantial content overlap between scales.   
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Finally, we examined the association between each of the "Cohesion" items and suicide attempt.  
Items MEMUNITB (OR = 0.53, p = 0.038) and MEMUNITD (OR = 0.56, p = 0.033) 
significantly predicted suicide attempt.  The results are presented in Table 85.  

Of note, two of the items were marginally significant predictors in the unexpected direction.  
That is, we found that higher scores on MEMUNITA and MEMUNITC were associated with 
greater risk of suicide attempts.  Given the complications for interpreting these items, we 
removed these two items from consideration for the DEOCS 5.0.  

Table 85.  
Logistic Regression Analysis Summary for 2018 SOFS-A “Cohesion” Predicting Suicide 
Attempt 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
MEMUNITA 1.45 0.31 0.080 
MEMUNITB 0.53 0.16 0.038 
MEMUNITC 1.67 0.47 0.065 
MEMUNITD 0.56 0.15 0.033 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.23; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, age, deployment, paygrade, Service, 
marital status, AFQT, and living off base.  

We thus removed items MEMUNITA and MEMUNITC and re-ran the regression.  Items 
MEMUNITB (OR = 0.79, p = 0.505) and MEMUNITD (OR = 0.76, p = 0.364) were no longer 
significant predictors of suicide attempt.  Results are presented in Table 86. 

Table 86.  
Logistic Regression Analysis Summary for 2018 SOFS-A “Cohesion” Predicting Suicide 
Attempt 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
MEMUNITB 0.79 0.28 0.505 
MEMUNITD 0.76 0.23 0.364 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.20; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, age, deployment, paygrade, Service, 
marital status, AFQT, and living off base.  

Following this series of analyses, we concluded that none of these items should be removed as 
all items were significant predictors of either readiness or retention.  We thus retained all four 
items after item reduction analysis.  We present all four items in Table 87 below.  



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

210 DEOCS 5.0 Item Selection 
 

Table 87.  
2018 SOFS-A “Cohesion” Items Retained from Item Reduction Analysis 

Variable Name Item Text 
MEMUNITA Service members in your unit really care about each other. 
MEMUNITB Service members in your unit work well as a team. 
MEMUNITC Service members in your unit pull together to get the job done. 
MEMUNITD Service members in your unit trust each other. 
 

Item Reduction Analysis: “Cohesion” and Sexual Assault.  “Cohesion” items were selected 
from the 2018 WGRA and assessed in relation to sexual assault.  This scale was examined as a 
potential alternative to, or complement to, the “Cohesion” scale from the 2018 SOFS-A 
(described in the prior section).  The nine items are presented in Table 88.   

Table 88.  
2018 WGRA “Cohesion” Variable Names and Item Text  

Variable Name Item Text 
UNITCLIMA How would you rate the climate in your unit regarding unit cohesion? 
UNITCLIMB How would you rate the climate in your unit regarding respect from the chain of command? 
UNITCLIMC How would you rate the climate in your unit regarding respect for the chain of command? 

UNITCLIMD How would you rate the climate in your unit regarding respect Service members have for others 
from diverse backgrounds? 

UNITCLIME How would you rate the climate in your unit regarding how women and men treat each other? 

UNITCLIMF How would you rate the climate in your unit regarding providing help to one another when 
personal problems arise? 

UNITCLIMG How would you rate the climate in your unit regarding dealing effectively with adversity or 
conflict when it occurs? 

UNITCLIMH How would you rate the climate in your unit regarding support for male victims of sexual assault? 

UNITCLIMI How would you rate the climate in your unit regarding support for female victims of sexual 
assault? 

 

As a first step in the item reduction analyses for the “Cohesion and Respect” items, we examined 
how frequently each of the response options were endorsed as well as the prevalence of missing 
responses (refusals) and skip patterns (not applicable).  The proportion of refusals (“No 
response”) was fairly high across all items, ranging between 11.43% and 12.24%.  However, 
there were no noticeable differences in refusal between items.  We also examined the means and 
standard deviations of each item, and these also did not indicate any noticeable differences in 
responding to each item (i.e., standard deviations ranged between 0.95 and 1.23).  Thus, we did 
not remove any items from consideration based on descriptive statistics.  We present the 
frequencies in Table 89 and means and standard deviations in Table 90 below.    
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Table 89.  
Frequencies and Percentages of 2018 WGRA “Cohesion” Items 

Items No Response Poor Fair Good Very good Excellent 
 N % N % N % N % N % N % 

UNITCLIMA 11,692 11.45 5,325 5.22 8,396 8.22 16,695 16.35 20,539 20.11 32,283 31.62 
UNITCLIMB 12,152 11.90 4,755 4.66 7,141 6.99 13,820 13.53 19,837 19.43 37,225 36.46 
UNITCLIMC 12,267 12.01 4,412 4.32 7,209 7.06 14,858 14.55 20,688 20.26 35,496 34.76 
UNITCLIMD 12,275 12.02 1,779 1.74 3,797 3.72 12,548 12.29 22,111 21.65 42,420 41.54 
UNITCLIME 12,495 12.24 1,697 1.66 4,078 3.99 12,907 12.64 22,262 21.80 41,491 40.63 
UNITCLIMF 11,675 11.43 2,711 2.66 4,934 4.83 12,716 12.45 20,938 20.51 41,956 41.09 
UNITCLIMG 11,823 11.58 3,190 3.12 5,561 5.45 13,558 13.28 20,960 20.53 39,838 39.02 
UNITCLIMH 12,045 11.80 2,152 2.11 4,293 4.20 13,671 13.39 19,142 18.75 43,627 42.73 
UNITCLIMI 12,217 11.96 1,208 1.18 3,066 3.00 12,304 12.05 19,777 19.37 46,358 45.40 
Note.  For 7,179 (7.03%) participants, these items were not on the version of the questionnaire they took.  Response options go from 1 = Poor to 
5 = Excellent.  

Table 90.  
Means and Standard Deviations (SD) of 2018 WGRA “Cohesion” Items 

Items Mean SD 
UNITCLIMA 3.79 1.23 
UNITCLIMB 3.94 1.21 
UNITCLIMC 3.92 1.20 
UNITCLIMD 4.20 1.00 
UNITCLIME 4.19 1.00 
UNITCLIMF 4.13 1.08 
UNITCLIMG 4.07 1.12 
UNITCLIMH 4.18 1.05 
UNITCLIMI 4.29 0.95 
 

Next, we examined correlations between the “Cohesion and Respect” items (Table 91).  Items 
were highly correlated (r ≥ 0.65), with correlations as high as .91, suggesting some conceptual 
overlap between items.  It is feasible that a number of these highly correlated items could be 
removed from the scale.  However, we included all items into the weighted logistic regression 
analysis predicting sexual assault.  We controlled for the following demographic variables: sex, 
deployment, paygrade, Service, and race/ethnicity, and present the results in Table 92.   
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Table 91.  
Correlations Between 2018 WGRA “Cohesion” Items 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. UNITCLIMA         
2. UNITCLIMB 0.82        
3. UNITCLIMC 0.81 0.88       
4. UNITCLIMD 0.71 0.72 0.72      
5. UNITCLIME 0.70 0.71 0.72 0.85     
6. UNITCLIMF 0.75 0.75 0.73 0.76 0.77    
7. UNITCLIMG 0.78 0.77 0.76 0.77 0.78 0.91   
8. UNITCLIMH 0.66 0.68 0.67 0.73 0.76 0.76 0.77  
9. UNITCLIMI 0.65 0.67 0.67 0.76 0.78 0.77 0.77 0.87 
 

Table 92.  
Logistic Regression Analysis Summary for 2018 WGRA “Cohesion” Predicting Sexual 
Assault 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
UNITCLIMA 1.18 0.08 0.010 
UNITCLIMB 0.98 0.06 0.713 
UNITCLIMC 0.91 0.07 0.188 
UNITCLIMD 1.15 0.07 0.022 
UNITCLIME 0.70 0.04 <0.001 
UNITCLIMF 0.92 0.07 0.259 
UNITCLIMG 1.06 0.09 0.521 
UNITCLIMH 0.62 0.04 <0.001 
UNITCLIMI 1.05 0.09 0.562 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.20; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, deployment, paygrade, Service, and 
race/ethnicity.  

The regression in Table 92 showed that five items—UNITCLIMB, UNITCLIMC, UNITCLIMF, 
UNITCLIMG, and UNITCLIMI—were not significant predictors of sexual assault (p > 0.05), 
whereas items UNITCLIMA (OR = 1.18, p =0.010), UNITCLIMD (OR = 1.15, p = 0.022), 
UNITCLIME (OR = 0.70, p < 0.001), and UNITCLIMH (OR = 0.62, p < 0.001) significantly 
predicted sexual assault.  We thus removed the five non-significant items from the analyses and 
re-ran the regression.  All four of the remaining "Cohesion" and respect items in the final model 
remained significant predictors of sexual assault, including UNITCLIMA (OR = 1.10, 
p = 0.046), UNITCLIMD (OR = 1.12, p = 0.048), UNITCLIME (OR = 0.69, p < 0.001), and 
UNITCLIMH (OR = 0.62, p < 0.001).   

Of note, two of the items were in the unexpected direction.  That is, for items UNITCLIMA and 
UNITCLIMD, higher scores were associated with greater risk of experiencing sexual assault.  By 
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contrast, the other two items were in the predicted direction such that higher scores on 
UNITCLIME and UNITCLIMH predicted lower risk of experiences of sexual assault.  Given the 
complications with interpreting these items, we decided not to include these items in the 
DEOCS 5.0. 

Final Selection.  Given the limitations with the respect and "Cohesion" WGRA items described 
above, we selected from the four 2018 SOFS-A "Cohesion" items.  To reduce survey burden and 
minimize repetitiveness, two of the four items were selected for inclusion in the final survey 
instrument.  The final two items selected were predictive of readiness and retention (Table 93). 

Table 93.  
Selected “Cohesion” Items  

Construct Name Item Text Item Source 

Cohesion 
Service members in your unit work well as a team. 2018 SOFS-A  
Service members in your unit trust each other. 2018 SOFS-A  

Note.  The final DEOCS 5.0 items may differ slightly in wording from what was selected at this stage.  Chapter 8 has a description of how the 
final set of items was edited for tense, time periods, response options, and other consideration to ensure that the entire set of selected survey items 
work together in a single DEOCS survey instrument.  

“Connectedness” 

Data Source.  Given the evidence (Chapter 6), we reviewed OPA survey data to identify any 
data sets that contained measures of “Connectedness” and measures of suicidal behavior or 
readiness, and identified the 2020 LIS.  

Item Reduction Analysis: “Connectedness” and Suicidal Behavior.  We used 13 items from the 
2020 LIS that we assessed in relation to suicide attempts.  These items and their text are 
presented in Table 94.  This list of items included 10 items from the Interpersonal Needs 
Questionnaire (INQ-10) (Hill et al., 2015), which measures two subscales related to 
“Connectedness”: “Perceived Burdensomeness” and “Thwarted Belongingness” 
(BURDENBELONG).  The last three items (ORGCOMMIT) were drawn from items asked on 
the DEOCS 4.1 (note that these three items were eventually moved to the “Engagement and 
Commitment” construct due to better conceptual alignment). 
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Table 94.  
2020 LIS “Connectedness” Variable Name and Item Text  

Variable Name Item Text 
BURDENBELONGA These days, the people in my life would be better off if I were gone. 
BURDENBELONGB These days, the people in my life would be happier without me. 
BURDENBELONGC These days, I think my death would be a relief to the people in my life. 
BURDENBELONGD These days, I think the people in my life wish they could be rid of me. 
BURDENBELONGE These days, I think I make things worse for the people in my life. 
BURDENBELONGF These days, I feel like I belong. 
BURDENBELONGG These days, I am fortunate to have many caring and supportive friends. 
BURDENBELONGH These days, I feel disconnected from other people. 
BURDENBELONGI These days, I feel like an outsider in social gatherings. 
BURDENBELONGJ These days, I am close to other people. 
ORGCOMMITA I feel like “part of the family” in my unit. 
ORGCOMMITB This workgroup has a great deal of personal meaning to me. 
ORGCOMMITC I feel a strong sense of belonging to this unit. 
 

As a first step in the item reduction analyses for “Connectedness,” we examined how frequently 
each of the item response options were endorsed as well as the prevalence of missing responses 
(refusals) and skip patterns (not applicable).  Items BURDENBELONGA, 
BURDENBELONGB, BURDENBELONGC, and BURDENBELONGD all had fairly low 
standard deviations (ranging between 0.41 and 0.50), suggesting little variation in responding.  
Almost 90% of participants indicated “Not at all true of me” in response to these items as well.  
We thus removed these four items in subsequent regression analyses.  The frequency results are 
presented in Table 95 and we examine the means and standard deviations for each item in Table 
96.  
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Table 95.  
Frequencies and Percentages of Responses to “Connectedness” Items 

Items 
Refused Not at All 

True for Me 
A Little True 

for Me 
Somewhat 

True for Me True for Me Very True for 
Me 

N % N % N % N % N % N % 
BURDENBELONGA 111 3.22 3,032 88.06 186 5.4 83 2.41 17 0.49 14 0.41 
BURDENBELONGB 110 3.19 3,005 87.28 223 6.48 74 2.15 17 0.49 14 0.41 
BURDENBELONGC 111 3.22 3,160 91.78 97 2.82 52 1.51 14 0.41 9 0.26 
BURDENBELONGD 113 3.28 3,069 89.14 179 5.20 58 1.68 12 0.35 12 0.35 
BURDENBELONGE 113 3.28 2,841 82.52 307 8.92 117 3.4 41 1.19 24 0.70 
BURDENBELONGF 110 3.19 259 7.52 316 9.18 685 19.9 1,124 32.65 949 27.56 
BURDENBELONGG 114 3.31 226 6.56 382 11.09 628 18.24 978 28.41 1,115 32.38 
BURDENBELONGH 112 3.25 1,376 39.97 821 23.85 575 16.7 347 10.08 212 6.16 
BURDENBELONGI 113 3.28 1,368 39.73 815 23.67 542 15.74 365 10.6 240 6.97 
BURDENBELONGJ 111 3.22 335 9.73 628 18.24 760 22.07 893 25.94 716 20.80 

Items 
Refused Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Neither Agree 
nor Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 
N % N % N % N % N % N % 

ORGCOMMITA 2 0.06 325 9.44 543 15.77 734 21.32 1,259 36.57 580 16.85 
ORGCOMMITB 3 0.09 418 12.14 603 17.51 872 25.33 965 28.03 582 16.90 
ORGCOMMITC 2 0.06 431 12.52 622 18.07 829 24.08 1,005 29.19 554 16.09 
 

Table 96.  
Means and Standard Deviations (SD) of “Connectedness” Items 

Item Mean SD 
BURDENBELONGA 1.14 0.50 
BURDENBELONGB 1.14 0.50 
BURDENBELONGC 1.08 0.41 
BURDENBELONGD 1.11 0.45 
BURDENBELONGE 1.23 0.64 
BURDENBELONGF 3.66 1.20 
BURDENBELONGG 3.71 1.23 
BURDENBELONGH 2.16 1.25 
BURDENBELONGI 2.19 1.28 
BURDENBELONGJ 3.31 1.27 
ORGCOMMITA 3.36 1.20 
ORGCOMMITB 3.20 1.26 
ORGCOMMITC 3.18 1.26 
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Next, we reverse-coded the following items, so that higher scores on those items correspond to 
higher levels of “Connectedness”: BURDENBELONGA, BURDENBELONGB, 
BURDENBELONGC, BURDENBELONGD, BURDENBELONGE, BURDENBELONGH, and 
BURDENBELONGI.  We then examined correlations between the “Connectedness” items.  As 
shown in Table 97, items BURDENBELONGA, BURDENBELONGB, BURDENBELONGC, 
BURDENBELONGD were highly correlated with each other (r > 0.6), although we had already 
established that these are not good candidates for the DEOCS 5.0 based on the descriptive 
statistic results.  Items ORGCOMMITA, ORGCOMMITB, and ORGCOMMITC were also 
highly correlated (r > 0.7), suggesting conceptual overlap between questions.  It is thus feasible 
that two out of the three of these highly correlated items could be removed from the survey.  
However, we included all three of these items into the weighted logistic regression analysis 
predicting the STO of interest. 

Table 97.  
Correlations Between “Connectedness” Items 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1. BURDENBELONGA             
2. BURDENBELONGB 0.74            
3. BURDENBELONGC 0.73 0.70           
4. BURDENBELONGD 0.61 0.68 0.68          
5. BURDENBELONGE 0.65 0.60 0.58 0.61         
6. BURDENBELONGF 0.37 0.36 0.29 0.31 0.40        
7. BURDENBELONGG 0.31 0.31 0.23 0.26 0.33 0.69       
8. BURDENBELONGH 0.34 0.32 0.27 0.31 0.42 0.57 0.54      
9. BURDENBELONGI 0.33 0.31 0.26 0.30 0.40 0.53 0.50 0.75     
10. BURDENBELONGJ 0.30 0.29 0.23 0.26 0.35 0.67 0.72 0.62 0.57    
11. ORGCOMMITA 0.18 0.17 0.15 0.16 0.17 0.45 0.35 0.31 0.30 0.36   
12. ORGCOMMITB 0.16 0.14 0.14 0.13 0.14 0.40 0.32 0.28 0.26 0.31 0.78  
13. ORGCOMMITC 0.18 0.16 0.15 0.14 0.16 0.46 0.35 0.32 0.30 0.37 0.84 0.87 
 

We then examined the relationship between each of the “Connectedness” items and having had a 
suicide attempt within the past 12 months, in a logistic regression.  We controlled for sex, 
deployment, paygrade, Service, marital status, dependents, and race/ethnicity.  As shown in 
Table 98, items BURDENBELONGE (OR = 0.54, p = 0.020) and ORGCOMMITB (OR = 0.20, 
p = 0.005) were the only significant predictors of suicide attempt.  We thus removed all other 
non-significant items from the analyses and re-ran the regression. 
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Table 98.  
Logistic Regression Analysis Summary for “Connectedness” Predicting Suicide Attempt 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
BURDENBELONGE 0.54 0.14 0.020 
BURDENBELONGF 0.77 0.22 0.363 
BURDENBELONGG 1.19 0.36 0.560 
BURDENBELONGH 0.89 0.33 0.746 
BURDENBELONGI 1.69 0.64 0.166 
BURDENBELONGJ 0.52 0.23 0.134 
ORGCOMMITA 1.20 0.50 0.663 
ORGCOMMITB 0.20 0.11 0.005 
ORGCOMMITC 2.87 1.61 0.061 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.29; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, deployment, paygrade, Service, marital 
status, dependents, and race/ethnicity.  

As shown in Table 99, items BURDENBELONGE (OR = 0.57, p = 0.002) and ORGCOMMITB 
(OR = 0.59, p = 0.027) remained significant predictors of suicide attempt.   

Table 99.  
Logistic Regression Analysis Summary for “Connectedness” Predicting Suicide Attempt 
Predictor OR SE p-value 
BURDENBELONGE 0.57 0.10 0.002 
ORGCOMMITB 0.59 0.14 0.027 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.23; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, deployment, paygrade, Service, marital 
status, dependents, and race/ethnicity.  

The revised scale comprised only two items, so we did not examine the reliability of the scale.  
The revised scale, however, was highly correlated with the prior 13-item version of the scale 
(r = 0.85), suggesting substantial content overlap between the two scales.  Based on the item 
reduction analyses, we retained BURDENBELONGE and ORGCOMMITB from the item 
reduction analysis, which are presented in Table 100 below. 

Table 100.  
“Connectedness” Items Retained from Item Reduction Analysis  

Variable Name Item Text 
ORGCOMMITB This workgroup has a great deal of personal meaning to me. 
BURDENBELONGE These days, I think I make things worse for the people in my life. 
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Final Selection.  As mentioned above, one of the items retained in the item reduction analysis 
had significant conceptual overlap with another survey construct, “Engagement and 
Commitment.”  This item and a second non-significant item were moved to the “Engagement 
and Commitment” construct items.  

The other item was also included in the measure of “Connectedness” in the previous version 
DEOCS 4.1 and was developed by Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute (DEOMI) 
in coordination with the Defense Suicide Prevention Office (DSPO).  To ensure a complete 
measure of “Connectedness,” OPA selected this item and one non-significant item and added the 
two non-tested items from the DEOCS 4.1 “Connectedness” measure (Table 101).  Future 
analyses will seek to confirm these items’ relationships to the STOs. 

Table 101.  
Selected “Connectedness” Items  

Construct Name Item Text Item Source 

Connectedness 

These days, I feel like I belong. Interpersonal Needs Questionnaire 
These days, I think I make things worse for the people in 
my life. Interpersonal Needs Questionnaire 

My future seems dark to me. DEOCS 4.1: Beck’s Hopelessness 
scale (Beck, 1988; Beck et al., 1974) 

These days, I feel that there are people I can turn to in 
times of need. DEOCS 4.1 

Note.  The final DEOCS 5.0 items may differ slightly in wording from what was selected at this stage.  Chapter 8 has a description of how the 
final set of items was edited for tense, time periods, response options, and other consideration to ensure that the entire set of selected survey items 
work together in a single DEOCS survey instrument.  

“Inclusion” 

Data Source.  Given the evidence (Chapter 6), we reviewed OPA survey data to identify any 
data sets that contained measures of “Inclusion” and measures of discrimination or readiness.  
The 2017 WEOA included a measure 6-item of “Inclusion” (Daniel et al., 2019).   

The 2019 WEOR included a 15-item measure of “Inclusive Leadership,” which focuses on the 
behaviors that leaders enact to create and sustain an inclusive climate (Ratliff et al., 2018).   

Final Selection.  In our item reduction analysis of the “Workgroup Inclusion” scale from the 
2017 WEOA, six of these items were significantly associated with racial/ethnic 
harassment/discrimination (Appendix S has the results of this analysis).  Five of the items lacked 
face validity as a scale measuring “Inclusion.”  Two items instead had better conceptual overlap 
with “Fairness” (“Outcomes [e.g., training opportunities, awards, recognition] are fairly 
distributed among members of my workgroup”) and “Leadership Support” (I believe I can use 
my chain of command to address concerns about discrimination without fear of retaliation or 
reprisal).  Thus, these items were included in the DEOCS 5.0 due to their predictive significance, 
but were realigned to the “Fairness and Leadership Support” constructs (both described in more 
detail in subsequent sections of this chapter).  One of the Workgroup Inclusion items (“Racial 
slurs, comments, and/or jokes are used in my workplace.”) overlapped significantly with other 
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items chosen for the “Racially Harassing Behaviors” scale (“In the past 12 months, has someone 
from work made you uncomfortable, angry, or upset by telling racial/ethnic jokes” and “In the 
past 12 months, has someone used an offensive racial/ethnic term that made you uncomfortable, 
angry, or upset?”), and was not selected to maintain the conceptual distinction between these two 
scales.  Still two more items measure the general quality of relationships among coworkers, 
which was not a selected construct, rather than “Inclusion” characterized by fair treatment and 
respect of all individuals regardless of personal relationships (“There is very little conflict among 
your workers.” and “You are satisfied with the relationships you have with your coworkers.”).  
The final “Workgroup Inclusion” item that was predictive of racial/ethnic 
harassment/discrimination was “I feel excluded by my workgroup because I am different.” This 
item was the best candidate, but still did not capture the entire conceptual definition of 
“Inclusion.” Thus, we sought to examine additional potential items. 

Next, we conducted an item reduction analysis using the “Inclusive Leadership” scale from the 
2019 WEOR; however, only two of the 15 items were significantly associated with racial/ethnic 
harassment/discrimination.  Moreover, the literature review and particularly stakeholder 
feedback regarding this construct was not focused on leader behaviors specifically, but rather 
focused on the inclusive environment more broadly throughout the unit.  Therefore, we decided 
that the “Inclusive Leadership” scale did not capture inclusion as we intended to measure it on 
the DEOCS 5.0.    

Given the limitations with the existing OPA “Inclusion” scales described above, we reviewed the 
literature for “Inclusion” scales, prioritizing those that had been developed and validated for a 
military population.  Ultimately, in consultation with stakeholders, we chose items from the 
climate for “Inclusion” measure that was developed specifically to evaluate inclusive climates in 
the U.S. military (Brown et al., 2018).  The measure was validated across three studies with over 
700 U.S. Army soldiers.  The five items in Table 102 below were selected to represent all 
dimensions of “Inclusion” and address themes heard in focus groups and stakeholder 
conversations about what elements of climate are important.  Future analyses will seek to 
confirm these items’ relationships to the STOs. 

Table 102.  
Selected “Inclusion” Items  

Construct Name Item Text Item Source 

Inclusion 

Soldiers believe that everyone has worth and value, regardless of the 
groups with which they identify. Climate for Inclusion  

Soldiers are given voice in decision-making processes. Climate for Inclusion  
Soldiers speak up if someone is being excluded. Climate for Inclusion  
The quality of ideas matter more than who expressed them. Climate for Inclusion  
Communication goes both up and down the chain of command. Climate for Inclusion  

Note.  The final DEOCS 5.0 items may differ slightly in wording from what was selected at this stage.  Chapter 8 has a description of how the 
final set of items was edited for tense, time periods, response options, and other consideration to ensure that the entire set of selected survey items 
work together in a single DEOCS survey instrument.   
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“Engagement and Commitment” 

Data Source. Given the evidence, we reviewed OPA survey data to identify any data sets that 
contained measures of “Engagement and Commitment” and measures of readiness and retention, 
and identified the 2018 SOFS-A and the 2020 LIS.  The 2020 LIS items are described in the 
section on “Connectedness” because these items have also been conceptualized as part of 
“Connectedness.”  In addition to the items from the SOFA and the LIS, items from civilian 
literature were fielded on the DEOCS research block.  

Item Reduction Analysis.  “Engagement and Commitment” items were selected from 2018 
SOFS-A and assessed in relation to readiness and retention.  These nine items and their text are 
presented in Table 103.  

Table 103.  
2018 SOFS-A “Engagement and Commitment” Variable Name and Item Text  

Variable Name Item Text 
ORGCOMA I enjoy serving in the military. 
ORGCOMB Serving in the military is consistent with my personal goals. 
ORGCOMD I would feel guilty if I left the military. 
ORGCOME Generally, on a day-to-day basis, I am happy with my life in the military. 
ORGCOMI I would have difficulty finding a job if I left the military. 
ORGCOMK If I left the military, I would feel like I had let my country down. 
ORGCOML I continue to serve in the military because leaving would require considerable sacrifice. 
ORGCOMN One of the problems with leaving the military would be the lack of available alternatives. 
ORGCOMO I am committed to making the military my career. 
 

First, we examined how frequently each of the item response options were endorsed as well as 
the prevalence of missing responses (refusals).  There were no noticeable differences in 
responding between items.  Although some items were slightly skewed either positively or 
negatively, these distributions were not so severe that they warranted further investigation.  Thus, 
we did not remove any items based on descriptive statistics.  Frequencies are presented in Table 
104.  In addition, we also examined the means and standard deviations for each item.  These are 
presented in Table 105.  
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Table 104.  
Frequencies and Percentages of Responses to “Engagement and Commitment” Items 

Items Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neither Agree 

nor Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree No Response 

 N % N % N % N % N % N % 
ORGCOMA 199 1.49 584 4.37 1157 8.66 6017 45.03 5394 40.37 10 0.07 
ORGCOMB 391 2.93 998 7.47 1966 14.71 5599 41.91 4308 32.24 99 0.74 
ORGCOMD 3035 22.72 3593 26.89 3075 23.01 2439 18.25 1117 8.36 102 0.76 
ORGCOME 545 4.08 1512 11.32 2299 17.21 6503 48.67 2329 17.43 173 1.29 
ORGCOMI 5663 42.38 3959 29.63 2157 16.14 1024 7.66 441 3.30 117 0.88 
ORGCOMK 5546 41.51 4462 33.40 1916 14.34 1005 7.52 420 3.14 12 0.09 
ORGCOML 3652 27.33 4449 33.30 2837 21.23 1816 13.59 584 4.37 23 0.17 
ORGCOMN 4688 35.09 4344 32.51 2118 15.85 1692 12.66 484 3.62 35 0.26 
ORGCOMO 1145 8.57 1036 7.75 2666 19.95 4273 31.98 4217 31.56 24 0.18 
 

Table 105.  
Means and Standard Deviations (SD) of “Engagement and Commitment” Items 

Item Mean SD 
ORGCOMA 4.19 0.87 
ORGCOMB 3.94 1.02 
ORGCOMD 2.62 1.25 
ORGCOME 3.65 1.03 
ORGCOMI 1.99 1.10 
ORGCOMK 1.97 1.07 
ORGCOML 2.34 1.14 
ORGCOMN 2.17 1.15 
ORGCOMO 3.70 1.23 
 

Next, we examined correlations between the “Engagement and Commitment” items (Table 106).  
Interestingly, there was quite a bit of variance on the correlations between the “Engagement and 
Commitment” items.  Only the correlation between ORGCOMN and ORGCOMI was above 0.7 
(r = 0.72).  This pattern in a correlation matrix suggests that the items are either not reflecting the 
same latent construct, or each item is contributing a unique characteristic of the construct and all 
items should thus be retained.  Based on this, we did not identify any items for removal.   
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Table 106.  
Correlations Between “Engagement and Commitment” Items 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. ORGCOMA         
2. ORGCOMB 0.67        
3. ORGCOMD 0.31 0.31       
4. ORGCOME 0.65 0.59 0.30      
5. ORGCOMI 0.03 0.02 0.21 0.04     
6. ORGCOMK 0.19 0.19 0.62 0.16 0.25    
7. ORGCOML 0.07 0.07 0.31 0.08 0.44 0.37   
8. ORGCOMN 0.03 0.01 0.24 0.03 0.72 0.29 0.62  
9. ORGCOMO 0.52 0.52 0.30 0.53 0.13 0.20 0.22 0.15 
 

We then examined the relationship between each of the “Engagement and Commitment” items 
and readiness and retention, using weighted linear regression.  We controlled for sex, paygrade, 
Service, deployment status, age, marital status, years of Service, AFQT, and living off base.  As 
shown in Table 107, items ORGCOMA, ORGCOMB, ORGCOME, and ORGCOMI were all 
significant predictors of readiness (p < 0.05).  We thus removed the non-significant items from 
the analyses and re-ran the regression.   

Table 107.  
Logistic Regression Analysis Summary for “Engagement and Commitment” Predicting 
Readiness 

Predictor Unstandardized Coef. SE p-value 
ORGCOMA 0.10 0.02 <0.001 
ORGCOMB 0.07 0.02 <0.001 
ORGCOMD 0.00 0.01 0.886 
ORGCOME 0.20 0.02 <0.001 
ORGCOMI -0.04 0.02 0.007 
ORGCOMK 0.02 0.01 0.216 
ORGCOML -0.01 0.01 0.538 
ORGCOMN -0.02 0.02 0.268 
ORGCOMO 0.02 0.01 0.160 
Note.  R2 = 0.21; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, paygrade, Service, deployment status, age, marital 
status, years of Service, AFQT, and living off base.  

As shown in Table 109, all four of the remaining items after the original linear regression were 
still significant (p < 0.001).  We then ran the models predicting retention intentions. 
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Table 108.  
Linear Regression Analysis Summary for “Engagement and Commitment” Predicting 
Readiness 

Predictor Unstandardized Coef. SE p-value 
ORGCOMA 0.11 0.02 <0.001 
ORGCOMB 0.08 0.02 <0.001 
ORGCOME 0.20 0.02 <0.001 
ORGCOMI -0.05 0.01 <0.001 
Note.  R2 = 0.21; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, paygrade, Service, deployment status, age, marital 
status, years of Service, AFQT, and living off base. 

As shown in Table 110, the only items that were not significant predictors of retention intentions 
were ORGCOMA (p = 0.07) and ORGCOMN (p = 0.72).  We thus removed the non-significant 
items from the analyses and re-ran the regression.   

Table 109.  
Linear Regression Analysis Summary for “Engagement and Commitment” Predicting 
Retention Intention 

Predictor Unstandardized Coef. SE p-value 
ORGCOMA 0.04 0.02 0.065 
ORGCOMB 0.08 0.02 <0.001 
ORGCOMD 0.04 0.01 0.002 
ORGCOME 0.25 0.02 <0.001 
ORGCOMI 0.06 0.02 <0.001 
ORGCOMK -0.05 0.02 <0.001 
ORGCOML 0.05 0.01 0.002 
ORGCOMN 0.01 0.02 0.721 
ORGCOMO 0.63 0.02 <0.001 
Note.  R2 = 0.63; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, paygrade, Service, deployment status, age, marital 
status, years of Service, AFQT, and living off base. 

Table 110 shows the remaining seven items that were all still significant (p < 0.05). 
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Table 110.  
Linear Regression Analysis Summary for “Engagement and Commitment” Predicting 
Retention Intention 

Predictor Unstandardized Coef. SE p-value 
ORGCOMB 0.10 0.02 <0.001 
ORGCOMD 0.05 0.01 0.001 
ORGCOME 0.27 0.02 <0.001 
ORGCOMI 0.06 0.01 <0.001 
ORGCOMK -0.05 0.02 0.001 
ORGCOML 0.05 0.01 <0.001 
ORGCOMO 0.64 0.02 <0.001 
Note.  R2 = 0.63; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, paygrade, Service, deployment status, age, marital 
status, years of Service, AFQT, and living off base. 

The results of these analyses suggest that nearly all of the “Engagement and Commitment” items 
contribute uniquely to the prediction of retention intentions and readiness.  The only item that 
was not a predictor of either outcome was ORGCOMN.  Therefore, we removed that item.  The 
remaining eight items have a sufficient degree of reliability (α = 0.73).  The correlation between 
the new scale and the old scale also shows a very strong correlation (r = 0.98).  In light of these 
analyses, we removed ORGCOMN from after item reduction analysis but retained the other 
items.   

Of note, two of the items were in the unexpected direction.  That is, greater agreement with the 
item ORGCOMI was associated with less readiness (Table 108) and ORGCOMK was associated 
with lower retention intentions (Table 110).  Given the complications with these findings, we 
dropped these two items from consideration for the DEOCS 5.0 (Table 111). 

Table 111.  
“Engagement and Commitment” Items Retained from Item Reduction Analysis 

Variable Name Item Text 
ORGCOMA I enjoy serving in the military. 
ORGCOMB Serving in the military is consistent with my personal goals. 
ORGCOMD I would feel guilty if I left the military. 
ORGCOME Generally, on a day-to-day basis, I am happy with my life in the military. 
ORGCOML I continue to serve in the military because leaving would require considerable sacrifice. 
ORGCOMO I am committed to making the military my career. 
 

Final Selection.  Although our analysis described above pointed to six items to measure 
“Engagement and Commitment” from the SOFA, we had also identified an item from the LIS 
during our “Connectedness” analyses that is conceptually more closely aligned with 
“Engagement and Commitment.”  This item, “This workgroup has a great deal of personal 
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meaning to me,” was a significant predictor of suicide attempts, and thus we prioritized this item 
for inclusion on the DEOCS. 

Finally, because there is a robust civilian literature from I-O psychology and other related 
disciplines regarding “Engagement and Commitment” in the workplace, we also examined the 
most frequently used civilian scales to ensure we were leveraging the most up-to-date research 
on this topic.  We collected data on the DEOCS 4.1 research block for items from well-
established scales in the civilian literature, and we tested for clarity and relevance with a military 
population.  Specifically, we asked participants to answer the following short answer questions 
(SAQ): 

6. Is the meaning of the above questions clear to you; why or why not? 

7. Do the questions above ask about important aspects of your life as a military member 
or DoD civilian; why or why not? 

The research team then read through the responses to these SAQs and rejected any items if 
multiple participants indicated problems with them.  

Based on this combination of considerations, we ultimately retained one item from the SOFA 
scale (I am committed to making the military my career), one item from the LIS (This workgroup 
has a great deal of personal meaning to me) and two additional items from civilian scales that 
performed well on the research block (I am proud of my work; I feel like “part of the family” in 
my unit; Table 112).  Future analyses will seek to confirm these items’ relationships to the STOs. 

Table 112.  
Selected “Engagement and Commitment” Items 

Construct Name Item Text Item Source 

Engagement and Commitment 

I am committed to making the military my career. 2018 SOFS-A 
This workgroup has a great deal of personal meaning 
to me. 2020 LIS  

I feel like “part of the family” in my unit. 
Measurement of Work 
Engagement (Schaufeli et al., 
2006) 

I am proud of my work. Measurement of Work 
Engagement 

Note.  The final DEOCS 5.0 items may differ slightly in wording from what was selected at this stage.  Chapter 8 has a description of how the 
final set of items was edited for tense, time periods, response options, and other considerations to ensure that the entire set of selected survey 
items work together in a single DEOCS survey instrument. 

“Fairness” 

Data Source.  Given the evidence, we reviewed OPA survey data to identify any data sets that 
contained measures of “Fairness” and measures of retention or discrimination and identified the 
2017 WEOA.  
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A “Fairness” item was identified from within an “Inclusion” scale included on the 2017 WEOA, 
specifically “Outcomes (e.g., training opportunities, awards, recognition) are fairly distributed 
among members of my unit.”  We had considered the larger “Inclusion” scale on the 2017 
WEOA to measure inclusion on the DEOCS but ultimately opted for a different scale (refer to the 
section on “Fairness” item selection).  However, in considering and testing items to measure 
“Inclusion” from the 2017 WEOA, we noted that one item specifically focused on “Fairness” that 
is a significant predictor of past-year experiences of racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination.  
Because this “Fairness” item worked as significant predictor of one of our STOs on the 2017 
WEOA, it was a good candidate for a single-item measure of “Fairness” on the DEOCS 5.0.     

Final Selection.  As described above, we initially only selected the WEOA 2017 item related to 
“Fairness” in outcomes in the original draft of the survey shared with stakeholders.  During their 
review, several stakeholders noted that “Fairness” related to disciplinary outcomes was also an 
important component of “Fairness” generally, and so we added an item from the “Inclusive 
Leadership” scale that aligns to this concept (Table 113).  Future analyses will seek to confirm 
the latter item’s relationships to the STOs. 

Table 113.  
Selected “Fairness” Items 

Construct Name Item Text Item Source 

Fairness 

Outcomes (e.g., training opportunities, awards, recognition) 
are fairly distributed among members of my unit. WEOA 2017  

Discipline is administered fairly among members of my unit. ARI Inclusive Leadership 
Scale (Ratcliff et al., 2018) 

Note.  The final DEOCS 5.0 items may differ slightly in wording from what was selected at this stage.  Chapter 8 has a description of how the 
final set of items was edited for tense, time periods, response options, and other considerations to ensure that the entire set of selected survey 
items work together in a single DEOCS survey instrument. 

“Leadership Support” 

Data Source.  Given the evidence, we reviewed OPA survey data to identify any data sets that 
contained measures of “Leadership Support” and measures of readiness, retention, or suicide, 
and identified the 2018 SOFS-A.  

Item Reduction Analysis.  The 2018 SOFS-A was used to assess 10 items assessing “Leadership 
Support” in association with two outcomes: attempted suicide and readiness.  These items and 
their text are presented in Table 114. 
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Table 114.  
2018 SOFS-A “Leadership Support” Variable Name and Item Text 

Variable Name Item Text 
SUPVA My supervisor supports my need to balance work and other life issues. 
SUPVB My supervisor provides me with opportunities to demonstrate my leadership skills.   
SUPVC Discussions with my supervisor about my performance are worthwhile. 
SUPVD My supervisor is committed to a workforce representative of all segments of society. 
SUPVE My supervisor provides me with constructive suggestions to improve my job performance. 
SUPVF Supervisors in my work unit support employee development. 
SUPVG My supervisor listens to what I have to say. 
SUPVH My supervisor treats me with respect. 
SUPVI In the last 6 months, my supervisor has talked with me about my performance. 
SUPVJ I have trust and confidence in my supervisor. 
 

First, we examined how frequently each of the item response options were endorsed as well as 
the prevalence of missing responses (refusals) and skip patterns (not applicable).  After 
reviewing the descriptive statistics, the pattern between the items were similar in distribution 
between the response options.  Thus, we did not remove any items based on descriptive statistics.  
Frequencies are presented in Table 115.  In addition, we also examined the means and standard 
deviations for each item.  These are presented in Table 116.  

Table 115.  
Frequencies and Percentages of Responses to “Leadership Support” Items 

Item Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Don’t 
know/No 

basis to judge 
No Response 

 N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 
SUPVA 305 2.28 343 2.57 885 6.62 2052 15.36 1996 14.94 120 0.90 989 7.40 
SUPVB 251 1.88 274 2.05 877 6.56 2216 16.59 1962 14.68 110 0.82 1000 7.48 
SUPVC 352 2.63 383 2.87 1094 8.19 2010 15.04 1669 12.49 180 1.35 1002 7.50 
SUPVD 224 1.68 193 1.44 1108 8.29 2021 15.13 1822 13.64 299 2.24 1023 7.66 
SUPVE 370 2.77 450 3.37 1083 8.11 2011 15.05 1566 11.72 146 1.09 1064 7.96 
SUPVF 212 1.59 311 2.33 922 6.90 2350 17.59 1793 13.42 100 0.75 1002 7.50 
SUPVG 272 2.04 279 2.09 846 6.33 2269 16.98 1934 14.47 92 0.69 998 7.47 
SUPVH 185 1.38 184 1.38 752 5.63 2323 17.39 2144 16.05 85 0.64 1017 7.61 
SUPVI 358 2.68 449 3.36 919 6.88 2074 15.52 1699 12.72 180 1.35 1011 7.57 
SUPVJ 371 2.78 264 1.98 961 7.19 2042 15.28 1949 14.59 95 0.71 1008 7.54 
Note.  6,671 (49.9%) participants did not see these items as they were not on the module they received. 
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Table 116.  
Means and Standard Deviations (SD) of “Leadership Support” Items 

Item Mean SD 
SUPVA 3.91 1.12 
SUPVB 3.96 1.05 
SUPVC 3.77 1.14 
SUPVD 3.94 1.03 
SUPVE 3.72 1.16 
SUPVF 3.93 1.02 
SUPVG 3.95 1.06 
SUPVH 4.08 0.97 
SUPVI 3.78 1.16 
SUPVJ 3.88 1.14 
 

Next, we examined correlations between the “Leadership Support” items.  As shown in Table 
117, with the exception of the correlations between SUPVI and most of the other items, all of the 
items are highly correlated (r > 0.65).  The correlations between SUPVI and the other items 
range from 0.55 to 0.71.  Although these correlations are slightly lower than the others, the 
correlations are still medium to strong correlations for the social sciences.  We therefore retained 
this item in the regression analyses. 

Table 117.  
Correlations Between “Leadership Support” Items 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. SUPVA          
2. SUPVB 0.70         
3. SUPVC 0.72 0.79        
4. SUPVD 0.72 0.77 0.80       
5. SUPVE 0.68 0.75 0.86 0.78      
6. SUPVF 0.71 0.75 0.76 0.77 0.77     
7. SUPVG 0.73 0.77 0.79 0.79 0.77 0.81    
8. SUPVH 0.72 0.76 0.75 0.79 0.73 0.78 0.88   
9. SUPVI 0.55 0.60 0.67 0.63 0.71 0.66 0.64 0.62  
10. SUPVJ 0.73 0.76 0.82 0.81 0.80 0.79 0.85 0.84 0.68 
 

Next, we examined the relationship between each of the “Leadership Support” items and the 
STOs of interest, in this case attempted suicide, and readiness, in a weighted logistic and linear 
regression, respectively.  We controlled for sex, paygrade, Service, deployment status, age, 
marital status, years of Service, AFQT, and living off base.  As shown in Table 118, the only 
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item that predicted attempted suicide was SUPVB.  We thus removed the non-significant items 
from the analyses and re-ran the regression with the only remaining variable.   

Table 118.  
Logistic Regression Analysis Summary for “Leadership Support” Predicting Attempted 
Suicide 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
SUPVA 1.50 0.34 0.075 
SUPVB 0.45 0.14 0.008 
SUPVC 0.90 0.36 0.794 
SUPVD 1.09 0.35 0.777 
SUPVE 0.89 0.26 0.692 
SUPVF 1.23 0.36 0.474 
SUPVG 1.45 0.57 0.337 
SUPVH 0.61 0.28 0.283 
SUPVI 1.11 0.25 0.624 
SUPVJ 0.69 0.22 0.242 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.29; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, paygrade, Service, deployment status, age, 
marital status, years of Service, AFQT, and living off base. 

As shown in Table 119, the overall model fit for these two models was similar, which is 
noteworthy given the number of items that were dropped from the analysis.  Based on these 
models predicting suicide attempts in the past 12 months, SUPVB was the only item we 
recommended to be retained (p < 0.05).  This suggests that, based on the regression model 
predicting attempted suicide, only item SUPVB should be retained to the next step.  

Table 119.  
Logistic Regression Analysis Summary for “Leadership Support” Predicting Attempted 
Suicide 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
SUPVB 0.47 0.09 <0.001 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.24; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, paygrade, Service, deployment status, age, 
marital status, years of Service, AFQT, and living off base. 

Next, we examined associations between the “Leadership Support” items and readiness.  As 
shown in Table 120, the only items that predicted readiness was SUPVF (p < 0.001) and SUPVJ 
(p = 0.002).  We thus removed the non-significant items from the analyses and re-ran the 
regression.   
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Table 120.  
Linear Regression Analysis Summary for “Leadership Support” Predicting Readiness 

Predictor Unstandardized Coef. SE p-value 
SUPVA 0.01 0.03 0.694 
SUPVB 0.01 0.04 0.822 
SUPVC 0.07 0.04 0.073 
SUPVD -0.00 0.04 0.948 
SUPVE -0.05 0.04 0.172 
SUPVF 0.17 0.04 <0.001 
SUPVG 0.00 0.04 0.945 
SUPVH -0.05 0.05 0.303 
SUPVI 0.00 0.03 0.913 
SUPVJ 0.14 0.04 0.002 
Note.  R2 = 0.17; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, paygrade, Service, deployment status, age, marital 
status, years of Service, AFQT, and living off base. 

As shown in Table 121, the overall model fit did not change between the model with more 
variables and the model with fewer variables.  Based on the regression predicting readiness, 
items SUPVF (p < 0.05) and SUPVI (p < 0.05) were retained for the next step of the analysis. 

Table 121.  
Linear Regression Analysis Summary for “Leadership Support” Predicting Readiness 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
SUPVF 0.17 0.03 <0.001 
SUPVJ 0.12 0.03 <0.001 
Note.  R2 = 0.16; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, paygrade, Service, deployment status, age, marital 
status, years of Service, AFQT, and living off base. 

Based on this series of analyses, we retained SUPVB, SUPVF, and SUPVJ.  These three items 
demonstrate strong reliability (α = 0.90).  The correlation between the recommended scale and 
the original scale also shows a very strong correlation (r = 0.97).  Finally, each is significantly 
associated with an STO.  We present the three inclusion items retained from the item reduction 
analysis Table 122 below.  

Table 122.  
“Leadership Support” Items Retained in Item Reduction Analysis 

Variable Name Item Text 
SUPVB My supervisor provides me with opportunities to demonstrate my leadership skills. 
SUPVF Supervisors in my work unit support employee development. 
SUPVJ I have trust and confidence in my supervisor. 
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Final Selection.  The three items retained from the item reduction analysis were included in the 
final survey instrument.  In focus groups and reviews of the survey, some stakeholders expressed 
a desire for expanded coverage relevant to “Leadership Support.”  Responding to this feedback, 
we included three additional items from the 2018 SOFS-A “Leadership Support” section, one 
item from the 2017 WEOA,98 and two additional items capturing “Servant Leadership” (per 
stakeholder feedback) resulting in the final list of nine items shown in Table 123.  Future 
analyses will seek to confirm the untested items’ relationships to the STOs. 

Table 123.  
Selected “Leadership Support” Items 

Construct Name Item Text Item Source 

Leadership Support 

My supervisor provides me with opportunities to demonstrate my 
leadership skills. 2018 SOFS-A  

Supervisors in my work unit support employee development. 2018 SOFS-A  
I have trust and confidence in my supervisor. 2018 SOFS-A  
My supervisor provides me with constructive suggestions to 
improve my job performance. 2018 SOFS-A  

My supervisor listens to what I have to say. 2018 SOFS-A  
My supervisor treats me with respect. 2018 SOFS-A 
I believe I can use my chain of command to address concerns about 
discrimination without fear of retaliation or reprisal. WEOA 2017 

My supervisor cares about my personal well-being. Servant Leadership Scale 
(Liden et al., 2008)  

My supervisor puts the interests of subordinates and subordinates’ 
families above their personal interests. Servant Leadership Scale  

Note.  The final DEOCS 5.0 items may differ slightly in wording from what was selected at this stage.  Chapter 8 has a description of how the 
final set of items was edited for tense, time periods, response options, and other considerations to ensure that the entire set of selected survey 
items work together in a single DEOCS survey instrument. 

“Morale” 

Data Source.  Given the evidence, we reviewed OPA survey data to identify any data sets that 
contained measures of “Morale” and measures of readiness, retention, or sexual assault, and 
identified the 2012 WGRA.  

Item Reduction Analysis.  “Morale” was assessed based on two items from the 2012 WGRA and 
assessed in relation to unwanted sexual contact (a proxy measure of sexual assault used on OPA 
surveys until 2014; hereafter referred to as “sexual assault” in this section for simplicity).  Table 
124 below presents the item text for “Morale.” 

 
98 This was analyzed as part of an inclusion scale that was not ultimately selected, but this item was a significant 
predictor of racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination and is conceptually consistent with “Leadership Support,” and 
was thus selected for inclusion as part of the “Leadership Support” construct. 
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Table 124.  
2012 WGRA “Morale” Variable Name and Item Text 

Variable Name Item Text 
MORALEA Overall, how would you rate your current level of morale? 
MORALEB Overall, how would you rate the current level of morale in your unit? 
 

As a first step in the item reduction analyses for “Morale,” we examined how frequently each of 
the response options was endorsed as well as the prevalence of missing responses (refusals) and 
skip patterns (not applicable).  There were no noticeable differences in responding between 
items.  Thus, we did not recommend removing items based on descriptive statistics.  We present 
the frequencies in Table 125 and the means and standard deviations from each item in Table 126.  

Table 125.  
Frequencies and Percentages of Responses to “Morale” Items 

Variable No response Very low Low Moderate High Very high 
 N % N % N % N % N % N % 
MORALEA 142 0.62 1,624 7.13 2,622 11.5 7,511 32.95 6,900 30.27 3,993 17.52 
MORALEB 90 0.39 1,637 7.18 3,416 14.99 9,121 40.02 6,058 26.58 2,470 10.84 
 

Table 126.  
Means and Standard Deviations (SD) of “Morale” Items 

Variable Mean SD 
MORALEA 3.40 1.12 
MORALEB 3.19 1.05 
 

Next, the correlation between the “Morale” items was high (r = 0.71), suggesting content overlap 
between items.  We then examined the relationship between each of the “Morale” items and 
sexual assault, in a weighted logistic regression.  We controlled for sex, deployment, paygrade, 
Service, and race/ethnicity.  As shown in Table 127, MORALEA (OR = 0.78, p = 0.050) was a 
marginally significant predictor of sexual assault, while MORALEB (OR = 0.81, p = 0.053) was 
not.    



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 5.0 Item Selection 233 
 

Table 127.  
Logistic Regression Analysis Summary for “Morale” Predicting Sexual Assault 

Predictor OR SE p-value 
MORALEA 0.78 0.10 0.050 
MORALEB 0.81 0.09 0.053 
Note.  Pseudo R2 = 0.13; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, deployment, paygrade, Service, and 
race/ethnicity. 

Because the original scale comprised only two items, we did not examine the reliability of the 
scale.  However, we calculated the correlation between the 2-item original scale and each 
“Morale” item.  The original scale was highly correlated with MORALEA (r = 0.93) and 
MORALEB (r = 0.92), suggesting substantial content overlap between the scale and each item.  
Both items were retained from the item reduction analysis (Table 128).  

Table 128.  
“Morale” Items Retained in Item Reduction Analysis 

Variable Name Item Text 
MORALEA Overall, how would you rate your current level of morale? 
MORALEB Overall, how would you rate the current level of morale in your unit? 
 

Final Selection.  Both “Morale” items retained in the item reduction analysis were included in 
the final survey instrument (Table 129). 

Table 129.  
Selected “Morale” Items 

Construct Name Item Text Item Source 

Morale 
Overall, how would you rate your current level of morale? 2018 SOFS-A 
Overall, how would you rate the current level of morale in your unit? 2018 SOFS-A 

Note.  The final DEOCS 5.0 items may differ slightly in wording from what was selected at this stage.  Chapter 8 has a description of how the 
final set of items was edited for tense, time periods, response options, and other considerations to ensure that the entire set of selected survey 
items work together in a single DEOCS survey instrument. 

“Safe Storage of Lethal Means” 

Data Source.  Given the evidence, we reviewed OPA survey data to identify any data sets that 
contained measures of “Safe Storage” and measures of suicide.  No existing data were available 
to support our analysis.   

Final Selections.  Due to the timing of when this construct was added during the survey 
development process, we were unable to test items on the DEOCS research block.  Therefore, we 
worked with subject matter experts and our stakeholders to understand the concept, and the 
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constraints associated with measuring “Access to Lethal Means” on a government survey.99  
With this information, we developed a single-item measure for inclusion on the DEOCS 5.0 
(Table 130).  Future analyses will seek to confirm this item’s relationship to the STOs. 

Table 130.  
Selected “Safe Storage of Lethal Means” Item 

Construct Name Item Text Item Source 

Safe Storage of 
Lethal Means 

In general, the hazards in my living space that may be deliberately or 
accidentally used to harm others or myself, such as poisons, medications, 
and firearms, are safely stored (for example, locked in a cabinet, unloaded).   

Developed by OPA 
in coordination with 
stakeholders 

 

“Transformational Leadership” 

Data Source.  “Transformational Leadership” has not been measured on prior OPA surveys.  
Therefore, we reviewed the literature for candidate scales. 

Item Reduction Analysis.  We selected the 7-item Global Transformational Leadership (GTL) 
Scale as a candidate scale (Carless et al., 2000).  This scale was chosen because it is a validated 
measure of “Transformational Leadership,” and has a strong relationship with other commonly 
used measures of “Transformational leadership.”100  We collected pilot data on the seven GTL 
items by leveraging the DEOCS research block and assessed these items in relation to retention 
and readiness.  These items and their text are presented in Table 131. 

 
99 Prior legal consultation on OPA surveys has limited our ability to include any questions that could be used to 
establish who, among members of the DoD population, has a personal firearm.  Thus, although firearms are the most 
frequent means of committing suicide among military members and are the primary focus of means safety research 
and practice as a way to prevent suicide, the DEOCS cannot focus specifically on firearm ownership and firearm 
safety practices among those who own personal firearms. 
100 Many “Transformational Leadership” scales are proprietary, which was not an option given budgetary 
considerations and the volume of DEOCS conducted every year (most licenses are per-use).  Another benefit of the 
GTL is that it is freely available. 
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Table 131.  
“Transformational Leadership” Variable Name and Item Text 

Variable Name Item Text 
Q6 My current supervisor communicates a clear and positive vision of the future. 

Q7 My current supervisor treats staff as individuals, supports and encourages their 
development. 

Q8 My current supervisor gives encouragement and recognition to staff. 
Q9 My current supervisor fosters trust, involvement, and cooperation among team members. 

Q10 My current supervisor encourages thinking about problems in new ways and questions 
assumptions. 

Q11 My current supervisor is clear about his/her values and practices which he/she preaches. 
Q12 My current supervisor instills pride and respect in others and inspires me by being highly 

competent. 
 

First, we examined how frequently each of the item response options were endorsed as well as 
the prevalence of missing responses (refusals).  There were no noticeable differences in 
responding between items.  Thus, we did not remove items from consideration based on 
descriptive statistics.  Frequencies are presented in Table 132 and the means and standard 
deviations are presented in Table 133.  

Table 132.  
Frequencies and Percentages of Responses to “Transformational Leadership” Items 

Item Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 
 N % N % N % N % N % 

Q6 102 5.39 155 8.18 397 20.96 569 30.04 671 35.43 
Q7 73 3.85 111 5.86 339 17.9 501 26.45 870 45.93 
Q8 77 4.07 151 7.97 351 18.53 540 28.51 775 40.92 
Q9 102 5.39 120 6.34 339 17.9 543 28.67 790 41.71 

Q10 90 4.75 144 7.6 413 21.81 556 29.36 691 36.48 
Q11 89 4.7 116 6.12 344 18.16 565 29.83 780 41.18 
Q12 106 5.6 145 7.66 354 18.69 530 27.98 759 40.07 
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Table 133.  
Means and Standard Deviations (SD) of “Transformational Leadership” Items 

Item Mean SD 
Q6 3.82 1.16 
Q7 4.05 1.10 
Q8 3.94 1.13 
Q9 3.95 1.15 

Q10 3.85 1.14 
Q11 3.97 1.12 
Q12 3.89 1.18 

 

Next, we examined correlations between the “Transformational Leadership” items.  As shown in 
Table 134, all items were highly correlated (r ≥ 0.75), suggesting content overlap between the 
items.  However, we included all items into the weighted linear regressions.  

Table 134.  
Correlations Between “Transformational Leadership” Items 

Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Q6       
2. Q7 0.78      
3. Q8 0.77 0.84     
4. Q9 0.78 0.84 0.83    
5. Q10 0.75 0.78 0.77 0.79   
6. Q11 0.76 0.79 0.78 0.80 0.78  
7. Q12 0.77 0.81 0.80 0.84 0.78 0.82 
 

Next, we examined the relationship between each of the “Transformational Leadership” items 
and retention intentions and readiness, in a series of linear regressions.  We controlled for sex, 
paygrade, Service, and race/ethnicity.  As shown in Table 135, only item Q10 (Unstandardized 
Coef. = 0.28, p < 0.001) significantly predicted retention.  We thus removed all the non-
significant items from the model and re-ran the regression. 
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Table 135.  
Linear Regression Analysis Summary for “Transformational Leadership” Predicting 
Retention 

Predictor Unstandardized Coef. SE p-value 
Q6 0.06 0.07 0.445 
Q7 -0.01 0.10 0.913 
Q8 0.02 0.09 0.841 
Q9 0.04 0.10 0.674 

Q10 0.28 0.08 <0.001 
Q11 0.16 0.08 0.055 
Q12 -0.11 0.08 0.202 

Note.  R2 = 0.16; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, paygrade, Service, and race/ethnicity. 

As shown in Table 136, item Q10 (Unstandardized Coef. = 0.40, p < 0.001) continued to 
significantly predict retention intentions.  

Table 136.  
Linear Regression Analysis Summary for “Transformational Leadership” Predicting 
Retention 

Predictor Unstandardized Coef. SE p-value 
Q10 0.40 0.04 <0.001 

Note.  R2 = 0.15; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, paygrade, Service, and race/ethnicity. 

Because only a single item remained, it was not possible to calculate the reliability of the revised 
scale.  Item Q10 was, however, highly correlated with the 7-item original version of the scale 
(r = 0.89), suggesting content overlap between the original scale and item Q10.   

Next, we examined the association between “Transformational Leadership” items and readiness.  
As shown in Table 137, none of the items significantly predicted readiness (p > 0.05).   
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Table 137.  
Linear Regression Analysis Summary for “Transformational Leadership” Predicting 
Readiness 

Predictor Unstandardized Coef. SE p-value 
Q6 -0.02 0.05 0.655 
Q7 -0.03 0.07 0.697 
Q8 0.07 0.06 0.304 
Q9 0.06 0.07 0.349 

Q10 0.06 0.06 0.246 
Q11 0.08 0.06 0.181 
Q12 0.05 0.06 0.447 

Note.  R2 = 0.10; we controlled for the following demographic variables in the regression: sex, paygrade, Service, and race/ethnicity. 

Based on the item reduction analyses, only item Q10 was retained as it was the only significant 
indicator of an STO, specifically retention.  None of the items significantly predicted readiness.  
Table 138 shows the final item retained.  

Table 138.  
Summary of “Transformational Leadership” Items Recommended for Inclusion 

Variable Name Item Text 

Q10 My current supervisor encourages thinking about problems in new ways and questions 
assumptions. 

 

Final Selection.  The single item retained from item reduction analysis was selected.  To ensure 
conceptual coverage of “Transformational Leadership,” three additional items were chosen from 
the same scale.  These items were selected to represent aspects of a positive climate that were 
reported in the focus groups and stakeholder interviews (Table 139). 

Table 139.  
Selected “Transformational Leadership” Items 

Construct Name Item Text Item Source 

Transformational 
Leadership 

My current supervisor encourages thinking about problems in new 
ways and questions assumptions. 

Global Transformational 
Leadership Scale  

My current supervisor communicates a clear and positive vision of the 
future. 

Global Transformational 
Leadership Scale  

My current supervisor is clear about his/her values and practices 
which he/she preaches. 

Global Transformational 
Leadership Scale  

My current supervisor treats staff as individuals, supports and 
encourages their development. 

Global Transformational 
Leadership Scale  

Note.  The final DEOCS 5.0 items may differ slightly in wording from what was selected at this stage.  Chapter 8 has a description of how the 
final set of items was edited for tense, time periods, response options, and other considerations to ensure that the entire set of selected survey 
items work together in a single DEOCS survey instrument. 
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“Work-Life Balance” 

Data Source.  No OPA surveys measure “Work-Life Balance.”  So, we selected a measure that 
had previously been tested within the U.S. Air Force (Sachau et al., 2012), because it is brief 
(single item), aligned with feedback from focus groups and the DEOCS redesign survey, and 
developed for use with a military population (Table 140). 

Table 140.  
Selected “Work-Life Balance” Item 

Construct Name Item Text Item Source 

Work-Life Balance In this unit, members can easily balance their 
work and their home lives. 

Work to Family Conflict and Family to 
Work Conflict Scales 

 

Discussion 

In selecting items for the DEOCS 5.0, we employed a data-driven approach, while considering 
user experience (including reducing the length of scales where possible).  Our approach 
prioritized predictive validity, or the ability of items to provide meaningful information about 
risks for the STOs.  In this way, we strove to ensure the data collected by the DEOCS 5.0 are of 
sufficient quality to be truly actionable.   

Thus, to measure each of the 19 DEOCS risk and protective factors selected in Chapter 6, we 
prioritized items that are associated with one or more of the DEOCS STOs, based on quantitative 
analysis.  In other words, when a survey participant answers these items, it provides data-driven 
insight into the participant’s likelihood of having experienced sexual assault, sexual harassment, 
racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination, suicidal thoughts, readiness impacts, and changes in 
their retention intentions.  To accomplish this unconventional approach to scale development, we 
leveraged OPA’s existing survey data.  This allowed us to start with scales that have already 
been successfully used with military members and to identify opportunities to streamline and 
shorten these scales by prioritizing those items associated with one or more STO.   

We note that a limitation of this approach is the cross-sectional nature of the data.  For example, 
we cannot differentiate whether the “Workplace Hostility” preceded the sexual harassment or 
sexual assault; we can only establish which forms of hostility are most likely to co-occur with 
harassment and assault.  Future longitudinal analysis of the DEOCS will allow us to further 
examine and refine our understanding of the temporal nature of these associations and increase 
our ability to discern leading versus lagging indicators. 

There were some constructs for which we were unable to leverage existing survey data, so we 
modified our approach.  In some cases, we collected data via the DEOCS research block and 
then followed the same analytic process as with existing OPA survey data to examine 
associations with one or more STOs.  In other cases, we relied upon existing published literature 
and stakeholder feedback to guide selections.  As data become available via the new DEOCS, 
scales that were not tested in association with STO(s) are a high priority for further analysis, 
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although we will also conduct analyses to confirm all expected predictive relationships.  A key 
milestone on the way to the success of the DEOCS will be to test the predictive validity of the 
survey at the unit level.  That is, we will need to be able to confirm that the DEOCS can do what 
we need, and what it has been designed to do, and accurately capture risk of STOs.  These 
analyses will be reported in subsequent OPA reports and may inform whether further 
adjustments are needed to improve precision and utility.   

In the next chapter, we discuss how the OPA team applied survey methodology best practices to 
construct the final DEOCS survey.   
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Chapter 8:  
DEOCS 5.0 Survey Instrument Development 

Dr. Jon Schreiner, Dr. Rachel Clare, Clancy Murray, Dr. Ashlea Klahr, Dr. Austin Lawhead, 
Hunter Peebles, Brittany Owen, Dr. Julia Dahl 

With Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) final factors and survey items selected 
(Chapter 6; Chapter 7), the DEOCS redesign team began the process of constructing the final 
DEOCS 5.0 instrument.  To do so, we could not simply copy and paste the selected survey items 
from their source surveys into the DEOCS 5.0 instrument.  As described in Chapter 7, the 
DEOCS 5.0 survey items come from disparate sources.  As a result, the selected DEOCS items 
were not designed to be used in a single survey.  Consider the following five questions selected 
for inclusion on the DEOCS 5.0 (Table 141): 

Table 141.  
Differences in Example DEOCS Source Items 

Question Text Response Options 
Q1.  Since {XDATE}, has someone from work made you 
uncomfortable, angry, or upset by telling racial/ethnic jokes? Yes, No 

Q2.  During the past 12 months, how often have you experienced any 
of the following behaviors, where your coworkers…  Intentionally 
interfered with your work performance? 

Never, Once or Twice, Sometimes, Often, 
Very Often 

Q3.  My team leader…  Encourages thinking about problems in new 
ways and questions assumptions. Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Often, Always 

Q4.  Service members in your unit work well as a team. Strongly Agree, Agree, Neither Agree nor 
Disagree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree 

Q5.  I can rely on my immediate supervisor to act in my 
organization’s best interest. 

Strongly Disagree, Slightly Disagree, 
Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, 
Slightly Agree, Agree, Strongly Agree 

 

Multiple inconsistencies exist within these five questions that would be problematic if included 
together in a single survey instrument.  For example: 

• Q1 is programmed to insert the exact date 12 months prior, whereas Q2 references the 
time frame differently.  

• Q4 references “Service members” (a term appropriate for those serving in the 
military), whereas Q2 references “coworkers” (a more generic or civilian term).  

• Q4 references the participant working in a “unit” whereas Q5 references the 
participant working in an “organization.” 

• Q4 asks the participant to think in terms of “in my organization,” and Q5 asks the 
participant to think in terms of “in your unit.”    
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• Q1 and Q2 are in the past tense, whereas Q3, Q4, and Q5 are in the present tense.  

• The phrase “my team leader” in Q3 does not apply across all DoD work settings. 

• Q4 uses a 5-point agree/disagree response scale and Q5 uses a 7-point agree/disagree 
response scale.   

• Q2 and Q3 both ask about the frequency of an event occurring using a 5-point scale, 
but the scales have different words.  Although both use the same low point (“Never”), 
the high point of the scales are different (Q2: “Very Often” vs. Q3: “Always”). 

Our goal was to create an accurate and data-driven survey that produces actionable information 
for commanders and organization leaders.  For results from the DECOS to be useful to 
commanders and leaders and be both accurate and data driven, the survey instrument must 
properly collect information in a way that limits measurement error.  Table 141 does not mention 
all of the inconsistencies across these five items, let alone all of the inconsistencies found across 
all items selected for the final DEOCS instrument, that could potentially lead to measurement 
error.  Moreover, inconsistencies in how a survey item is asked can lead to inconsistencies and 
problems in reporting data.  To produce accurate data that commanders and leaders find 
accessible and actionable, the source items need to be standardized and edited to work as a 
single, cohesive, survey instrument.   

Our goal was to create a user-friendly survey instrument that keeps the burden of responding the 
same, or less, compared to the previous DEOCS 4.1 instrument.  A well-constructed, user-
friendly survey should feel like a seamless conversation between the survey and the participant 
(Dillman, Christian, and Smyth 2014).  This means using plain, easy-to-understand language that 
is consistently understood by survey participants.  If terms, phrases, or language in the survey is 
not understood in the same way by all participants, it can lead to measurement error and 
increased survey burden.  DEOCS participants include active duty military Service members, 
Reserve and Guard Service members, DoD civilians, and Service Academy cadets and 
midshipmen.  These populations use different vernacular (e.g., commander vs. leader, unit vs. 
organization vs. Service Academy), which can impact how survey items should be worded and 
ordered to ensure they are clear and interpretable.   

This chapter explains the process the by which the Office of People Analytics (OPA) applied 
best practices from survey methodology to construct the DEOCS 5.0 instrument into a single, 
cohesive survey instrument that serves the needs of multiple distinct populations across DoD.  
This chapter covers: 

1. Selecting and standardizing response scales 

2. Writing the DEOCS instrument 

3. Discussion 
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Selecting and Standardizing Response Scales 

There are countless ways a survey can ask participants questions.  Because not everything on a 
survey is asked as a question, we refer to each “question” on the survey as a “survey item.”  
Survey items can ask participants how much they agree or disagree with a statement, how 
frequently an event or feeling occurs, use true/false or yes/no binary-style questions, factor-
specific response options customized to each item or Likert-style response scales with four, five, 
or seven response options, or provide a rating on scales of 1 to 10 or 1 to 100.  Response scales 
can be nominal or ordinal with unipolar options going from a low score in one direction to higher 
scores, or bipolar with a neutral or nonexistent midpoint with positive and negative reporting 
options going out in either direction.   

Using different types of “response scales” is necessary to collect different types of data.  
Different scales are used for different types of measurement needs, and a survey should use the 
type of response scale (or scales) necessary for the measurement purposes of each item on a 
survey.  It is a best practice to use factor-specific response scales that measure items directly on 
the factor it is measuring (Saris et al., 2010; Dillman et al., 2014).  However, using customized, 
factor-specific response scales is not a good solution for the DEOCS for two reasons.  First, one 
goal of the DEOCS is to be data driven by using validated items from previous surveys.  Most 
questions selected for the DEOCS were not previously measured using factor-specific response 
scales.  To keep the items as close to their original measurement style as possible, it was 
necessary to keep the items on their original, non-factor-specific response scales.  Second, we are 
driven by the need to provide actionable data for DEOCS data users, and using fewer response 
scales can provide a more streamlined and digestible way to provide this DEOCS information. 

If we used the questions selected for the DEOCS as they were written for their original surveys, 
then the items selected for the DEOCS would have used over a dozen different response scales 
and response scale variations.  Few of these responses are factor-specific.  Most were slight 
variations of questions asked on two types of scales: agree/disagree scales and frequency-style 
scales.  Surveys should limit such slight variations in how items are presented because they can 
go unnoticed by participants and lead to reporting errors (Israel, 2013; Schwartz, 1996).  To add 
consistency to DEOCS measurement, we decided to standardize the response scales and measure 
the vast majority of questions using two primary scales:   

1. A 4-point Frequency scale with four response options: Never, Rarely, Sometimes, and 
Often. 

2. A 5-point Agree/Disagree scale with five response options: Strongly Agree, Agree, 
Neither Agree nor Disagree, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree. 

In this section, we describe how we decided on these two response scales for most DEOCS 5.0 
items and how scales were assigned to each item.  We also highlight a few items that did not 
work on these two scales and the scales we chose for those items.  
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Frequency Response Scale 

One common type of survey response scale is the frequency scale.  Frequency items ask 
participants to report how often a situation occurs or a feeling is felt from a list of response 
options that each represent a level of frequency, usually organized from low (Never) to high 
(Always).  DEOCS source items used three similar, but different, frequency response scales 
(Table 142). 

Table 142.  
Frequency Response Scales from Source Items 

Response Scale Type Response Options 

5-point, Never/Very Often  

Never 
Once or Twice 
Sometimes 
Often 
Very Often 

5-point, Never/Very Often, with NA option 

Never 
Almost Never 
Sometimes 
Fairly Often 
Very Often 
NA 

5-point, Never/Always  

Never 
Rarely 
Sometimes 
Often 
Always 

 

Using three similar, but different, response scales to measure frequency on different items in a 
single survey would be confusing for participants and could potentially introduce reporting errors 
and confusion.  To lessen confusion, burden, and chance of errors, all questions asking for 
participants to report frequency should use the same response scale.  There is not a standard or an 
agreed-upon best practice response style for ordinal frequency items, and different reporting 
options can work for different purposes (Dillman et al., 2014).   

The DEOCS team decided to use a 4-point Frequency scale with response categories: “Never,” 
“Rarely,” “Sometimes,” and “Often.”  The decision to use this scale was based on a few factors.  

Semantic Difference 

When survey questions ask participants to report their height, the distance between response 
options are consistent.  Someone 5 feet, 9 inches tall is one inch shorter than someone 5 feet, 10 
inches tall, and that person is equally one inch shorter than someone who is 5 feet, 11 inches tall.  
There is no debate on the difference, or distance, between response options, because height is 
measured in real inches.   
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The DEOCS 5.0 does not ask items that can be measured with empirically consistent response 
options such as height.  In many social science surveys, participants are asked to report how they 
feel something, which cannot be measured by empirically grounded numbers.  Often, 
participants are asked to select words or phrases from an ordinal scale of phrases that are placed 
in a logical order, with some being lower or less than others that are higher or more.  For 
example, Sometimes, Often, and Very Often are three ordinal response options used on surveys 
because these words represent some measure of frequency and are placed in logical order.  
Although Often is clearly less than Very Often, these words or phrases do not have empirically 
consistent distance between them.  The perceived distance between words can be thought of as 
their “semantic difference.”  

Ideally, response options in an ordinal scale should have as close to equal semantic distance 
between each option.  Although the perceived semantic distance between ordinal response 
options can vary from person to person, some words or phrases may be more regularly regarded 
as distant or close to one another.  One original DEOCS 5.0 source item used the following 
phrases as reporting options: Never, Almost Never, Sometimes, Fairly Often, Very Often.  
Although little research has been done to scientifically understand semantic differences, we felt 
the difference between Never and Almost Never was much smaller than the difference between 
Almost Never and Sometimes, or between Sometimes and Fairly Often.  Also, Fairly Often and 
Very Often may not be seen as similarly different to all participants.  In short, this scale didn’t 
pass our evaluation for reasonable and consistent semantic difference. 

The more ordinal response options that a scale has, the more points of difference that exist 
between options, creating more points where semantic difference may vary between response 
options.  Therefore, it can be harder to create scales with consistent semantic difference with 
more response options.  This would suggest that a frequency response scale with fewer response 
options may be better than one with more options.  However, we also want to provide 
participants with a range of reporting options to capture a variety of experiences.  The needs of 
each question can differ, but in most cases, four response options are ideal for unipolar scales 
because they provide enough points for distinction without overwhelming participants (Krosnick 
& Fabrigrr, 1997; Dillman et al., 2014).     

To limit differences between responses while also providing a range of response option, we 
decided on a 4-point Frequency scale.  This reduced the points of difference compared to 5-point 
response scale, while still providing a range of response options.  

Removing the Perceived “Midpoint” 

Some survey participants tend to want to appear average or normal and gravitate toward response 
option at the midpoint of a response scale (Krosnick & Fabrigar, 1997).  Therefore, many 
surveys use midpoints that present neutral values, so as not to bias participants toward either 
positive or negative reporting.  For example, in a 5-point Agree/Disagree scale, the midpoint is 
often a semantically neutral phrase, such as Neither Agree nor Disagree.  This is a bipolar scale, 
with positive (agreement) and negative (disagreement) options that go in both directions from the 
neutral midpoint.   
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Frequency items are often measured on a unipolar scale with response options starting at a low or 
zero point (i.e., Never) with each option signaling more frequent occurrence (i.e. Rarely, 
Sometimes, A lot, All the Time, or Often).  Technically, there is not a midpoint on unipolar scales 
in the same way that bipolar scales have a clear midpoint.  However, response scales with an odd 
number of responses will always visually display a response option in the “middle” of the 
available responses.  Research has shown that the visual representation of survey items matters 
in how items are interpreted and answered (Tourangeau et al.,  2000; Christian & Dillman, 2004) 
and particularly that the visual presentation of a midpoint matters more than the conceptual 
midpoint (Tourangeau et al., 2004).  Each of the frequency scales from source DEOCS 5.0 items 
were 5-point frequency unipolar scales with the “middle” response option being Sometimes.  
This can be problematic because the scale presents Sometimes as the middle response option, 
which may suggest to some that Sometimes is the neutral or normal response, and potentially 
inflate response rates of this non-neutral option (Touangeau et al., 2004).  

This tendency can also be referred to as fence sitting, because when a participant feels incapable 
or unable to make a decision, the easiest answer (not the most accurate) may be to “sit on the 
fence” in the middle (this is more pronounced concern in bipolar designs with neutral 
midpoints).  Sometimes it is necessary and appropriate to provide participants with this option.  
Other times, it is more appropriate to remove the fence.  Rather than a 5-point scale, we decided 
to use a 4-point scale, as the even number of response options remove the perceived midpoint.  

Balanced Response Options 

Response scales should always present a balance of response options (Dillman & Christian, 
2003).  Consider an example from items selected for the DEOCS 5.0 with the following response 
options: Excellent, Very Good, Good, Fair, and Poor.   Although “balance” is often a term used 
in bipolar scales (with the neutral point as the fulcrum of balance), it can be argued that this 
unipolar, going from Poor to Excellent is also “unbalanced” because it clearly includes three 
semantically “positive” response options (Excellent, Very Good, and Good), one possibly neutral 
or ambiguous response option (Fair), and only one clearly negative response option (Poor).  By 
presenting more ways for a participant to report a “positive” experience, the question can bias 
participants to report more favorably than they would on a more balanced scale with equal 
numbers of positive and negative terms (if possible).  In addition, reiterating the previous 
argument regarding neutral midpoints, placing the term Good as the central option will likely 
bias responses that want to appear “normal” and instead of reporting neutral will report 
positively to this item.   

Four-Point Frequency Scale 

Using a 4-point scale using Never, Rarely, Sometimes, and Often present response options to a 
participant that mitigate the above-mentioned risks.  The four options have more clear and 
consistent semantic difference, use an even number of responses that removes the perception of a 
midpoint, and present a more balanced set of positive and negative reporting options to select 
from.   
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Frequency Scale Options 

In this section, we discuss which items on the final DEOCS 5.0 are measured on the standardized 
4-point Frequency scale.    

First, any question that originally used a frequency response scale were reworked to use the 
standardized 4-point frequency scale.  This includes items measuring the factors “Workplace 
Hostility,” “Stress,” “Passive Leadership,” and “Transformational Leadership.”  Because these 
questions were original asked on a frequency scale, they did not require substantial edits to make 
them work on our 4-point Frequency scale.101 

Second, factors that were previously asked using a Yes/No format were also converted to the 
frequency scale, including “Sexually Harassing Behaviors,” “Sexist Behaviors,” and “Racially 
Harassing Behaviors.”  Converting these questions into the frequency scale required some slight 
editing to the question text.  For example, one source question was: 

• “Since one year ago today, do you think someone from work mistreated, ignored, 
excluded, or insulted you because of your gender?” 

To convert the question into the 4-point Frequency scale, we rewrote the question to read: 

• “How often does someone from your unit mistreat, ignore, exclude, or insult you 
because of your gender?” 

Converting Yes/No questions to the 4-point Frequency scales provides greater variability and 
gradation of experiences.  Instead of asking for a Yes/No response, the new item asks for how 
often an event occurs.  A response of Never is akin to responding “No” to the original item.  The 
frequency format adds three ways to respond “Yes” by selecting either Rarely, Sometimes, or 
Often.   

We also chose to use the 4-point Frequency scale for one question that was originally asked 
using an Agree/Disagree scale from the Military Service Academy (MSA) DEOCS: 

• “Derogatory slurs, comments, and jokes concerning sexual orientation are not used in 
my company/squadron.”  

This wording of the source item is problematic for a number of reasons.  First, the item asks 
participants to agree or disagree with a negative, “not” statement, which can be confusing, 
especially in the double negative case of disagreeing with something not happening, (Dillman et 
al., 2014).  Second, this item appears with other items covering similar topics (see the next 
sections).  All items in that section are measured on the frequency scale, therefore asking a single 
item in the section on the agree/disagree scale would not fit with the other questions in the 
section.  To make the question less confusing for participants and to fit the question in the proper 
section with other similar questions, the question was reworded: 

 
101 Other edits to these items may have been made for reasons covered in the next section.   
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• “How often does someone from your Military Service Academy use derogatory slurs, 
make comments, or tell jokes concerning sexual orientation?” 

Frequency Scale Instructions 

Source items for the DEOCS 5.0 also used different versions of instructions.  For consistency, all 
DEOCS 5.0 frequency items were preceded by the following instruction: 

• “In this section, please rate how often the following situations occur.” 

Agree/Disagree Response Scale 

The second primary response scale that was selected for DEOCS 5.0 items asked participants to 
report their level of agreement or disagreement with provided statements, referred to here as 
Agree/Disagree style items.   

Agree/Disagree style survey items are very common.  Although more cognitively burdensome 
than factor-specific reporting (Saris et al., 2014), there are also benefits of using this response 
scale.  One benefit of using this style of question on the DEOCS 5.0 is that questions on different 
factors can all be measured using the same response scale, producing user-friendly reports for 
commanders and leaders.  Most importantly, over half of the items selected for use on the 
DEOCS 5.0 originally used some version of an agree/disagree scale.  Retaining this style of 
response scale for these items allowed us to retain the original text and measurement of these 
items.     

The selected DEOCS items had seven different versions of the Agree/Disagree reporting format, 
as shown in Table 143 below: 
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Table 143.  
Agree/Disagree Response Options 

Response Scale Type  Response Options  

4-point Agree/Disagree w/ NA 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
Don't Know/Not Applicable 

5-point Agree/Disagree  

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

5-point Agree/Disagree w/ NA 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 
Don't Know/No Basis to Judge 

5-point: Disagree Very Much/Agree Very Much 

Disagree Very Much 
Disagree 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 
Agree 
Agree Very Much 

6-point Not True at all/Very True for me 

Not at All True for Me,  
Untrue for Me 
Somewhat Untrue for Me 
Somewhat True for Me 
True for Me 
Very True for Me 

7-point Agree/Disagree w/ neither midpoint 

Strongly Disagree 
Slightly Disagree 
Disagree 
Neither Agree nor Disagree 
Slightly Agree 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

7-point Agree/Disagree w/ “undecided” midpoint 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 
Disagree Somewhat 
Undecided 
Agree Somewhat 
Agree 
Strongly Agree 

 

The most commonly used style of Agree/Disagree scale from the source items was the 7-point 
scale used on the previous DEOCS with the following response options: Strongly Agree, Agree, 
Slightly Agree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Slightly Disagree, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree.  
Our focus groups and stakeholder interviews indicated that DEOCS users and stakeholders did 
not find this 7-point level of granularity useful.  Response options for questions should fit the 
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expectations of participants and the needs of data users.  For example, ranking a movie on a scale 
of 1 to 100 can be more cumbersome and burdensome compared to rating a movie from 1 to 5 
“stars.”  Sometimes, added response options can increase cognitive burden to participants by 
forcing them to think of more ways in which to respond.  Too few options can also cause stress 
on participants; for example, being asked to rate a movie with either “thumbs up” or “thumbs 
down” might burden participants because it would not capture how they want and expect to be 
able to respond.  When response options do not match how a participant wants to report, 
questions can cause burden or measurement error (Dillman et al., 2014).  

One source scale had six response options, removing the midpoint.  This style of reporting is 
useful when the data needs require participants to decide, one way or another, and not allow 
participants to “sit on the fence” (Krosnick & Fabrigar, 1997).  Although this is a useful strategy 
to ensure certain survey items meet specific data needs, we felt that our items required that we 
provide participants with a neutral midpoint to respond.  This may lead to some participants 
reporting a neutral response to avoid answering an item (Presser & Shuman, 1980), but it is more 
likely that some participants truly feel neutral about some DEOCS items or topics.  If neutral 
attitudes truly exist, then providing participants an option to report their true feelings can reduce 
burden and increase data quality (Treubner, 2021).  To reduce burden on participants and 
increase data quality, we decided to provide a neutral Neither Agree nor Disagree midpoint to 
our Agree/Disagree items.   

Other source scales also had serious problems.  One scale placed the response Undecided in the 
midpoint of the response scale.  This is not appropriate because Undecided means something 
very different than Neither Agree nor Disagree.  Best practices recommend that theses 
“nonresponse” response options should appear outside of the response scale and not as the 
midpoint (Willits & Janota, 1996).  Presenting Neither Agree nor Disagree in the middle of the 
response option is more appropriate and allows participants to acknowledge that they have 
thought about the issue and actively know that they do not agree or disagree with the statement 
provided (Van Vaerenbergh & Thomas 2013).  A reporting option of Undecided should only be 
used as intended as an “opt out” akin to source items options such as Don’t know, Not 
Applicable, or No Basis to Judge, which fall outside (and not in the middle of) the response 
scale.  

Although appropriate in some cases, presenting a deliberate “opt out” option can lead to more 
non-reporting (Presser & Shuman, 1980) and discourages participants from investing mental 
energy to form an opinion and respond accordingly (Krosnick et al., 2002).  Because DEOCS 
participants are able to skip any question on the survey, we decided not to provide an opt-out 
response option in the DEOCS 5.0.  Finally, response options should also be presented from 
positive to negative, as this meets expectations (Turangeau et al., 2004; Toepoel & Dillman, 
2011) and can increase speed of reporting (Christian et al., 2009; Hohne et al., 2021).   

Based on the rationale described above, and departing from the DEOCS 4.1 methodology, we 
decided to use a common 5-point Agree/Disagree scale with the options: Strongly Agree, Agree, 
Neither Agree nor Disagree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree, and no NA option.  In addition to 
standardizing response scales across items, this decision also reduced the number of response 
options that the DEOCS asks the participant to consider when responding, which may reduce 
cognitive burden. 
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Agree/Disagree Item Selection 

All selected items that originally used an agree/disagree format were converted to the 
standardized 5-point Agree/Disagree scale on the DEOCS 5.0.  The factors that had at least one 
source item that originally used an agree/disagree scale and retained this type of reporting scale 
on the DEOCS 5.0 were:  

• “Cohesion” 

• “Connectedness” 

• “Engagement and Commitment” 

• “Inclusion” 

• “Fairness” 

• “Leadership Support” 

• “Work-Life Balance” 

• “Toxic Leadership” 

• MSA-specific questions from the previous MSA DEOCS 

Many of the source items on leadership were originally asked on some form of an agree/disagree 
scale, so we decided to ask all leadership questions on the same scale so that all information on 
leadership was measured on a consistent scale.  The two exceptions were “Transformational 
Leadership” and “Passive Leadership” items that originally used a version of a frequency scale.  
To make these questions fit in the section with other leadership questions, they were converted to 
the 5-point Agree/Disagree scale, as shown in the example below from a senior non-
commissioned officer (NCO) / senior enlisted leaders (SEL) item: 

Original text: 

• “My current supervisor takes early action in addressing problems.” 

– Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Often, Always 

DEOCS 5.0 item (example for a military Service member): 

• “My unit’s senior NCO/senior enlisted leader takes early action in addressing 
problems.” 

– Strongly Agree, Agree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree 
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Aside from the change that the question asks about a different level of leadership, the wording of 
these questions and others in this same section did not require much editing to work with the 5-
point Agree/Disagree scale.102 

The most interesting edit occurred when converting items from the MSA DEOCS for the 
DEOCS 5.0.  To reduce the number of response scales on the DEOCS 5.0, and to have questions 
fit with other questions in a section, we decided to edit some questions that used unique response 
scales in order to use the 5-point Agree/Disagree response scale.  For example, MSA cadet and 
midshipmen were asked additional questions on alcohol consumption using a unique response 
scale: 

Original text:  

• “From what you have personally witnessed or experienced while attending the 
Academy, peer pressure makes me drink more than I would otherwise.” 

– Not at All, Slight Extent, Moderate Extent, Great Extent, Don't Know/Not 
Applicable 

DEOCS 5.0 text: 

• “At the Academy, peer pressure makes me drink more than I would otherwise.”103 

– Strongly Agree, Agree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree 

As was the case with the “Transformational” and “Passive Leadership” questions, these 
questions also work well with the new standardized scale with no substantive changes. 

The MSA DEOCS also used another unique response scale: 

• “If I reported a cadet/midshipman for misconduct, I would expect (Mark all that 
apply):  

a. Praise for speaking up 

b. Negative academic outcomes (e.g., poor evaluations, opportunities for leadership  

would suffer, unfair grades) 

c. Negative social outcomes (e.g., being the center of gossip or rumors, being ignored, 
being bullied) 

d. No changes in treatment 

 
102 Other changes were made for a variety of reasons unrelated to the response scale.  These will be covered in a 
later section of this chapter.   
103 The front clause, “From what you have personally witnessed or experienced while attending the Academy” was 
edited to “At the Academy,” to shorten the question.  This is unrelated to the response scale change.   
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As a “Mark all that apply”-style item, each response option is its own, mutually exclusive 
situation that a cadet or midshipman may or may not experience.  Instead of “Mark all that 
apply,” we decided to convert this single item to two separate items, the first covering option “c. 
negative social outcomes, and the second covering option “b. negative academic outcomes.”104  
These questions are: 

• If I were to report a [“cadet” | “midshipman”] for misconduct, I would expect 
negative social outcomes (for example, being the center of gossip or rumors, being 
ignored, or being bullied) from other [“cadets” | “midshipmen”].  

– Strongly Agree, Agree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree 

• If I were to report the first [“cadet” | “midshipman”] in my chain of command for 
misconduct, I would receive negative outcomes (for example, poor evaluations or 
opportunities for leadership would suffer). 

– Strongly Agree, Agree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree 

“Mark all that apply” formats can be problematic and lead to increased rates of item nonresponse 
(Smyth, Dillman, Christian, & Stern 2006; Smyth 2008).  As the only non-demographic item in 
the survey that would use this “Mark all that apply” style, it is even more possible that the 
instruction to “Mark all that apply” would be skipped or missed, and participants would mark a 
single answer, as they have done on every other question on the DEOCS.  Instead, we converted 
the item into two “forced choice” questions that force each participant to consider each situation, 
and report independently on each.  Although participants can skip any DEOCS 5.0 questions 
they want, by framing these previous response options as two separate items, we increased the 
chance that participants would respond to each situation with a thoughtful response (Smyth 
2008).  

Agree/Disagree Instructions 

All Agree/Disagree-style questions require a statement that instructs the participant what to do.  
Source items for the DEOCS contained many versions of instructions for Agree/Disagree-style 
items, including: 

• “How much do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?  Mark 
one answer for each item.”  

• “To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement about your 
unit?” 

• “Using the scale below, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with 
each of the following statements:” 

 
104 We expect MSA leadership are primarily concerned with scenarios with negative outcomes, so the presence of 
the positive outcome was dropped.   
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• “From what you have personally witnessed or experienced while attending the 
Academy:”105  

The DEOCS 5.0 uses a single instruction as lead-in text for all agree/disagree questions:  

• “In this section, please report how much you agree or disagree with the following 
statements about...” 

All Other Scales 

Although standardizing response scales was required for the DEOCS 5.0 to help us meet our 
goals of creating a user-friendly survey instrument, there were a few questions that required 
unique response scales.  Each is described below: 

“Morale” 

Not all items are appropriately measured on frequency or agree/disagree reporting scales.  
Frequency scales only work when you want to know how frequently something happens.  The 
main flaw in Agree/Disagree-style questions is that they do not directly measure in terms of the 
factor that the question is attempting to measure.  Instead, these questions are more cognitively 
burdensome and ask the participant to do two things: first, consider a statement, and second, 
decide how much they agree or disagree with that statement (Dillman et al., 2014).   

To reduce this burden, it is often more appropriate if the response scale is a direct reflection of 
the concept the item is measuring.  We decided to measure “Morale” in this more direct way by 
keeping the originally constructed item and response scale.  One “Morale” question asks a 
participant to rate the “Morale” in their unit, organization, or MSA, and the other asks them to 
rate their personal level of morale on a scale of Very High, High, Moderate, Low, and Very Low.  
Instead of agreeing with a statement about “Morale,” the item asks the participant to directly 
report their level of morale from high to low. 

Because this question was originally worded with this unique scale, converting this question to 
the 5-point Agree/Disagree scale was not an ideal option.  The only way to do so would be to 
drastically change the question text to ask the participant if they agree or disagree that they, or 
their unit, have a certain level of “Morale.”  For example, one way this question could be asked 
is “Agree or Disagree with the following statement: My current level of morale is good.”  
Agree/Disagree-style questions force participants to agree or disagree with a specific situation, 
and in this case, a specific level of morale.  The issue is how to interpret a response of 
“Disagree”: In this case, would it mean that the participant disagrees with this statement because, 
in their opinion, morale is great (not good), or because they feel morale is neutral (not good), or 
because morale is terrible (not good).  We actually would not know.  All three proposed 
hypothetical interpretations (great, neutral, and terrible) are ways in which a participant can 
disagree with the statement that “Morale in my unit is good.”  Although it is likely that 
disagreement to this question would indicate something “less than good,” because we don’t 

 
105 This introduction was used for the unique “Not at all/Great extent” scale that was converted to agree/disagree for 
the DEOCS 5.0. 
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directly ask about levels of morale, we would not know just how low morale was with this style 
of question.  To remove this issue, and to measure this factor as originally intended, we kept the 
original response scale that directly measures “Morale” from Very High to Very Low. 

Please note that other questions in the DEOCS 5.0 have a similar problem and ask participants to 
agree or disagree with a level of some concept.  A few examples:  

• “My work has a great deal of personal meaning to me.” 

• “Choosing the Academy was a good decision.” 

• “The people I work with work well as a team.” 

It could be argued that each question has the same interpretation problem discussed above, that 
each would be measured more accurately, and more easily, using factor-specific reporting scales.  
The difference with these questions is that each were originally asked, tested, and sometimes 
validated, as Agree/Disagree-type questions.  Changing these items to unique response scales 
would therefore change how the questions were intended to measure the concept.  Many, if not 
all, of the items on the DEOCS 5.0 could be measured using unique factor-specific response 
scales.  This was a nonstarter based on functional limitations and also goes against our intended 
goal of using data-driven, scientifically validated questions and providing actionable data to 
commanders and unit leaders in easy-to-understand visualizations in the DEOCS 5.0 dashboard.  
Therefore, we decided to keep the measurement as close as possible to the original questions 
when possible and only use unique scales when the original question did so and when it was 
absolutely necessary for accurate measurement. 

“Alcohol Impacting Memory” and “Binge Drinking” 

“Alcohol Impacting Memory” and “Binge Drinking” are measured on the DEOCS 5.0 using 
items from the widely used Alcohol Use Disorders Identification scale (Higgins-Biddle & Babor, 
2018; Saunders et al., 1993).  This scale is widely used in the medical field to capture alcohol 
abuse.  We decided to keep the text from the WGRA version of the item that was tested and 
found to predict sexual assault.   

• “During the past 12 months, how often have you been unable to remember what 
happened the night before because you had been drinking?” 

– Never, Less than Monthly, Monthly, Weekly, Daily or Almost Daily 

In the public health field, binge drinking is a technical term that has a different threshold for men 
(five drinks on one occasion) than for women (four drinks on one occasion) (NIAAA, 2004).  
Some surveys that use this question are able to insert the correct text for each participant based 
either on administrative records or a previously asked gender or sex.  This was not possible in the 
DEOCS 5.0 because the gender question is purposefully asked later in the survey.  Therefore, the 
question was reworded to accommodate this limitation.     

• “How often do you have four or more drinks (if you are a woman) or five or more 
drinks (if you are a man) on one occasion?” 
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– Never, Less than Monthly, Monthly, Weekly, Daily or Almost Daily 

“Safe Storage of Lethal Means” 

In response to stakeholder feedback, we drafted a single-item measure for “Safe Storage of 
Lethal Means” (Chapter 6; Chapter 7).  For this question, we used a slight variation of a 
frequency-style reporting scale for this question.  The question reads: 

• “In general, the hazards in my living space that may be deliberately or accidentally 
used to harm others or myself, such as poisons, medications, and firearms, are safely 
stored (for example, locked in a cabinet, unloaded).” 

– Never, Rarely, Sometimes, Often, Always 

For this item only, the response option Always was added to the 4-point scale to create a 5-point 
Frequency scale.  This decision introduced some problems that come with using a 5-point 
response scale, but it was important for measurement of this question to allow participants to 
report that they “Always” safely store their lethal means.106  The question appears at the end of 
the survey prior to the demographics.   

Open-Ended Questions 

DEOCS stakeholders indicated that they wanted to provide participants with more opportunities 
to provide open-ended feedback.  However, open-ended questions can be more intensive for 
participants to answer and can increase the burden of survey completion (Galesic, 2006).  To 
respond to stakeholder feedback while also heeding the advice from survey experts to limit open-
ended reporting, we decided to increase the number of open-ended questions on the DEOCS 5.0 
from four to five items.  To maximize the impact of these items, we added motivational text to 
each question that has been shown to increase item endorsement, engagement, and detailed 
reported on open-ended self-administered survey items (Smyth et al.,2009).  The text and 
placement of open-ended items will be described later in this chapter. 

Writing the DEOCS Instrument 

The next step in writing the DEOCS was to organize the selected DEOCS items, standardize and 
edit phrasing in the existing questions, and add any necessary additional items to the DEOCS, 
such as demographic questions and open-ended questions.   

 
106 The response option Always was not necessary or appropriate for the measurement purposes of other frequency 
items.  For example, consider the question “How often does someone from your unit ask you questions about the sex 
life or sexual interests that make you uncomfortable, angry, or upset?”  The response option of Often will adequately 
capture if this happens to the participant more than sometimes.  It is unlikely that someone would “always” 
experience this event, meaning that they experience this at all times in the day and in every interaction with 
everyone from their unit.  Even if pervasive and frequent, Always is not the proper measurement term for these types 
of events.     
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Ordering the DEOCS 

When ordering survey items, survey methodologists try to limit the impact of “order effects”; 
that is, the impact that the order of survey items have on measurement.  To some degree, order 
effects are inevitable because items placed early in a survey have an impact on how a participant 
understands all future items in the survey.  The goal is to limit the negative impacts on 
measurement that can occur due to the order of items by following best practices in survey 
methodology.107   

To limit negative impacts on measurement, it is a best practice to organize similar questions into 
a group based on topic, factor, and style (Dillman et al., 2014).  Grouping questions by topic 
allows the survey to feel more like a natural conversation, where one topic is thoroughly 
discussed before moving on to another topic.  Some DEOCS questions ask participants to report 
on the general conditions in their work area.  Others ask participants to report how often negative 
behaviors occur in their unit.  Others ask participants to directly rate the effectiveness of their 
immediate supervisor or unit or organization leader.  Questions in each topic area were grouped 
together. 

The DEOCS measures both protective and risk factors.  Protective factors ask participants to 
report how often they experience or how much they agree with aspects of the unit that would be 
seen as a positive aspect of unit or organization climate.  For example, agreeing with the 
statement “My immediate supervisor cares about my personal well-being” would indicate a 
positive aspect of “Leadership Support” in a unit.  For items that measure risk factors, agreement 
would indicate something negative.  For example, agreeing with the statement “My immediate 
supervisor ridicules subordinates” would indicate the presence of the risk factor “Toxic 
Leadership.”  Because of the direction of what “agreement” means as either a positive or 
negative aspect of unit or organization climate, sections in the DEOCS should focus on either 
protective or risk factors to limit the number of instances the DEOCS shifts the direction of 
reporting, which can lead to unintended reporting errors (Schwartz, 1996; Israel, 2013). 

Another consideration when organizing items into the DEOCS 5.0 instrument was to group items 
by response scale.  The DEOCS 5.0 uses two main types of items: 5-point Agree/Disagree items 
and 4-point Frequency items.  Rather than shifting back and forth between response scale 
formats, grouping questions by response scale can help create a smooth user experience.   

Organizing items by topic, protective or risk factors, and by style of reporting helped us limit the 
number of times a participant would have to shift their frame of thinking.  Most differences in 
reporting occur between distinct sections in the DEOCS.  To announce the end of a section, each 
section in the DEOCS 5.0 concludes with an open-ended question regarding the content of that 
section.  This not only inserts a break between sections, but also gives participants opportunities 
to provide focused, open-ended feedback.   

 
107 The only way to truly understand and account for order effects is through rigorous survey testing (Presser et al., 
2004).  We did not have the resources and time to conduct such testing.  By following best practice survey design 
principles, we are confident that we limited order effects as much as possible.  However, we plan to evaluate data to 
determine if order effects are a problem, and can develop testing procedures to correct if needed. 
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Standardization of Selected Survey Item Stems 

When people are presented with a new piece of information (e.g., a survey) they go through a 
patterned cognitive process to understand the new information, starting with pre-attentive 
processing of the general organization of the presented material before focusing in on details, 
and ending with completing the task presented (Hoffman, 2000; Dillman et al.,2014).  When 
processing new information or a new task, people will bring with them established norms and 
expectations from completing similar tasks.  In this way, participants “learn” how to take a 
survey while in the process of taking a survey, but also bring with them expectations for the 
survey based on previous survey experiences (Dillman et al., n 2014).  These pre-existing 
expectations and learned behaviors can impact how a participant reports, or misreports, on a 
survey instrument.   

Once learned, the norms established by previous surveys and especially those learned in the 
course of a current survey task are difficult to unlearn (Dillman et al., 2014).  This is why it is 
important that all visual and design elements (such as the use of bold or italic fonts) remain 
consistent throughout a survey (Dillman et al., 2005).  This applies to non-design elements of a 
survey as well.  For example, if a participant learns early in the survey that the survey wants 
them to think about their experience while at work, then that participant will answer questions in 
the survey thinking about their time spent at work.  Once this pattern is established, it is difficult 
to break, and participants will think about experiences at work unless specifically told not to.  
Even then, special instructions that try to break already established norms in the survey can be 
missed, leading to reporting errors.  To the extent possible, patterns established early in the 
survey should be maintained throughout the survey.  If it is absolutely necessary to change an 
established norm, then the survey must highlight this change to participants.  Even when doing 
so, the risk remains that a change in the survey will be missed, leading to misreporting, error, and 
potentially confusion or burden on the participant.   

To avoid these issues, we first standardized the visual representation of survey items, instruction 
text, and response scale presentation throughout the DEOCS instrument to meet industry best 
practices (Dillman et al., 2005; Dillman et al., 2014).  Second, standardizing survey item text is 
also a necessary step when combining items from multiple surveys into a new survey.  When 
combining questions from multiple surveys into a new survey, it is important that each source 
item retains its original meaning and measurement ability.  The items selected for the DEOCS 
5.0 were intended (and in most cases demonstrated) to work as originally written.  This section 
explains how we balanced the needed to standardize questions to work together in the new 
DEOCS 5.0, with the need to retain measurement ability of each item as originally written.  The 
process of editing existing survey questions so they work together in a single survey, while not 
changing the meaning of the question so they still measure the factors they are measuring, is 
described below.  We changed source items only when absolutely necessary to add consistency 
while keeping as much of the original text as possible to maintain the item’s original meaning.  
This section describes the following aspects of the survey that were edited and standardized to 
create the DEOCS 5.0 instrument: tense and recall period, format, and phrasing. 
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Tense and Recall Period 

The tense established early in a survey can impact how participants read, comprehend, and 
respond to survey items.  Whenever possible, survey questions should be written in a single 
tense.  Although changes in tense are necessary for measurement purposes in the same survey, 
item tense should be clearly communicated and items of the same tense should be grouped 
together to limit the number of times the survey changes from present, to past, to future tense. 

We decided to write DEOCS 5.0 items in the present tense whenever possible.  The DEOCS is a 
commander’s tool that measures and reports information on the current climate in a unit or 
organization.  By writing questions in the present tense, the DEOCS questions orient the 
participant to think about their current situation.  Many questions sourced for the DEOCS 5.0 
were originally worded in the present tense.  Table 144 presents several examples. 

Table 144.  
DEOCS Item Present-Tense Edits 

Original Text DEOCS 5.0 Text 
“Service members in your unit work well as a team.” “The people I work with work well as a team.” 
“Service members in your unit trust each other.” “The people I work with trust each other.” 
“I feel like part of the family in my unit.” “I feel like part of the family among the people I work with.” 
“Soldiers build on each other's ideas and thoughts 
during the decision-making process.” 

“The people I work with build on each other’s ideas and 
thoughts during the decision-making process.” 

 

Some questions selected for the DEOCS 5.0 were written in the past tense.  Past tense items are 
often used on surveys that aim to produce data on yearly rates for behaviors or experiences.  
These items reference a specific time frame to orient the participant thinking, but do so in a few 
different ways.  Examples from DEOCS source items include: 

• “During the past 12 months…” 

• “During the last 12 months…” 

• “How often during the past 12 months…” 

• “Since [X Date]…” (A date 1 year prior was automatically inserted into these 
questions.) 

• “Since one year ago today…” 

• “While under your current senior leader and within the last 12 months…” 

• “In the past month…”   
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Most of the source items used a 12-month recall period.  This may work for the purposes of the 
source survey, but a one-year recall period is too long for the purpose of the DEOCS 5.0.  The 
DEOCS 5.0 is a tool for commanders and organization leaders.  Leadership in military units and 
DoD civilian organizations regularly change.  The people within a military unit or DoD civilian 
organization also regularly change.  For the DEOCS 5.0 to be useful to leaders, the DEOCS 5.0 
instrument must orient participants to think about the situation in their current unit or 
organization, and not to think about conditions in previous units, organizations, or experiences 
working under previous leadership.   

To accomplish this, we worded all questions in the present tense and edited the instructions prior 
to each section to further instruct participants to think about their current work situation when 
reporting.  For example, the instructions preceding sections in the DEOCS administrated to 
military units were standardized to read: 

• “When responding, consider only time spent [over the past three months] in your 
unit.” 

The phrase, “over the past three months,” appears to participants who indicate earlier in the 
survey that they have been in their unit for longer than three months.  This instruction is to 
further orient the participant not only to think about time in their current unit, but the current 
situation within their current unit.  This phrase is omitted if a participant indicates that they are 
new to a unit.  In this circumstance, we do not want participants to think of their experiences 
over the past three months because that would include time spent in other units or organizations 
under different leaders.  

Unfortunately, survey instructions can be skipped or skimmed over by participants.  To ensure 
that participants respond appropriately, we phrased all DEOCS 5.0 items in the present tense so 
that they can be clearly understood even when instructions are skipped.  The text of each item in 
the present tense will suggest to participants to think of their current experience, and not all 
previous experiences they have had in the military or DoD.  

Items chosen for the DEOCS that were originally worded in the past tense were reworded to the 
present tense, as shown in the examples in Table 145: 
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Table 145.  
DEOCS Source Items Past Tense to Present Tense 

Original Text DEOCS 5.0 Text 
“During the past 12 months, how often have you 
experienced any of the following behaviors, where your 
coworkers… Intentionally interfered with your work 
performance?” 

“How often does someone from your unit intentionally 
interfere with your work performance?” 

“How often during the past 12 months have you had 
experiences where military coworkers or military 
supervisors... Gossiped/talked about you?” 

“How often does someone from your unit gossip or talk 
about you?” 

“Since [X Date], did someone from work… repeatedly 
tell sexual ‘jokes’ that made you uncomfortable, angry, or 
upset?” 

“How often does someone from your unit tell sexual 
jokes that make you uncomfortable, angry, or upset?” 

“Since one year ago today, did someone from work 
display, show, or send sexually explicit materials like 
pictures or videos that made you uncomfortable, angry, or 
upset?” 

“How often does someone from your unit display, show, 
or send sexually explicit materials (such as pictures or 
videos) that make you uncomfortable, angry, or upset?  “ 

“While under your current senior leader and within the 
last 12 months, did someone from your workplace: 
Intentionally touch you in a sexual way when you did not 
want them to?” 

“How often does someone from your unit intentionally 
touch you in unwanted sexual ways?” 

 

To maintain the measurement validity of original survey items, it was occasionally necessary to 
ask questions in a different tense or with a specific time reference.  For example, items from the 
“Stress” scale were worded as shown in Table 146:  

Table 146.  
“Stress” Scale  

Stress Scale  
“In the past month, how often have you felt nervous or stressed?” 
“In the past month, how often have you felt that you were unable to control the important things in your life?” 
“In the past month, how often have you been angered because of things that were outside of your control?” 
“In the past month, how often have you found that you could not cope with all of the things you had to do?”   
 

These four items are widely used to measure “Stress.”  Changing the items in this particular 
factor to the present tense might diminish the items’ ability to measure “Stress” as intended.  We 
will monitor this question’s performance to see if participants notice the “one-month” reference 
point, or if the question can function as intended with the three-month time frame used in other 
questions.  For now, these questions are worded as previously written and tested.   

The present tense doesn’t work for all items.  Some work better when phrased as hypothetical 
questions.  For example, 
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• Original text: 

– “Soldiers speak up if someone is being excluded.” 

• DEOCS 5.0 text: 

– “The people I work with would speak up if someone is being excluded.” 

The original item is not easy to interpret.  A participant reporting “disagree” to this statement 
could do so for different reasons; perhaps because they disagree that their coworkers speak up 
when people are excluded, or they disagree because people in their work are never excluded, so 
they have no experience to report if people would or would not speak up.    

Because this item asks about a situation that may or may not occur, it is more appropriate to 
phrase the question as a hypothetical situation.  This allows all participants the opportunity to 
answer the question regardless of whether they had previously experienced the situation.  The 
revised text makes it clear that the item is asking the participant to answer based on what they 
expect would happen if the situation were ever to occur.  Respondents who have experienced 
someone in their workplace being excluded would have an experiential reference point on which 
to base their response, while others could still respond based on how they believe the people they 
work with would respond in this situation.  This phrasing provides for a cleaner interpretation. 

We retained the hypothetical phrasing for the items described in Table 147.  

Table 147.  
Hypothetical Phrasing 

Original Text  DEOCS 5.0 Text   

“If I reported a cadet/midshipman for misconduct, I 
would expect… negative social outcomes (e.g., being 
the center of gossip or rumors, being ignored, being 
bullied).” 

“If I were to report a [‘cadet’ | ‘midshipman’] for 
misconduct, I would expect negative social outcomes (for 
example, being the center of gossip or rumors, being 
ignored, or being bullied) from other [‘cadets’ | 
‘midshipmen’].” 

“If I reported a cadet/midshipman for misconduct, I 
would expect… negative academic outcomes (e.g., 
poor evaluations, opportunities for leadership would 
suffer, unfair grades)” 

“If I were to report the first [‘cadet’ | ‘midshipman’] in my 
chain of command for misconduct, I would receive negative 
outcomes (for example, poor evaluations or opportunities 
for leadership would suffer).” 

“I feel comfortable sharing my work difficulties with 
my immediate supervisor. 
 
I believe I can use my chain of command/supervision 
to address concerns about discrimination without fear 
of retaliation/reprisal. 
 
Retaliation and/or reprisal does not occur when an 
incident or complaint is reported.1” 

“If needed, I can go to my immediate supervisor to address 
my concerns without fear of reprisal.” 

1Aspects of these three questions were combined to create the DEOCS 5.0 item. 
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Format 

The DEOCS 5.0 is administered via a mobile-optimized, web-based survey instrument (Chapter 
5).  This survey mode offers benefits and limitations.  Web instruments, including mobile-
optimized instruments, allow for survey instruments to adapt based on participant characteristics.  
For example, a web-based instrument can add or skip questions based on demographics so that 
each participant only sees, and responds to, questions that are relevant to them.  However, 
optimizing an internet survey for mobile devices places constraints on the types of question and 
question formats we could use.  For example, some DEOCS source items come from surveys 
that ask questions using a “grid” format, as shown in Figure 18 below: 

Figure 18.  
Sample Survey “Grid” Format 

 

Although numbered as a single survey item, this grid asks nine different questions to the 
participant, with each line in the grid representing an item that a participant is asked to provide 
an answer.  All items share the same lead-in text portion of the question stem displayed at the top 
of the grid, “During the past 12 months, how often have you experienced any of the following 
behaviors, where your coworkers…” as well as an instruction, “Mark one answer for each item.”  
Respondents are asked to apply the text from above the grid to complete each question in the 
grid.  For example, grid item “e” is an incomplete thought that reads: “Took credit for work or 
ideas that were yours?”  This is a complete thought when combined with the text from the top of 
the grid, “During the past 12 months, how often have you experienced any of the following 
behaviors, where your coworkers took credit or ideas that were yours?”   

Displaying text once at the top of a grid, and asking the participant to associate that text to 
multiple sub-items in a grid, can sometimes be an effective way to ease their burden, reduce the 
amount of text needed to be read (Daniel et al., 2021), and increase speed of response (DeBell et 
al., 2021).  However, grid formats have drawbacks and can add burden on participants or 
increase the chance of measurement error, especially for mobile devices (Revilla et al., 2017).  
Grid-style formats can be displayed differently across different devices, leading to unintended 
and unknown impacts.  For example, this grid may appear fine on most desktop computer 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

264 DEOCS 5.0 Survey Instrument Development 
 

screens, but it would not be the same for all survey participants and it is highly unlikely that the 
full grid of items and the top text would be displayed on a single mobile device screen.  As 
mobile users scroll through the response matrix to see each question stem, some questions in the 
grid could be disconnected from the instruction text at the top of the grid.   

Similar to paper survey instruments in which survey designers avoid placing instructions on one 
page that correspond to survey items on the next, this format can lead to unintended 
consequences for mobile users, such as skipping questions in the grid or misreading questions or 
response options due to the visual distance between the lead-in text (that is now off screen) and 
each grid sub-item.  Although using a grid format may make the survey experience slightly 
easier for some laptop and desktop users, it could potentially ruin the experience for mobile 
users.   

It has been a well-established finding that differences between how participants see survey items 
can lead to bias in reporting (DeMaio & Bates, 1992; Dillman et al., 1993), but definitive 
understanding of the risk of grid-style formats on mobile devices are largely unknown.  We felt 
the small gain in functionality for some participants was not worth the risk of burden nor the 
error it might cause others.  Therefore, we decided to rewrite all DEOCS 5.0 items as single, 
standalone items so that all participants see each question on an independent screen.  In most 
cases, this change didn’t functionally alter the text of the question at all, just the presentation of 
the item, as shown in the examples from the DEOCS in Table 148: 

Table 148.  
Example Items 

Original Text DEOCS 5.0 Text 
“During the past 12 months, how often have you 
experienced any of the following behaviors, where your 
coworkers… Mark one answer for each item “ 

“In this section, please report how much you agree or 
disagree with the following statements.” 

“a. Intentionally interfered with your work 
performance?” 

“How often does someone from your unit intentionally 
interfere with your work performance?” 

“d. Took credit for your work or ideas?” “How often does someone from your unit take credit for 
work or ideas that were yours?” 

“g. Yelled when they were angry with you?” “How often does someone from your unit yell when they 
are angry?” 

 

Standardizing Phrasing  

As mentioned, because the items selected for the DEOCS were not designed to be included in the 
same survey, the selected items had numerous inconsistencies in phrasing.  For example, some 
questions ask a participant to think about people “in this workgroup, “in my unit,” and “military 
coworkers.”  These phrases are meant to orient a participant to think about the same population: 
the people the participant interacts with at work.  Using all three phrases in the DEOCS 5.0 
would be confusing to participants.  Strategic changes in phrasing can be used to signal to a 
participant that they are supposed to think about something new.  A non-strategic switch in 
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phrasing, like using “in this workgroup” in one question and “in my unit” in another, could 
suggest that these two questions are asking about different concepts or work organizations, 
which can lead to confusion or measurement error.   

All phrases used in the DEOCS 5.0 also need to be relevant to, and easily understood by, each 
participant population taking the survey.  Some items for the DEOCS 5.0 originally came from 
military surveys, and contain phrases like “military coworkers,” which is obviously not 
appropriate or relevant for the DoD civilian population.  The DoD survey population consists of 
active duty Service members, Reserve and Guard members, DoD civilians, and cadets and 
midshipmen.  These individuals can serve and work within military units, DoD civilian 
organizations, or at MSAs.  If a single phrase worked equally well with all populations, a 
standardized single phrase was used.  When a single phrase did not exist, we decided to use the 
functionality for the DEOCS web-only instrument to insert customized language depending on 
characteristics of the survey participant.   

Consider the following example from the risk factor “Workplace Hostility”: 

• “How often... have you had experiences where military coworkers or military 
supervisors... Gossiped/talked about you?” 

Not everyone in the DEOCS survey population has military coworkers and military supervisors.  
Some participants work in blended organizations that consist of both military members and 
civilians, and it might be confusing to them why this item is only interested in gossip committed 
by some of the people they work with (military members) and not others (civilians).  We cannot 
simply remove the phrase because the resulting item would be dramatically different: “How 
often have you had experiences where people gossiped/talked about you?”  This change would 
create an item that included anyone in a participant’s life who may be gossiping or talking about 
them (such as friends, family, or neighbors).  Another option would be to use a single phrase that 
would work equally well for Service members, civilians, and MSA participants.  However, we 
often could not identify a single term or phase that would work for all populations.   

Thus, we decided to program the DEOCS instrument to “insert” different terms based on 
characteristics from the participants, creating three different “versions” of the same question.  
One example is provided in Table 149: 

Table 149.  
Example Question Versions 

Respondent  Item Version  
Military unit members “How often does someone from your unit gossip or talk about you?” 
DoD civilian organization 
members “How often does someone from your organization gossip or talk about you?” 

MSA cadets and midshipmen   “How often does someone from your Military Service Academy gossip or talk 
about you?” 
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Each question captures the intent of the original question (experiences of gossip “at work”) while 
also making the item relevant and appropriate for each type of DEOCS participant.  The phrases 
are also relevant to data users.  Military commanders conducting a DEOCS are primarily 
concerned with what they can control; that is, what is happening in their unit.  DoD civilian 
leaders may not have defined “units” in the same way as those used in the military, so the more 
general term “organization” was used.  Cadets and midshipmen train, learn, and live on an MSA 
campus, and MSA leadership are concerned about the risks throughout the Academy. 

We made three types of changes to the DEOCS source items to standardize phrasing.  First, we 
used a standardize phrase across all three populations whenever possible.  Second, we used the 
programing capabilities of the DEOCS web-instrument to insert proper terminology for each 
type of participant (as shown in the example above).  And third, some phrasing decisions were 
one-time changes necessary to make specific items work in the DEOCS 5.0.  Each phrasing 
change will be covered in this section. 

Writing the DEOCS 

This section describes all of the items on the DEOCS 5.0, section by section (in the order they 
are viewed by participants), and the decisions we made to order, edit, and add questions to the 
DEOCS.   

In the tables below, the left column contains the original text for items selected for the DEOCS 
5.0.  Phrases or words in bold are those that were changed or standardized from the original so 
the question would work in the DEOCS 5.0.  When programing was used to insert a participant-
specific phrase, we used brackets to show the variety of phrases that are inserted into the DEOCS 
based on the characteristics of the participant.  From the example used above, the item would 
look like this: “How often does someone from your [unit | organization | Military Service 
Academy] gossip or talk about you?”  

Logistic Questions 

The opening questions on a survey set a tone and expectations for the survey, and can entice 
participants to continue and complete a survey task.  Ideally, the first bank of survey items 
should be interesting and draw the participant in by giving them a sense of what the rest of the 
survey will cover.  Salient questions can help build participant commitment to the survey task, 
which can reduce the likelihood of dropping off when questions become less salient, more 
difficult, or more sensitive (Dillman et al., 2014).  Questions that are relevant to only small 
portions of a survey population, that are highly sensitive, or that have a high degree of difficulty, 
should come later in a survey after the participant has answered enough questions to feel fully 
committed to complete the survey (or that they have completed enough of the survey to meet 
survey completion rules).   

To the extent possible, routine demographic items should also appear last on a survey, and only 
demographics that are needed should be asked.  However, it was necessary to include two critical 
logistic demographic items at the front of the DEOCS 5.0 to allow military members, DoD 
civilians, and MSA cadets and midshipmen to identify themselves so that the correct language 
could be inserted throughout the survey (Table 150).   
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Table 150.  
MSA Piping 

Question Response options Rationale  

“What is your affiliation to the [‘unit’ | 
‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’] 
conducting this DEOCS? 
Some people may have multiple affiliations (for 
example, a Reservist who also works as a civilian at 
the DoD).  We are interested in your affiliation to the 
organization conducting this DEOCS.” 

Active Duty Component Military 
Member 
Reserve Component Military 
Member 
National Guard Member 
Civilian Employee 
Military Service Academy 
Cadet/Midshipman 

This question is used to 
insert proper terminology to 
military members, DoD 
civilians, and MSA cadet 
and midshipmen. 

“When did you join: [Unit/Organization/Academy 
Title]?” 

Less than three months ago  
More than three months ago 

This question is used to 
insert proper language later 
in the survey instrument 

 

MSA cadets and midshipmen are asked two additional questions that are used to insert language 
later in the survey (Table 151). 

Table 151.  
MSA Customization 

Initial Question  Response Options  Explanation  

“Which Military 
Service Academy 
do you attend?” 

United States Military Academy (West Point) 
United States Air Force Academy 
United States Naval Academy 

Asked to MSA cadets and midshipmen only, 
this question allows the DEOCS to insert the 
proper MSA name at specific moments in the 
DEOCS. 

“What is your 
Class year?” 

Foreign Exchange Student 
4/C (First Year) 
3/C (Second Year) 
2/C (Third Year) 
1/C (Fourth Year) 

Although not used for custom piping, this 
conceptually is related to the prior question and 
so is asked in tandem  

 

Ideally, a survey wouldn’t ask any demographic questions at the start of a survey but would 
rather engage participants with interesting questions.  A potential improvement for the DEOCS 
would be to use administrative data to remove the need to ask these, and other, demographic 
questions.  This change would reduce survey burden (by reducing the total number of questions) 
and also allow the DEOCS to immediately start with interesting, engaging questions.  We are 
actively pursuing this option.  However, at this time, asking these items is necessary for the 
DEOCS instrument to work.  This also represents an improvement over the previous DEOCS 
that asked 10 demographic items to start the survey instrument.  The DEOCS 5.0 has eight fewer 
demographic items at the start of the survey compared to the previous DEOCS and this allows 
interesting DEOCS items to appear sooner.   
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Section I.  Work/Academy Experience—Part 1. Protective Factors 

Respondents who start a survey are likely to finish, and the further participants navigate through 
a survey, the more likely they are to complete it (Dillman et al., 2014).  To reduce the risk of 
breakoffs, surveys should engage participants as soon as possible with interesting, broadly 
applicable items.  We chose the items measuring the protective factor “Morale” to begin the 
DEOCS.  The two items that deal with “Morale” are broadly applicable to the entire DEOCS 
population, relate to the overall topic of the survey (organizational climate), and allow 
participants an immediate opportunity to praise or criticize their unit or organization—something 
they will be asked to do throughout the survey.  The “Morale” factor was also regarded in focus 
groups and in the redesign survey of DEOCS participants as one of the most important elements 
of command climate (Chapter 2; Chapter 3).    

“Morale” is a protective factor focused on the general condition in the unit or organization.  We 
thus chose other protective factors that rate the overall climate of the unit or organization to 
follow.  These factors were: “Work-Life Balance,” “Cohesion,” “Connectedness,” and 
“Organizational Commitment,” as well as one MSA-only question.  Each factor is broadly 
relevant to DEOCS participants as all participants are able to respond to items on the dynamics 
of their working environment.  These factors were endorsed in focus groups (Chapter 2), the 
redesign survey (Chapter 3), and in interviews with stakeholders (Chapter 4), meaning these are 
some of the factors that participants and leadership care about most.   

Also, recall that “Morale” is one of the few factors that is asked using unique response options.  
This may make the start of the survey the ideal location for the “Morale” items.  By starting the 
survey with this unique scale means that these unique response options will not have to fit in the 
middle of a section with other, different response options.  In essence, by placing these items 
first, the DEOCS has one less “switch” in response options.  For consistency, the rest of the 
questions were written to use the agree/disagree format.   

At the start of the section, participants are presented the following instruction: 

• “In this section, you will provide information about your experiences [‘in your unit,’ | 
‘in your organization,’ | ‘at the’] [Unit/Organization/Academy Title].  Please respond 
by considering your own current beliefs, experiences, and feelings.  There are no 
wrong answers.  We are interested in what you think and how you feel.” 

Questions in this section contained a few “work”-related phrases, including: 

• In this workgroup 

• In my unit 

• Soldiers 

• Service members in your unit 

• At my organization 
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• In this unit 

These were replaced with one of two phrases: 

• Phrase I. [“in your unit,” | “in your organization,” | “at the Academy Title”] 

• Phrase 2: [“The people I work with” | “Cadets in my company” | “Midshipmen in my 
company” | “Cadets in my squadron”]   

Table 152 describes the items and piping for this section. 

Table 152.  
Military Service Academy Customization 

Factor Original Text DEOCS 5.0 Text  

Cohesion 

“Service members in your unit work well as a 
team.” 

“[‘The people I work with’ | ‘Cadets in my 
company’ | ‘Midshipmen in my company’ | 
‘Cadets in my squadron’] work well as a 
team.” 

“Service members in your unit trust each 
other.” 

“[‘The people I work with’ | ‘Cadets in my 
company’ | ‘Midshipmen in my company’ | 
‘Cadets in my squadron’] trust each other.” 

“I feel like "part of the family" in this 
workgroup.” 
“I feel like "part of the family" in my unit.” 
“I do not feel like "part of the family" at my 
organization.” 

“I feel like ‘part of the family’ among [‘the 
people I work with’ | ‘cadets in my company’ | 
‘midshipmen in my company’ | ‘cadets in my 
squadron’].” 

Engagement & 
Commitment 

“I am enthusiastic about my work.” 
 
“I enjoy serving in the military.” 

“I am proud of my work.” 

“This workgroup has a great deal of personal 
meaning to me.” 

“My work1 has a great deal of personal meaning 
to me.” 

“I am committed to making the military my 
career.” 

“I am committed to making the military my 
career.” 

Engagement and 
Commitment 
MSA-only 

“Choosing to attend the Academy was a good 
decision for me.” 

“Choosing to attend the Academy was a good 
decision for me.” 

Inclusion 

“Soldiers believe that everyone has worth and 
value, regardless of the groups with which they 
identify (e.g., MOS, demographics).” 
 
**NOTE: This question was split into two 
separate questions on the DEOCS 5.0. 

“[‘“The people I work with’” | ‘“Cadets in my 
company’” | ‘“Midshipmen in my company’” 
| ‘“Cadets in my squadron’”] believe that 
everyone has worth and value, regardless of how 
they identify (for example,2 gender, 
race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, and other 
identities).” 
 
“[‘“The people I work with’” | ‘“Cadets in my 
company’” | ‘“Midshipmen in my company’” 
| ‘“Cadets in my squadron’”] believe that 
everyone has worth and value, regardless of their 
occupation and [‘“rank’” | ‘“grade’” | ‘“Class 
year’”]3.”   
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1This item changes the original text from “this workgroup” to “My work,” changing the focus from the people someone works with to the work 
they do.  This was a deliberate change.  Many DEOCS items capture dynamics between people of a unit or organization (e.g., the question “I feel 
like part of the family among the people I work with”).  No other item measures the way someone feels about their work itself.  Many people in 
the DoD community are proud of the work they do, even if they don’t like the people they work with, and we wanted to measure that with at least 
one item. 
2We also updated the examples in this question from the original.  MOS is a military-specific term not suitable for all DEOCS participants, such 
as civilians.  The term “demographics” may also not be known by some participants.  Instead, we listed common demographics that we were 
interested in (gender, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, and other identities). 
3Military units will be asked about discrimination based on rank, civilian DoD organizations based on grade, and MSA students based on Class 
year. 
4Phrase was added to make the question fit with others in the section. 
5Respondents may not know if others in their unit or organization can balance work and life, so it was more appropriate to ask if each individual 
can balance their own work and life. 
6As discussed earlier, this question from the MSA DEOCS used a unique response option and was converted to two questions.  One about 
outcomes from fellow cadets/midshipmen, the other about outcomes from leaders.  The question about leadership retaliation is in the Leadership 
section.  Because this question is asked in a different valance, we are considering editing the question and moving it to the next section on 
problematic behaviors in future versions of the DEOCS. 

The section concludes with an open-ended question asking for general feedback on the 
participant’s experience. 

• “It is important for us to understand your experiences [‘in your unit,’ | ‘in your 
organization,’ | ‘at the’] [Unit/Organization/Academy Title].  If you choose, you may 
use the space below to add anything else you want to say.   

Senior leadership will be able to see what you write but not who wrote it.  Please do 
not include personally identifiable information.  This includes information that could 

“Soldiers build on each other's ideas and 
thoughts during the decision-making process.” 

“[‘“The people I work with’” | ‘“Cadets in my 
company’” | ‘“Midshipmen in my company’” 
| ‘“Cadets in my squadron’”] build on each 
other’s ideas and thoughts during the decision-
making process.” 

“Soldiers speak up if someone is being 
excluded.” 

“[‘“The people I work with’” | ‘“Cadets in my 
company’” | ‘“Midshipmen in my company’” 
| ‘“Cadets in my squadron’”] would speak up 
if someone is being excluded.” 

Inclusion 
MSA-only6  

“The quality of ideas matter more than who 
expressed them.” 

“Among [‘“the people I work with’” | ‘“cadets 
in my company’” | ‘“midshipmen in my 
company’” | ‘“cadets in my squadron’”]4, the 
quality of ideas matters more than who expresses 
them.” 

“In this unit, members can easily balance their 
work and their home lives.” 

“I can5 easily balance the demands of [‘“my 
work and personal life’” | ‘“Academy life’”].” 

“If I reported a cadet/midshipman for 
misconduct, I would expect… Negative social 
outcomes (e.g., being the center of gossip or 
rumors, being ignored, being bullied)” 

“If I were to report a [‘“cadet’” | 
‘“midshipman’”] for misconduct, I would 
expect negative social outcomes (for example, 
being the center of gossip or rumors, being 
ignored, or being bullied) from other [‘“cadets’” 
| ‘“midshipmen’”].”  

Morale 

“Overall, how would you rate… The current 
level of morale in your unit?” 

“Overall, how would you rate the current level 
of morale [‘in your unit’ | ‘in your 
organization’ | ‘at the ‘Academy Title’]?” 

“Overall, how would you rate... Your current 
level of morale?” 

“Overall, how would you rate your own current 
level of morale?” 
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be used to identify you or others (for example, telling a story that is specific enough 
that someone could recognize the people involved).” 

Section II.  Work/Academy Experience—Part 2. Risk Factors 

The second half of Section I contains 19 items measuring “Workplace Hostility,” “Sexually 
Harassing Behaviors,” “Sexist Behaviors,” and “Racially Harassing Behaviors,” in addition to 
one MSA-only question on “Sexual Orientation Harassing Behaviors.”  All items use the 
frequency scale to measure how often participants experience these problematic behaviors.   

The placement of the items in this section was strategic.  Similar to the items in Section I, these 
items involve the experience of the participant working in their unit, organization, or at their 
Academy.  We are interested in the extent to which these risk factors are experienced by the 
participant from anyone they work with.  The next section asks specific items about persons in a 
participant’s chain of command, including immediate supervisors and leaders.  Our concern was 
that if the section on unit-wide risk behaviors came after the leadership section, participants 
would be primed to think about their supervisors and leaders when answering the general 
question.  If so, we run the risk of a priming or carryover effect, leading to measurement error if 
some participants misinterpret our intent based on the order of the question and only respond that 
these risk factor occur if and only if they are committed by someone in leadership.  The way we 
ordered the DEOCS, with the risk factor behaviors appearing before the leadership questions, 
produces a situation in which participants do not know we will ask about their leadership.  This 
way, they are more likely to think more broadly about their unit (as they did in the previous 
section) when responding to questions about these risk factors.   

Source items measuring the factors in this section included phrases that were standardized as 
follows: 

Source item phrases: 

• “Military coworkers…”   

• “Military coworkers or military supervisors...” 

• “Members…” 

• “in the military” 

• “your coworkers” 

• “someone from your workplace” 

• “in my workplace” 

• “someone from work” 
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DEOCS 5.0 phrase 

• “Someone from your [‘unit’ | ‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’]” 

Edits to these items also include the changes presented in Table 153. 

Table 153.  
Question Customization 
Factor Original Text DEOCS 5.0 Text  

Racially 
Harassing 
Behaviors 

“Since %%XDATE%%, has someone from 
work made you uncomfortable, angry, or upset 
by using a stereotype about your racial/ethnic 
group?  Stereotypes are beliefs about the 
characteristics of group members—for example, 
that they tend to be cheap, aggressive, or shy.1”  

“How often does someone from your [‘unit’ | 
‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’] 
express stereotypes about your racial/ethnic 
group that make you uncomfortable, angry, or 
upset?” 

“Since %%XDATE%%, has someone from 
work used an offensive racial/ethnic term that 
made you uncomfortable, angry, or upset?” 

“How often does someone from your [‘unit’ | 
‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’] 
use offensive racial/ethnic terms that make you 
uncomfortable, angry, or upset?” 

“Since %%XDATE%%, has someone from work 
made you uncomfortable, angry, or upset by 
insulting your racial/ethnic group?” 

“How often does someone from your [‘unit’ | 
‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’] 
make insults about racial/ethnic groups that make 
you uncomfortable, angry, or upset?” 

“Since %%XDATE%%, has someone from work 
made you uncomfortable, angry, or upset by 
showing you a lack of respect because of your 
race/ethnicity?” 

“How often does someone from your [‘unit’ | 
‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’] 
show you a lack of respect because of your 
race/ethnicity?” 

Racially 
Harassing 
Behaviors 
MSA-only 

“Derogatory slurs, comments, and jokes 
concerning sexual orientation are not used in my 
company/squadron.” 
 
“Derogatory slurs, comments, and jokes 
concerning sexual orientation are not used in the 
academic environment.” 
 
“Derogatory slurs, comments, and jokes 
concerning sexual orientation are not used 
during team or extracurricular events.” 

“How often does someone from your Military 
Service Academy2 use derogatory slurs, make 
comments, or tell jokes concerning sexual 
orientation?” 

Sexist Behaviors 
“Since one year ago today, do you think someone 
from work mistreated, ignored, excluded, or 
insulted you because of your gender?” 

“How often does someone from your [‘unit’ | 
‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’] 
mistreat, ignore, exclude, or insult you because of 
your gender?” 

Sexually 
Harassing 
Behaviors 

“While under your current senior leader and 
within the last 12 months, did someone from 
your workplace: Repeatedly3 tell sexual "jokes" 
that made you uncomfortable, angry, or upset?” 

“How often does someone from your [‘unit’ | 
‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’] 
tell sexual jokes that make you uncomfortable, 
angry, or upset?” 

“While under your current senior leader and 
within the last 12 months, did someone from 
your workplace:  Embarrass, anger, or upset you 
by repeatedly suggesting that you do not act like 
a man/woman is supposed to?  For example, if 

“How often does someone from your [‘unit’ | 
‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’] 
embarrass, anger, or upset you by suggesting that 
you do not act how a man or a woman is 
supposed to act?”  
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Factor Original Text DEOCS 5.0 Text  
you are a male being called a ‘fag’ or ‘gay,’ if 
you are a female being called a ‘dyke’ or 
‘butch.’4”  

“Since [X Date], did someone from work 
display, show, or send sexually explicit materials 
like pictures or videos that made you 
uncomfortable, angry, or upset?  Do not include 
materials you may have received as part of your 
professional duties (for example, as a criminal 
investigator).” 

“How often does someone from your [‘unit’ | 
‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’] 
display, show, or send sexually explicit materials 
(such as pictures or videos) that make you 
uncomfortable, angry, or upset?  Do not include 
materials you may have received as part of your 
professional duties (for example, as a criminal 
investigator).5” 

“Since [X Date], did someone from work 
repeatedly ask you questions about your sex life 
or sexual interests that made you uncomfortable, 
angry, or upset?”  

“How often does someone from your [‘unit’ | 
‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’] 
ask you questions about your sex life or sexual 
interests that make you uncomfortable, angry, or 
upset?”   

“Since [X Date], did someone from work make 
repeated sexual comments about your appearance 
or body that made you uncomfortable, angry, or 
upset?”  

“How often does someone from your [‘unit’ | 
‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’] 
make sexual comments about your appearance or 
body that make you uncomfortable, angry, or 
upset?” 

“Since [X Date], did someone from work make 
repeated attempts to establish an unwanted 
romantic or sexual relationship with you?  These 
could range from repeatedly asking you out on a 
date to asking you for sex or a ‘hookup.’”  

“How often does someone from your [‘unit’ | 
‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’] 
make attempts to establish unwanted romantic or 
sexual relationships with you?   
These attempts could range from asking you out 
on a date to asking you for sex or a "hookup."” 

“While under your current senior leader and 
within the last 12 months, did someone from 
your workplace: Intentionally touch you in a 
sexual way when you did not want them to?  This 
could include touching your genitals, breasts, 
buttocks, or touching you with their genitals 
anywhere on your body.1”    

“How often does someone from your [‘unit’ | 
‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’] 
intentionally touch you in unwanted sexual 
ways?” 

Workplace 
Hostility 

“During the past 12 months, how often have you 
experienced any of the following behaviors, 
where your coworkers… Mark one answer for 
each item.  Intentionally interfered with your 
work performance?6” 

“How often does someone from your [‘unit’ | 
‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’] 
intentionally interfere with your work 
performance?” 

“How often during the past 12 months have you 
had experiences where military coworkers or 
military supervisors... Took credit for your 
work or ideas?” 

“How often does someone from your [‘unit’ | 
‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’] 
take credit for work or ideas that were yours?” 

“How often during the past 12 months have you 
had experiences where military coworkers or 
military supervisors... Gossiped/talked about 
you?” 

“How often does someone from your [‘unit’ | 
‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’] 
gossip or talk about you?” 

“During the past 12 months, how often have you 
experienced any of the following behaviors, 
where your coworkers…  Used insults, sarcasm, 
or gestures to humiliate you?” 

“How often does someone from your [‘unit’ | 
‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’] 
use insults, sarcasm, or gestures to humiliate 
you?” 
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Factor Original Text DEOCS 5.0 Text  
“During the past 12 months, how often have you 
experienced any of the following behaviors, 
where your coworkers… Did not provide you 
with information or assistance when you needed 
it?” 

“How often does someone from your [‘unit’ | 
‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’] 
not7 provide you with information and assistance 
when needed?” 

“How often during the past 12 months have you 
had experiences where military coworkers or 
military supervisors... Yelled when they were 
angry with you?8”  

“How often does someone from your [‘unit’ | 
‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’] 
yell when they are angry?” 

1We removed the example text because it is not helpful and some DEOCS participants have reported that they find it offensive. 
2Due to survey length concerns, we wrote a single item to measure more broadly the negative behavior captured in three items from the previous 
MSA DEOCS. 
3As noted in a previous section, the word “repeatedly” was removed from questions in this section to accommodate switching the question from a 
yes/no format to a frequency format.   
4We decided to remove the examples from the original question.  Examples can sometimes help participants but can also cause issues by 
suggesting to participants what to think about and not think about; that is, some participants may only consider the examples and not things 
similar to the examples (citation).  We felt this question worked best without the examples. 
5MSA cadets and midshipmen, who would never be in this situation, do not see this clarification text.  The special text is inserted only for 
military and civilian participants.   
6Many DEOCS items had multiple source items that we considered and used to formulate the DEOCS 5.0 items.  Note that not all source items 
are listed in these tables. 
7While having the word “not” in an agree/disagree question can be confusing, we kept it in our question to retain the original measurement of the 
source item.  Doing so also maintains consistency in the section valance, where agreement with each statement in the section signals something 
negative going on in the participant’s workplace.  If we removed the word “not” from this question, then it would be measured in the opposite 
direction as the other questions in this section.  Also note that the word “not” is highlighted in the survey instrument with bold text. 
8We decided to drop the phrase “with you” from this question.  Commanders or leaders yelling at anyone in a unit or organization can create a 
hostile and toxic work environment for everyone.  It is possible that leaders could have a single “target” in their unit that they yell at in front of 
others.  Rather than have this participant report that they are yelled at, for this item we felt it necessary to measure the activity at a more public 
level, allowing for anyone in a unity to report that this behavior happens in their unit. 

The section concludes with an open-ended item asking for additional feedback on the topics 
covered in this section: 

• “It is important for us to understand your experiences with behaviors that may 
negatively impact you.  If you choose, you may use the space below to add anything 
else you want to say regarding experiences either within or outside of your [“unit” | 
“organization” | “Military Service Academy”].   

Senior leadership will be able to see what you write but not who wrote it.  Please do 
not include personally identifiable information (for example, a personal story 
containing specific details that could be used to identify you).” 

Section III. Leadership 

A main feature of the DEOCS 5.0 is the expanded attention the survey gives to rating leadership 
at different levels and on multiple factors.  With order effect concerns (i.e., priming and 
carryover) addressed by asking the unit-level and general questions first, the survey can now 
focus directly on the experience participants have with their leadership.  The third section of the 
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survey asks participants to evaluate various levels of leadership on “Fairness,” “Leadership 
Support,” “Toxic Leadership,” “Transformational Leadership,” and “Passive Leadership.”108 

Standardizing Leadership Phrasing and Assigning Leadership Factors 

The DEOCS survey population includes military Service members (active, Reserve, and Guard) 
serving in military units or DoD civilian organizations, DoD civilians serving in military units or 
DoD civilian organizations, as well as cadets and midshipmen at the MSAs.  DEOCS 
stakeholders wanted information on specific levels of leadership, and not just leadership in 
general, or in a participant’s chain of command.  Military Service members, MSA cadets and 
midshipmen, and to a lesser extent, DoD civilians, have complex chains of command that can 
involve many supervisors and leaders.  As expected, the source items contained a hodgepodge of 
phrases referencing multiple levels of leadership, including: 

• “military supervisors” 

• “your current senior leader” 

• “The chain of command” 

• “most destructive supervisor I have experienced” 

• “chain of command/supervision” 

• “Your immediate supervisor” 

• “Your immediate military supervisor” 

• “My supervisor” 

• “Supervisors” 

• “My current supervisor” 

• “My team leader” 

• “My senior leader” 

• “Leader” 

 
108 One item from the six-item “Inclusion” factor is included in the leadership section for ease of response because 
the question asks about chain of command; however, the other five “Inclusion” items are included in the 
Work/Academy Experiences section because they focus on the unit/organization/Academy more broadly (not just 
leadership).  These six items are combined to calculate “Inclusion.”  Chapter 9 contains more details on factor 
calculations. 
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• “He/she”109 

To accommodate these phrases, some surveys include lengthy sections that provide definitions 
for leadership and workplace terms; for example: 

• “Chain of Command/Supervision: refers to the line of authority from your immediate 
supervisor to your senior leader (unit commander or civilian equivalent).” 

• “Coworker: refers to peers within your immediate workplace.” 

• “Immediate Supervisor: refers to the individual to whom you directly report.” 

• “Organization: refers to the unit/agency in which you currently work and is led by 
your commander or civilian equivalent.” 

• “Senior Leader: refers to your current unit commander or civilian equivalent.” 

• “Workgroup: refers to the collective personnel with whom you work.” 

• “Workplace: refers to the physical location where you perform your duties.” 

Although each phrase may have worked as intended in the origin survey, not all phrases work 
equally well to meet the needs or purpose of the DEOCS 5.0.  For example, a few phrases orient 
participants to think about all supervisors they have or have had.  This does not work for the 
DEOCS 5.0 because we are focused on experiences of the participant in their current unit or 
organization under their current supervisor or leader.  One goal of the DEOCS 5.0 is to generate 
actionable information about specific leadership levels.  Using phrases that orient the participant 
to think about a single leader or leadership level in their chain of command was more appropriate 
to meet this goal.   

It is impossible to ask about each level of leadership that interacts with a DEOCS participant in a 
single survey.  We decided to ask items focused on up to four levels of leadership for Service 
members: (1) general, (2) the participants’ immediate supervisor, (3) the unit commander or 
organization leader that initiated the DEOCS, and (4) if applicable, the unit’s senior NCO or 
senior enlisted leader.  Respondents also interact with each level of leadership differently.  A 
participant can be expected to have regular interactions with their immediate supervisor, but they 
may not regularly interact with their unit commander or organization leader.  Although an 
immediate supervisor has a direct impact on participants, senior commanders and leaders often 
have an indirect impact by setting the tone and driving the vision and mission of the larger 
organization.  The DEOCS 5.0 tailors questions at each level of leadership based on what is most 

 
109 To make the items more specific, we removed a few instances of gendered language.  For example, a source item 
said: “He/She cares about others' personal well-being,” referencing a previous instruction asking the participant to 
think about their supervisor.  This is unnecessary and potentially ambiguous.  Instead, we rewrote this item: “My 
immediate supervisor cares about my personal well-being.”  This wording is more accurate, removes the awkward 
“he/she” formatting, and removes ambiguity by orienting the participant to directly think about the proper leader.   
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appropriate to ask at each at level.  Table 154 shows which military and civilian participants are 
asked to evaluate each level of leadership, and which factors are measured in each section.   

Table 154.  
Factors by Leadership Levels 

Org type Level of leadership Factors 

DoD Civilian 

General  Fairness 
Leader Demographics 

Immediate supervisor Leadership Support 
Toxic leadership 

Organization leader Transformational Leadership 
Passive Leadership 

Senior Non-Commissioned Officer/Senior Enlisted Advisor 
(NCO/SEL)* 

Transformational Leadership 
Passive Leadership 
Toxic Leadership 

Military Unit 

General  Fairness 
Leader Demographics 

Immediate supervisor Leadership Support 
Toxic leadership 

Unit commander Transformational Leadership 
Passive Leadership 

Senior Non-Commissioned Officer /Senior Enlisted Advisor 
(NCO/SEL)*  

Transformational Leadership 
Passive Leadership 
Toxic Leadership 

*This section is only asked if the organization has a senior NCO or senior enlisted advisor in their command structure. 

MSA cadets and midshipmen interact with additional leaders beyond those described above.  In 
addition to the terms from the source items listed above, the previous MSA DEOCS contained 
the following terms and levels of leadership: 

• Cadet/Midshipman Company/Squadron Leaders 

• Senior Enlisted Leadership/Enlisted Company/Squadron Leaders 

• Officer Company/Squadron Leaders 

• Permanent Party leadership 

• Cadet/midshipman leadership 

• Academy Faculty 

• Academy Staff 

• Athletic Coaches/Staff 

• Mentorship 
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Table 155 shows how we adapted the levels of leadership form the MSA DEOCS to the terms 
used in the DEOCS 5.0. 

Table 155.  
Levels of Leadership MSA 

Respondent  Items  Factors 

Cadet/Midshipman 
Company/Squadron Leaders 

USMA: “the first cadet in my chain of command” 
USAFA: “the first cadet in my chain of command” 
USNA: “the first midshipman in my chain of 
command” 

Leadership Support 
Toxic leadership 
MSA-only leadership items 

Senior Enlisted 
Leadership/Enlisted 
Company/Squadron 
Leaders. 
 
Officer Company/Squadron 
Leaders 

USMA: “My company Permanent Party Command 
Team” 
USAFA: “My Squadron Permanent Party Command 
Team” 
USNA: “My company Permanent Party Command 
Team” 

Leadership Support 
Toxic Leadership 
Transformational Leadership 
Passive Leadership 
MSA-only leadership items 

General/Other Academy Faculty 
Academy Coaches and Staff Mentorship 

Fairness 
Leader Demographics 
Custom items on support 
provided by Academy Faculty, 
Coaches, Staff, and mentorship. 

 

For MSA participants, their cadet/midshipman chain of command is akin to “immediate 
supervisors” from military units and civilian DoD organizations.  The cadet/midshipman’s 
permanent party command team consists of military leaders in charge of the cadet/midshipman’s 
military learning and training and is more akin to unit commanders and organization leaders 
from military units and civilian DoD organizations.  These participants also receive an expanded 
general section of questions about their experience at their MSA with Academy faculty, coaches, 
staff, and mentorship. 

It is imperative that participants know and understand the intended measurement purpose of each 
question.  We chose terms that we believe are likely to be universally understood by our survey 
population.  Because the DEOCS 5.0 asks about multiple levels of leadership, instructions were 
added to orient participants to think about one level of leadership at a time and definitions were 
added to clear up any confusion about what each level of leadership was measuring, as shown 
below: 

Military instructions and definitions for immediate supervisor 

• “In this section, please report how much you agree or disagree with the following 
statements about your immediate supervisor.  When responding, consider only time 
spent over the past three months serving under your immediate supervisor. 

Your responses are completely confidential.  No one in your command including your 
immediate supervisor will be able to know how you respond.   
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Immediate Supervisor:  For the purpose of these questions, your immediate 
supervisor is the individual to whom you directly report in your unit, [Unit Title].”  

Civilian instructions and definitions for immediate supervisor 

• “In this section, please report how much you agree or disagree with the following 
statements about your immediate supervisor.  When responding, consider only time 
spent over the past three months working for your immediate supervisor. 

Your responses are completely confidential.  No one that you work with including 
your immediate supervisor will be able to know how you respond.   

Immediate Supervisor:  For the purpose of these questions, your immediate 
supervisor is the individual to whom you directly report in your unit, [Organization 
Title].” 

MSA instructions and definitions for first cadet/midshipman in your chain of command 

• “In this section, please report how much you agree or disagree with the following 
statements about [the first cadet in your chain of command | the first midshipman 
in your chain of command].  When responding, consider only time spent over the 
past three months [with the first cadet in your chain of command | with the first 
midshipman in your chain of command]. 

Your responses are completely confidential.  No one at your Academy, including [the 
first cadet in your chain of command | the first midshipman in your chain of 
command], will be able to know how you respond.   

First Cadet in Chain of Command: For the purpose of these questions, the first cadet 
in your chain of command is the cadet immediately above you in your cadet chain of 
command." 

First Midshipman in Chain of Command: For the purpose of these questions, the first 
midshipman in your chain of command is the midshipman immediately above you in 
your midshipman chain of command." 

Military unit instructions and definitions for commander  

• “In this section, please report how much you agree or disagree with the following 
statements about your unit’s leader.  When responding, consider only time spent 
[‘over the past three months’] in your unit. 

Your responses are completely confidential.  No one in your unit including your 
senior leadership, will be able to know how you respond. 
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Unit Leader:110  For the purpose of this question, your unit’s leader is the person in 
charge of [Unit Title]."111  

Civilian organization instructions and definitions for senior leader 

• “In this section, please report how much you agree or disagree with the following 
statements about your organization’s leader.  When responding, consider only time 
spent [over the past three months] in your organization. 

Your responses are completely confidential.  No one in your organization, including 
your senior leadership, will be able to know how you respond. 

Organization Leader:  For the purpose of this question, your organization's leader is 
the person in charge of [Unit/Organization/Academy Title].” 

MSA instructions and definitions for permanent party command team 

• “In this section, please report how much you agree or disagree with the following 
statements about [your company permanent party command team | your squadron 
permanent party command team].  When responding, consider only time spent at the 
[Academy Title]. 

Your responses are completely confidential.  No one in your [company | squadron], 
including your senior leadership, will be able to know how you respond. 

Company Permanent Party Command Team:  For the purpose of this question, your 
company permanent party command team is the officer and enlisted person 
responsible for your company. 

Squadron Permanent Party Command Team:  For the purpose of this question, your 
squadron permanent party command team is the officer and enlisted person 
responsible for your squadron." 

Military unit and Civilian Organization instructions and definitions for Senior Non-
Commissioned Officer (NCO)/Senior Enlisted Leader (SEL) 

• “In the next section, please report how much you agree or disagree with the following 
statements about your unit’s senior NCO/SEL.  Consider only time spent while 
serving [“over the past three months”] [in your unit | in your organization].   

 
110 Based on consultation with military members, we elected not to use the term “commander” and instead used the 
more generic “unit leader.”  This is because the term “commander” has different connotations for each of the 
Services, and because DEOCS are administered at many different levels within the military hierarchy and the term 
“commander” may not accurately describe the individual on whose behalf a DEOCS is being administered.   
111 The survey pipes in the name of the unit as input by the survey administrator when the survey is requested to 
further clarify which leader is referred to in this set of questions.  For example, “the person in charge of the Office of 
People Analytics” is intended to provide participants a clear idea of the individual in question. 
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Your responses are completely confidential.  No one in your unit, including your 
unit’s senior NCO/SEL, will know how you answered any questions. 

Senior NCO/SEL:  For the purpose of this question, your senior NCO/SEL is the 
highest-ranking non-commissioned officer or enlisted person in [Unit/Organization 
Name].” 

Writing Leadership Items 

For military and civilian participants, we decided to ask general questions first, followed by 
sections on immediate supervisors, unit, and organization leaders, and (if applicable) senior 
NCOs or senior enlisted advisors.  MSA cadets and midshipmen are asked Academy and general 
questions first, followed by a section on the first cadet or midshipman in their cadet/midshipman 
chain of command, and then a section covering their permanent party command team.   

General Leadership Items 

The first three items in the Leadership section ask participants about their chain of command and 
leadership in general, and not about any specific leader or level of leadership.  These items are 
presented in Table 156. 

Table 156.  
General Leadership Items 

Original Text DEOCS 5.0 Text 
“Communication goes up and down the chain of 
command.1”   

“Communication goes both up and down the [company | 
squadron]2 chain of command.” 

“Outcomes (e.g., training opportunities, awards, and 
recognition) are fairly distributed among military 
members/employees of my workgroup.”  

“Training opportunities, awards, recognition, and other 
positive outcomes are distributed fairly.3”  

“Discipline is administered fairly.” “Discipline and criticism4 are administered fairly.” 
1As noted previously, this item is part of the “Inclusion” factor; the other five “Inclusion” items are included in the Work/Academy Experiences 
section because they do not focus solely on inclusion from leadership but rather on inclusion in the unit/organization as a whole. 
2Because cadets and midshipmen have two chains of command, this phrase was added for clarity for the MSA population only. 
3Rephrased for clarity. 
4We believed “Discipline” is uniquely a military-related negative outcome, and that the word “criticism” helps make this question relevant for 
civilian participants.  

MSA cadets and midshipmen are asked seven additional questions about support they receive 
from Academy faculty, athletic choices, and staff, and the MSA mentorship program (Table 
157). 
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Table 157.  
Military Service Academy Customization 

Original Text DEOCS 5.0 Text 
“I trust that my academic success is supported by: 
Academy Faculty” 

“I trust that my academic success is supported by 
Academy faculty.” 

“I trust that my academic success is supported by: Athletic 
Coaches/Staff” 

“I trust that my academic success is supported by 
Academy coaches and staff.” 

“I trust that my development as a leader is supported by: 
Academy Faculty” 

“I trust that my development as a leader of character is 
supported by Academy faculty.” 

“I trust that my development as a leader is supported by: 
Athletic Coaches/Staff” 

“I trust that my development as a leader of character is 
supported by Academy coaches and staff.” 

“I trust that my well-being is supported by: Academy 
Faculty” 

“I trust that my well-being is supported by Academy 
faculty.” 

“I trust that my well-being is supported by: Athletic 
Coaches/Staff” 

“I trust that my well-being is supported by Academy 
coaches and staff.” 

“The Academy provides Cadets/Midshipmen with an 
effective mentoring program.” 

“The Academy provides cadets | midshipmen with an 
effective mentoring program.” 

 

To determine which leadership question are appropriate to ask each participant, and to provide 
actionable information to data users about a participant’s leadership, participants are asked a 
series of leadership demographic items, presented in Table 158. 
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Table 158.  
Leadership Demographic Items 

Participant  Item Text  Response Options  

All Military & 
Civilian  

“Your current immediate 
supervisor is…1” 

Enlisted (including non-commissioned officers [NCOs]) 
A commissioned officer 
A warrant officer 
A civilian 
Don't know 

IF supervisor is a 
civilian 

“What DoD civilian pay 
plan/category is your immediate 
supervisor?” 

General Schedule (GS)-like pay plan 
(GS/GG/GM/GL/GP/GR) 
Federal Wage System pay plan 
(WG/WS/WL/WD/WK/WU/WA/WO/WN/WQ/WR/XG) 
Senior Executive Service (SES) 
Title 10 tenured or tenure-track faculty 
Title 10 non-tenure-track faculty 
Non-Appropriated Fund (NAF) 
Demonstration/Alternative/Other pay plans 

IF GS Pay scale “What is your immediate 
supervisor's paygrade?” 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 

IF Wage System Pay 
scale 

“What is your immediate 
supervisor's paygrade?” 

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 
19 

IF supervisor is 
Enlisted  

“What paygrade is your immediate 
supervisor?” E-3, E-4, E-5, E-6, E-7, E-8, E-9, E-10 

IF supervisor is 
Commissioned 
Officer 

“What paygrade is your immediate 
supervisor?” O-1, O-2, O-3, O-4, O-5, O-6, O-7, O-8, O-9, O-10 

IF supervisor is 
Warrant Officer 

“What paygrade is your immediate 
supervisor?” W-1, W-2, W-3, W-4, W-5 

If supervisor is Title-
10 

“What is your immediate 
supervisor's position at the Military 
Service Academy?” 

AD-1: Instructor 
AD-3: Assistant Professor 
AD-5: Associate Professor 
AD-7: Professor 
AD-9: Admin Faculty 
AD-11: Supervisory/Professor Dean/Academic Dean 

All Military and 
Civilian 

“Does your unit or organization 
have a senior NCO/senior enlisted 
leader?” 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

MSA 
“What Class year is the first 
[‘cadet’ | ‘midshipmen’] in your 
chain of command?” 

3/C (Second Year) 
2/C (Third Year) 
1/C (Fourth Year) 

1Items in this section also contain the following clause: “If you are not sure, please proceed to the next question.”  Although DEOCS 5.0 
participants can skip any question at any time, we were concerned that participants may drop off at this moment if they did not know these details 
about their immediate supervisor.  This reminder may lead to increased item nonresponse from participants, but we would rather have an item 
nonresponse than a participant breaking off and leaving the survey. 

This information is used for two purposes.  First, it can be helpful for a commander to know 
where leadership risks exist, and if any are specific to levels of leadership in their unit or 
organization (e.g., risk factors endorsed by participants with GS-13 leaders, Service members 
with E-4 supervisors, or MSA participants under 3/C cadets/midshipmen).112  One item is used to 

 
112 Chapter 9 reveals more details on how leadership constructs are reported by leadership level. 
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insert appropriate items into the DEOCS 5.0; for example, a participant must select that they 
have a senior NCO or senior enlisted leader in their unit/organization to receive a section of 
questions to evaluate this leader. 

Immediate Supervisor.  Respondents are then asked to evaluate their immediate supervisor or 
first cadet/midshipman in their chain of command.  All participants should have direct contact 
with their immediate supervisor.  Accordingly, we ask questions in this section that measure this 
direct interaction.  Most source items were written with the same purpose, so little editing was 
needed.  These items are presented in Table 159. 

Table 159.  
Immediate Supervisor Items 

Original Text DEOCS 5.0 Text 

“I have trust and confidence in my supervisor.” 
“I have trust and confidence in [‘my immediate 
supervisor’ | ‘the first cadet in my chain of command’ | 
‘the first midshipman in my chain of command’].” 

“My supervisor listens to what I have to say.” 
“[‘My immediate supervisor’ | ‘The first cadet in my chain 
of command’ | ‘The first midshipman in my chain of 
command’] listens to what I have to say.” 

“My supervisor treats me with respect.” 
“[‘My immediate supervisor’ | ‘The first cadet in my chain 
of command’ | ‘The first midshipman in my chain of 
command’] treats me with respect.” 

“He/She cares about others' personal well-being.” 
“[‘My immediate supervisor’ | ‘The first cadet in my chain 
of command’ | ‘The first midshipman in my chain of 
command’] cares about my personal well-being.”  

“My supervisor provides me with opportunities to 
demonstrate my leadership skills.” 

“[‘My immediate supervisor’ | ‘The first cadet in my chain 
of command’ | ‘The first midshipman in my chain of 
command’] provides me with opportunities to demonstrate 
my leadership skills.” 

“My supervisor provides me with constructive suggestions 
to improve my job performance.” 

“[‘My immediate supervisor’ | ‘The first cadet in my chain 
of command’ | ‘The first midshipman in my chain of 
command’] provides me with constructive suggestions to 
improve my performance.” 

“Supervisors in my work unit support employee 
development.” 

“[‘My immediate supervisor’ | ‘The first cadet in my chain 
of command’ | ‘The first midshipman in my chain of 
command’] supports my career1 development.” 

“I feel comfortable sharing my work difficulties with my 
immediate supervisor.” 
 
“I believe I can use my chain of command/supervision to 
address concerns about discrimination without fear of 
retaliation/reprisal.” 
 
“Retaliation and/or reprisal does not occur when an 
incident or complaint is reported.” 

“If needed, I can go to [‘my immediate supervisor’ | ‘the 
first cadet in my chain of command’ | ‘the first 
midshipman in my chain of command’] to address my 
concerns without fear of reprisal.2” 

“He/She puts others' interests above his/her own.” 

“[‘My immediate supervisor’ | ‘The first cadet in my chain 
of command’ | ‘The first midshipman in my chain of 
command’] puts the interests of subordinates [‘and 
subordinates’ families’]3 above their personal interests.4”    
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Original Text DEOCS 5.0 Text 

“The most destructive supervisor I have experienced… 
Publicly belittles subordinates.” 

“[‘My immediate supervisor’ | ‘The first cadet in my chain 
of command’ | ‘The first midshipman in my chain of 
command’] ridicules subordinates.5”  

“The most destructive supervisor I have experienced…  
Expresses anger at subordinates for unknown reasons.” 

“[‘My immediate supervisor’ | ‘The first cadet in my chain 
of command’ | ‘The first midshipman in my chain of 
command’] has explosive outbursts.6” 

“The most destructive supervisor I have experienced…  
Has a sense of personal entitlement.” 

“[‘My immediate supervisor’ | ‘The first cadet in my chain 
of command’ | ‘The first midshipman in my chain of 
command’] has a sense of personal entitlement.” 

“The most destructive supervisor I have experienced…  
Will only offer assistance to people who can help him/her 
get ahead.” 

“[‘My immediate supervisor’ | ‘The first cadet in my chain 
of command’ | ‘The first midshipman in my chain of 
command’] acts only in the best interest of their own 
advancement.7” 

“My current supervisor will ignore ideas that are contrary 
to his/her own.” 

“[‘My immediate supervisor’ | ‘The first cadet in my chain 
of command’ | ‘The first midshipman in my chain of 
command’] ignores ideas that are contrary to their own.” 

1This question had two additional edits.  First, the term “employee development” felt like it applied more to civilian sectors, whereas “career 
development” was felt to apply to both military and civilian populations.  Second, to fit with other questions in the section that are asked at the 
personal level, the item was revised to as about the participants’ career development, and not supporting all employees’ career development.   
2This item is written to capture what is generally intended by the three source items, but drops the narrow focus on discrimination from one of the 
source items.  Our feeling is that if a participant felt a fear of retaliation based on bringing up discrimination, they would report it in this revised 
question.  Others who fear possible reprisal for bringing up other issues would also report accordingly, producing a better metric on fear of 
reprisal.   
3Stakeholders suggested the addition of “and subordinates’ families” for military and DoD civilian populations. 
4We felt that “others’ interests” was vague and could include a supervisor who puts the needs of their supervisors above the needs of their 
subordinates.  We edited the item to clarify this.   
5We changed the meaning of this question to include any ridicule, not just that which is public.   
6We wanted to capture the “spirit” of the source item, but had concerns with the specific text.  First, we wanted a broader question that didn’t 
focus on subordinates being the target of the anger, but more if anger was frequent regardless of the target.  Also, the part about “unknown 
reasons” was very narrow and would be difficult for a participant to evaluate.  Regardless of whether the reasons are known or unknown, leaders 
shouldn’t have explosive outbursts.   
7Item was rephrased to broaden the item while keeping the original intent.  Rather than focus just on “offering assistance,” the new item focuses 
on any action a leader may engage in where the motivation is their own personal advancement.  This is in line with comments and descriptions 
regarding toxic leadership that we heard during the DEOCS redesign focus groups.   

The section concludes with two MSA-only items, presented in Table 160. 
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Table 160.  
MSA-Only Items 

Original Text DEOCS 5.0 Text 
“Certain students are excessively teased to the point 
where they are unable to defend themselves.” 
 
“Certain students are frequently reminded of small errors 
or mistakes they have made, in an effort to belittle them.” 
 
“Certain students are publicly humiliated in an effort to 
belittle them.” 

“The first [‘cadet’ | ‘midshipman’] in my chain of 
command allows negative behavior to occur.1” 

“If I reported a cadet/midshipman for misconduct, I 
would expect… Negative academic outcomes (e.g., poor 
evaluations, opportunities for leadership would suffer, 
unfair grades).” 

“If I were to report the first [‘cadet’ | ‘midshipman’] in 
my chain of command for misconduct, I would receive 
negative outcomes (for example, poor evaluations or 
opportunities for leadership would suffer).2” 

1The question is a product of combining three questions from the MSA DEOCS into a single item.  The revised question is less specific on the 
types of negative behaviors that occur, but is also more specific in that it identifies the cadet/midshipman as the cause in allowing negative 
behaviors to occur.  We feel this item is more actionable than the previous set of questions.   
2The origin of this item was addressed earlier.  This item appears here because it involves negative impacts from the participant’s 
cadet/midshipman chain of command. 

Because participants generally have the most interaction with their immediate supervisor, the 
DEOCS 5.0 asks an open-ended question specifically about the immediate supervisor: 

• “If you have any additional comments or concerns that you would like to provide 
about [‘your immediate supervisor’ | ‘the first cadet in your chain of command’ | ‘the 
first midshipman in your chain of command’], you may share them here.   

Senior leadership will be able to see what you write but not who wrote it.  Please do 
not include personally identifiable information (for example, stating your name or 
your immediate supervisor’s name).” 

Unit Commanders, Organization Leaders, and Permanent Party Command Teams 

As opposed to the direct contact we assume participants have with their immediate supervisor, 
participants may or may not have direct contact with their commander, organization leader, or 
MSA permanent party command team.  We decided to evaluate these more senior levels of 
leadership on the “Transformational Leadership” and “Passive Leadership” factors because the 
items focus more on broad ways in which the leader(s) shape and direct the mission of the unit or 
organization.  MSA participants are also asked to evaluate their permanent party command team 
on “Transformational Leadership” and “Passive Leadership” in addition to “Leadership 
Support,” “Toxic Leadership,” and a few MSA-only leadership items as well. 

Although some of the source items were originally written at the supervisor level, converting 
these items to use senior leadership phrasing required no additional revisions, with a few 
exceptions, covered in Table 161: 
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Table 161.  
Commander Items 

Factor  Original Text DEOCS 5.0 Text  

Passive Leadership 

“My current supervisor takes early action in 
addressing problems.” 

“[‘My unit’s leader’ | ‘My organization’s 
leader’ | ‘My company/squadron permanent 
party command team’] takes early action in 
addressing problems.”  

“My current supervisor does not6 address 
problems brought to their attention.” 

“[‘My unit’s leader’ | ‘My organization’s 
leader’ | ‘My company/squadron permanent 
party command team’] addresses problems 
when they are brought to their attention.” 

Transformational 
Leadership 

“My team leader…  Communicates a clear and 
positive vision of the future.” 

“[‘My unit’s leader’ | ‘My organization’s 
leader’ | ‘My company/squadron permanent 
party command team’] communicates a clear 
and motivating1 vision of the future.”  

“My team leader…  Is clear about his/her 
values and practices which he/she preaches.2”  

“[‘My unit’s leader’ | ‘My organization’s 
leader’ | ‘My company/squadron permanent 
party command team’] takes actions that are 
consistent with [Service Component]3 
values.” 

“My team leader…  Treats staff4 as 
individuals, supports and encourages their 
development.” 

“[‘My unit’s leader’ | ‘My organization’s 
leader’ | ‘My company/squadron permanent 
party command team’] supports and encourages 
the development of others.”  

“My team leader…  Encourages thinking about 
problems in new ways and questions 
assumptions.” 

“[‘My unit’s leader’ | ‘My organization’s 
leader’ | ‘My company/squadron permanent 
party command team’] encourages their 
subordinates to think about problems in new 
ways.5”  

1The word “positive” was replaced with “motivating” because leaders cannot always frame issues positively, but leaders can motivate. 
2Responding to stakeholder feedback, we edited this question to remove the phrase “practice what he/she preaches” and replaced it with a phrase 
that measures Service-specific values.   
3Individual Service Component names, like “Army” or “Navy,” will be inserted here.   
4The term “staff” didn’t fit the DEOCS survey population and was removed. 
5Question was edited so that it is no longer double-barreled. 
6To keep the question valance consistent with other questions in the section, we removed the word “not” from the item.   

MSA cadet and midshipmen are asked to evaluate their permanent party command team on 
additional factors (“Leadership Support” and “Toxic Leadership”), as well as a few MSA-only 
leadership items that they also rated their immediate supervisors on.  These questions are worded 
exactly the same, except for the switch in leadership phrasing.  For example: 

• MSA item on first cadet/midshipmen in the chain of command: 

– “I have trust and confidence in [‘the first cadet in my chain of command’ | ‘the 
first midshipman in my chain of command’].” 

• MSA item on permanent party command team: 

– “I have trust and confidence in my [‘company’ | ‘squadron’] permanent party 
command team. 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

288 DEOCS 5.0 Survey Instrument Development 
 

As discussed earlier, one MSA-only question was also added to this section: 

• “If I were to report someone in my [‘company’ | ‘squadron’] permanent party 
command team for misconduct, I would receive negative outcomes (for example, 
poor evaluations, decreased opportunities for leadership, become the center of gossip 
or rumors, ignored, or bullied).”113 

Senior NCO/SEL 

DEOCS 5.0 participants are asked if their unit or organization has a senior NCO or senior 
enlisted leader.  If so, participants are presented items to rate this level of leadership on 
“Transformational Leadership,” “Passive Leadership,” and “Toxic Leadership.”  This level of 
leadership was not explicitly covered in prior versions of the DEOCS, and is not often the focus 
of survey questions on DoD surveys.  However, feedback from Service members and 
stakeholders as well as emerging research have highlighted the crucial role of the unit’s senior 
NCO in setting the tone for the unit, particularly with respect to climate issues.  Thus, we aimed 
to capture various aspects of senior NCO leadership on the new DEOCS in order to provide 
actionable data for units.  We’ve covered edits to the “Transformational Leadership,” “Passive 
Leadership,” and “Toxic Leadership” items in the previous sections, and the only difference in 
these items in this section are changes in phrasing that specify the level of leadership the 
question is measuring.  For example: 

DEOCS 5.0: 

• “My unit’s leader takes early action in addressing problems.” 

• “My unit’s senior NCO/senior enlisted leader takes early action in addressing 
problems.” 

Open-Ended Leadership Feedback 

We are aware that many individuals in the DEOCS population interact with more leaders than 
we can ask about on the DEOCS.  This question provides a space for participants to say more 
about their leadership previously covered (including NCO and senior enlisted advisors) as well 
as anyone else that they interact with in a command or leadership role.  After participants fill out 
the section on their unit commander, organization leader, MSA permanent party command team, 
and if applicable, their senior NCO or senior enlisted leader, they are asked another open-ended 
question: 

• “To improve leadership in your [‘unit’ | ‘organization’ | ‘Military Service Academy’], 
it is important for us to know how your leadership interacts with you and impacts 
your life.  If you have any comments or concerns that you would like to provide about 

 
113 As noted earlier, this item was sourced from an MSA DEOCS question with unique reporting options: “If I 
reported a cadet/midshipman for misconduct, I would expect: Negative academic outcomes (e.g., poor evaluations, 
opportunities for leadership would suffer, unfair grades).”  The new item focuses on reprisal a cadet or midshipman 
would expect to face if they reported the misconduct of their leadership.   
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any person in a leadership role that you may interact with either in or outside of your 
chain of command, please share them here.   

Senior leadership will be able to see what you write but not who wrote it.  Please do 
not include personally identifiable information.” 

Section IV.  Behaviors and Personal Experiences 

Whenever possible, personal and sensitive questions should always appear near the end of a 
survey (Dillman et al., 2014).  This way, if sensitive or personal items trigger a desire to break 
off from the survey, then some participants may feel indebted to the survey task because they 
have answered many questions already, and decide to finish.  Others who do break off, however, 
will have already met the criteria to be considered a complete survey.  Chapter 9 has DEOCS 
completion rules.   

We believed the items on “Stress,” “Connectedness,” “Alcohol Misuse,” and the “Safe Storage 
of Lethal Means” (Table 162) belonged near the end of the DEOCS.  Although the questions in 
the problematic behaviors section may also be seen as sensitive and personal, these questions are 
related to work experiences initiated or perpetrated by others and are not about the participant’s 
own emotional state and private behaviors.  The majority of the DEOCS 5.0 covers what 
happens to a participant at work.  Placing these personal items earlier would set the wrong tone 
for the survey, because most items are not asked at this same personal level.  Thus, placing these 
items later in the survey made the most sense. 

Table 162.  
Behavior and Personal Experience Items 

Factors Original Text DEOCS 5.0 Text 
Alcohol 
Impairing 
Memory 

“During the past 12 months, how often have you 
been unable to remember what happened the 
night before because you had been drinking?” 

“During the past 12 months, how often have you 
been unable to remember what happened the 
night before because you had been drinking?” 

Alcohol1  
MSA-Only 

“From what you have personally witnessed or 
experienced while attending the Academy:  Peer 
pressure makes me drink more than I would 
otherwise.” 

“At the Academy, peer pressure makes me drink 
more than I would otherwise.” 

“From what you have personally witnessed or 
experienced while attending the Academy: 
Unauthorized drinking is condoned by my 
sponsor” 

“At the Academy, unauthorized drinking is 
condoned by my sponsor.” 

“To what extent does your permanent party 
leadership enforce the Academy's alcohol use 
policy?” 

“My permanent party leadership enforces the 
Academy's alcohol use policy.” 

“To what extent does your Cadet/Midshipman 
leadership enforce the Academy's alcohol use 
policy?” 

“My [‘cadet’ | ‘midshipman’] leadership enforces 
the Academy's alcohol use policy.” 

“If you felt you needed help to control your 
drinking, how comfortable would you be seeking 
help from on-campus resources?” 

“If I needed help to control my drinking, I would 
feel comfortable seeking help from on-campus 
resources.” 
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Binge Drinking 
“How often do you have four or more drinks (if 
you are a woman) or five or more drinks (if you 
are a man) on one occasion?” 

“How often do you have four or more drinks (if 
you are a woman) or five or more drinks (if you 
are a man) on one occasion?” 

Connectedness 

“These days, I feel like I belong.” “These days, I feel like I belong.” 
“These days, I feel that there are people I can turn 
to in times of need.” 

“These days, I feel that there are people I can turn 
to in times of need.” 

“These days, I think I make things worse for the 
people in my life.” 

“These days, I think I make things worse for the 
people in my life.” 

“My future seems dark to me.” “My future seems dark to me.” 

Safe Storage 
for Lethal 
Means 

NA2  

“In general, the hazards in my living space that 
may be deliberately or accidentally used to harm 
others or myself, such as poisons, medications, 
and firearms, are safely stored (for example, 
locked in a cabinet, unloaded).” 

Stress 

“In the past month, how often have you felt 
nervous or stressed?” 

“In the past month, how often have you felt 
nervous or stressed?” 

“In the past month, how often have you felt that 
you were unable to control the important things 
in your life?” 

“In the past month, how often have you felt that 
you were unable to control the important things 
in your life?”  

“In the past month, how often have you been 
angered because of things that were outside of 
your control?  “ 

“In the past month, how often have you been 
angered because of things that were outside of 
your control?” 

“In the past month, how often have you found 
that you could not cope with all of the things you 
had to do?  “ 

“In the past month, how often have you found 
that you could not cope with all of the things you 
had to do?” 

1These items were originally measured on the scale (Not at all, Slight extent, Moderate extent, Great extent, Don't know/Not applicable) and were 
converted to the standardized 5-point agree/disagree scale. 
2This item does not have a source, as we wrote the item to meet stakeholder needs.    

The “Stress,” “Connectedness,” and MSA-only Alcohol items are used verbatim, or nearly 
verbatim, from their original sources.  The “Alcohol Impacting Memory” and “Binge Drinking” 
items measured on the DEOCS 5.0 are adapted from the widely used Alcohol Use Disorders 
Identification scale (Higgins-Biddle & Babor, 2018; Saunders et al., 1993).  The “Safe Storage of 
Lethal Means” item is a new one that was written based on existing literature and is intended as a 
predictor of attempted and completed suicide.  Stakeholders wanted to add an item to the 
DEOCS to track this important risk factor.  No source item exists for this single-item measure, 
but in consultation with DEOCS stakeholders in the Defense Suicide Prevention Office (DSPO), 
we wrote this item and measured on an adapted frequency scale.  “All Other Scales” within 
“Selecting and Standardizing Response Scales” in this chapter has more details on the response 
options. 

This section concludes with one final open-ended item: 

• We want to know what is important to you.  If you choose, you may use the space 
below to add any other comments or concerns you may have regarding any topic 
covered or not covered in this survey.  Feel free to add anything else you want to say.  
Senior leadership will be able to see what you write but not who wrote it.  Please do 
not include personally identifiable information (for example, details from a specific 
event that only you would know). 
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Each open-ended question in the DEOCS 5.0 contains motivating messages that have been 
shown to increase response rates to and engagement with open-ended questions (Smyth et 
al.,2009).  However, some methodologists caution that motivational messaging is most effective 
when used less frequently (Oudejans & Christian, 2011).  Because this is the final open-ended 
question on the DEOCS 5.0, this question contains additional and unique motivational appeals to 
respond: “We want to know what is important to you” and “Feel free to add anything else you 
want to say.” 

Section V. Demographics 

Aside from a few logistic questions asked early in the DEOCS 5.0 that were necessary for 
inserting proper questions and text into the survey instrument, all other demographic questions 
appear in the final section.  Each demographic question requires a unique response scale and 
were written to meet DoD and Office of Management and Budget (OMB) guidelines (Table 
163).   
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Table 163.  
DEOCS Demographics 
Topic Participant  Item Text Response Options 

Hispanic 
Origin All “Are you Spanish, Hispanic, or 

Latino? 

No, not Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino 
Yes, Mexican, Mexican-American, Chicano, 
Puerto Rican, Cuban, or other Spanish, Hispanic, 
or Latino 

Race All 

“What is your race?  
Mark one or more races to indicate 
what race you consider yourself to 
be.” 

White 
Black or African American 
American Indian or Alaska Native 
Asian (for example, Asian Indian, Chinese, 
Filipino, Japanese, Korean, or Vietnamese) 
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander (for 
example, Samoan, Guamanian or Chamorro) 

Sex All “Are you?” Male 
Female 

Officer Status Military “You are…” 

Enlisted (including non-commissioned officers 
[NCOs]) 
commissioned officer 
A warrant officer 

Pay Grade 

If enlisted “What is your paygrade?” E-1, E-2, E-3, E-4, E-5, E-6, E-7, E-8, E-9, E-10 
If commissioned 
officer “What is your paygrade?” O-1, O-2, O-3, O-4, O-5, O-6, O-7, O-8, O-9, O-

10 
If warrant officer “What is your paygrade?” W-1, W-2, W-3, W-4, W-5 

Service Military “What branch of Service are you 
in?” 

Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, Space 
Force, Coast Guard 

Pay Plan 

Civilian “What is current pay 
plan/category?” 

General Schedule (GS)-like pay plan 
(GS/GG/GM/GL/GP/GR) 
Federal Wage System pay plan 
(WG/WS/WL/WD/WK/WU/WA/WO/WN/WQ/WR/
XG) 
Senior Executive Service (SES) 
Title 10 tenured or tenure-track faculty 
Title 10 non-tenure-track faculty 
Non-Appropriated Fund (NAF) 
Demonstration/Alternative/Other pay plans 

IF GS “What is your paygrade?” 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 

If Wage System “What is your paygrade?” 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 
17, 18, 19 

If Title 10 “What is your position at the 
Military Service Academy?” 

AD-1: Instructor, AD-3: Assistant Professor, AD-
5: Associate Professor, AD-7: Professor, AD-9: 
Admin Faculty, AD-11: Supervisory/Professor 
Dean/Academic Dean 

Supervisor All 

“Are you a supervisor? 
To be a supervisor, you must have 
at least one subordinate who 
directly reports to you.” 

No 
Yes 

Athletics MSA “Are you a member of an 
intercollegiate athletic team?” 

No 
Yes 
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This concludes the core DEOCS 5.0.114  Respondents will see a thank you message and a button 
to complete their survey.  

Discussion 

Our goal in redesigning the DEOCS instrument was to create a data-driven, user-friendly survey 
instrument that would give leaders and commanders actionable information to improve their 
units and organizations.  In this chapter, we outlined our efforts to write the final DEOCS 
instrument, starting with items scientifically selected for inclusion in the DEOCS to provide 
information on 19 protective and risk factors.  Coming from over 20 disparate sources, these 
items were not designed to work together in a single survey instrument.  To ensure proper 
measurement of all items and to reduce burden on participants, this chapter outlined the process 
we followed to edit and standardize items selected for inclusion in the DEOCS 5.0, as well as all 
other questions (such as demographics) that we needed to add to the DEOCS to construct a 
complete survey instrument.   

The scientific validity of each item is covered in previous chapters (Chapter 6; Chapter 7), and 
we believe our edits maintain or enhance the ability of each item to produce valid, data-driven 
information for leaders and commanders.  By standardizing item text and response options, we 
are able to present information to leadership in easy-to-read data visualizations, making insights 
from the DEOCS immediately digestible and actionable.   

Most importantly, our efforts covered in this chapter reduce the burden of taking a DEOCS on 
participants.  Survey burden can be summarized as, “the product of an interaction between the 
nature of the task and the way it is perceived by the participant” (Bradburn, 1978).  This can be 
difficult to calculate.  We are confident that our efforts to simplify language and use the 
capabilities of the DEOCS web-instrument to insert participant-specific language creates a more 
user-friendly survey for all participants.   

Although the impact of these changes may be difficult to quantify, some metrics of survey 
burden are more empirical.  The most common metric of survey burden is survey length, 
measured either in number of questions, number of decision points, or the time it takes to 
complete a survey.  A plurality of studies suggest that shorter surveys have increased response 
rates compared to lengthier surveys (Heberlein & Baumgartner, 1978; Yammarino et al., 1991; 
Burchell & Marsh, 1992; Dillman, 2000; Galesic, 2006; Galesic & Bosnjak, 2009; Rolstad et al., 
2011) and produce lower rates of drop-offs and item nonresponse.  (Dillman et al., 2014).  Some 
studies show that a majority of survey participants perceive shorter surveys as being less 
burdensome (Fricker et al., 2012; Yu et al., 2015; Fricker et al., 2011; Fricker et al.,2014).   

Unfortunately, there is no simple answer, or magic number of questions, for a survey.  The 
guidance on survey length has been, and remains today, that surveys need to be as long as they 

 
114 After the core DEOCS is complete, some participants will be provided an opportunity to answer up to 10 Service-
specific items selected by their Service (e.g., Service members from the Army may see up to 10 items selected by 
the Army), and up to 10 agree/disagree and five open-ended items selected by their commander from a list of 
optional items (Chapter 5), and also participate in additional items for improvement and research purposes (Chapter 
3). 
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need to be to answer research questions while not being “overly long”115 (Blumberg et al., 1974).  
This adds a wrinkle to the “shorter is better” logic.  A short, 10-item survey sounds ideal, but if 
the short survey does not achieve its goal, or is seen as frivolous or unnecessary by participants, 
it will be viewed as annoying and burdensome to participants.  In contrast, a 50-item survey may 
be longer, but if the survey asks interesting question, answers important research questions, and 
is used to benefit participants in meaningful ways, it may be seen as less burdensome than a 
much shorter survey task.  Thus, survey length is not the only factor in assessing participant 
burden (Dillman et al., 1993; Tortora, 2017).  In short, the perceived quality of the survey 
matters as much as its empirical quantity.  By using scientifically verified questions and 
employing thoughtful survey methodology practices and design principles, we believe leaders 
who use DEOCS data as well as participants will perceive the DEOCS 5.0 as a high-quality 
survey.   

Another driver of survey burden is survey invasiveness or sensitivity, as a survey that asks 
difficult or sensitive questions may result in fewer responses or increased drop-offs compared to 
a longer but less sensitive or invasive survey (Tourangeau & Yan, 2007; Robins et al., 2016; 
Kaplan & Fricker, 2017).  Any survey useful to commanders will ask about sensitive and 
difficult topics.  The DEOCS 5.0 is no different, as it measures nine risk factors that may contain 
items that are seen as sensitive or personal by some participants.  The DEOCS 5.0 thus asks 
sensitive questions when necessary, but also uses items scientifically verified to provide 
information on multiple STO, meaning that each sensitive item provides more meaningful 
information to commanders and leaders.  Moreover, Service members have said the sensitive 
topics covered on the DEOCS 5.0 are important to include, which suggests that Service members 
are eager to provide this feedback to their leadership.   

All of that being said, survey length is still a factor in survey burden.  Our goal was not only to 
reduce the complexity and difficulty of the DEOCS, but to reduce the number of items on the 
DEOCS while providing leaders with more information.  We accomplished this goal.  In an 
“apples to apples” comparison of the number of items on each survey,116 the DEOCS 4.1 asks 
participants between 94 and 102 items, depending on skip patterns.  At most, a DEOCS 5.0 
participant would respond to 97 items, and this is a rare (likely non-existent) situation of a 
participant in a military unit having both a senior NCO/SEL as well as a civilian supervisor while 
also working as a faculty member at an MSA.  The vast majority of military and civilian DEOCS 
participants will receive between 84 and 95 items,117 for roughly a 10% reduction in the number 
of items asked.  Although both the previous MSA DEOCS and the DEOCS 5.0 that MSA cadets 
and midshipmen will see are longer than the military and civilian versions of the survey, this 
population will also experience a reduction in total items asked.   

 
115 There isn’t a clear, agreed-upon way to know when a survey hits the breaking point of being “overly long.”  The 
exact meaning of “overly long” was not defined in 1974, and little progress has been made since.   
116 As shown in Figure , the DEOCS 4.1 (and many OPA) surveys use complex grid-style questions that are 
numbered as a single item, but functionally ask multiple items.  The DEOCS 5.0 replaced this format with single 
items.  So on the surface, looking at “the number of questions on the survey,” it would appear that the DEOCS 5.0 
asks more questions than the DEOCS 4.1.  It does not. 
117 This is driven largely by whether or not the participant has a senior NCO or senior enlisted leader, which triggers 
an extra section of questions. 
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Another metric that we can use to compare the two DEOCS instruments is the number of 
decision points presented to participants.  As mentioned in this chapter, the DEOCS 4.1 asked 
items using a 7-point agree/disagree scale with response options of Strongly Agree, Agree, 
Slightly Agree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Slightly Disagree, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree.  
The gradation provided by this response scale was not seen as useful to data users, and we 
converted all to use a shorter, 5-point agree/disagree scale that drops the Slightly Agree and 
Slightly Disagree options.  Reducing the scale from 7 to 5 points can reduce cognitive burden on 
participants because participants no longer have to tease out in their mind where they fall on a 7-
point scale, but on a 5-point scale.  This functionally reduces the number of decisions 
participants must make.  We also developed a 4-point (rather than 5-point) frequency scale that 
removes the confusion of a non-neutral midpoint and provides more consistent semantic 
difference between response options.  These changes, along with others to standardize items and 
response scales, results in the DEOCS 5.0 having 30% fewer decision points for participants 
compared to the DEOCS 4.1, which can reduce the cognitive task of responding to DEOCS 5.0 
survey items.118  

In total, we are confident that the DEOCS 5.0 is an improved survey instrument.  It is data 
driven, participant friendly, and actionable for leaders and commanders.  The next chapter 
discusses how the data collected via the DEOCS 5.0 are analyzed for commanders and the ways 
the new DEOCS reporting platform displays the results of the survey to administrators and 
commanders, highlighting many of the enhancements and updates already underway in 
developing the unit commander’s dashboard.  

 

 
118 Note that the DEOCS 5.0 is also designed with future improvement in mind.  One of these improvements is to 
use available administrative data to remove the need to ask some, or all, demographic questions.  This added feature 
may reduce the number of items presented to participants by approximately another 10%, and also significantly 
reduce the number of decision points that participants are asked to process and consider.   
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Chapter 9:  
DEOCS Analysis and Reporting 

Dr. Rachel Clare, Dr. Abigail Moore, Dr. Jonathan Schreiner, David McGrath, Dr. Ashlea 
Klahr, Dr. Austin Lawhead, Dr. Julia Dahl, Kimberly Hylton 

When a Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) is complete and the survey window 
closes, the DEOCS back-end computer system compiles and analyzes the survey responses via a 
fully automated process.  The DEOCS computer system then makes results available to the 
survey administrator, unit commander, and the unit commander’s supervisor simultaneously, 
within 72 hours after the survey closes.  Historically, analyses were also fully automated, and 
results were provided in the form of an auto-generated PDF report that the survey administrator 
could download from the DEOCS site.  Appendix K has an example of a legacy DEOCS 4.1 
report.  However, feedback from focus groups (Chapter 2) and conversations with stakeholders 
(Chapter 4) highlighted a need for providing results in an easily digestible and more 
customizable format.  Moreover, in response to a 2019 Secretary of Defense memorandum 
directing the development of new climate tools, and the resulting DEOCS Redesign Plan of 
Action and Milestones (POAM) the Office of People Analytics (OPA) designed and launched an 
interactive online dashboard that displays unit DEOCS results (refer to DEOCS Redesign Action 
Area 3 and Chapter 1 for more details on the Memorandum and POAM). 

Construction and enhancement of the dashboard is ongoing, but OPA made a beta version 
available for DoD-wide use on July 29, 2020, displaying results from DEOCS 4.1.  An updated 
version launched on January 4, 2021, displaying results from DEOCS 5.0.  When complete, the 
dashboard will include (1) dynamic ways of viewing, segmenting, and comparing unit-level 
climate metrics; (2) interpretation of findings into implications that clearly identify how 
command climate issues identified in a DEOCS translate into risk and protection for strategic 
target outcomes (STO); and (3) easy accessibility to resources to address any areas of concern 
identified in a DEOCS.  The beta version of the dashboard presents most of the same information 
that was previously available in the legacy PDF reports (with some exceptions, described further 
in this chapter), and allows users to download the information into a PDF report if desired.  

Although the dashboard represents the most substantial change to the way DEOCS results are 
reported, updates were also made to the way data are analyzed and presented in comparison to 
the previous PDF reports.  Some of these changes are the consequence of the redesigned survey 
content, which required new visualizations for the new risk and protective factors.  Other 
changes are in response to previous evaluations of the DEOCS that highlighted concerns with 
some of the analytic methodologies used in DEOCS 4.1 reports (Alley et al., 2018).  Still other 
changes were made to align DEOCS methods with OPA’s usual survey standards and practices, 
and to comply with requirements of various survey approval authorities (i.e., Human Research 
Protections Program [HRPP], Office of the Secretary of Defense [OSD]/DoD Privacy Office, 
OPA Disclosure Review Board, etc.). 

The following chapter describes the process for analyzing and reporting DEOCS survey results.  
Chapter 5 contains more information on the survey administration process.  The focus of the 
current chapter is on the analysis and reporting of DEOCS data of individual units/organizations 
provided directly to the same unit/organization.  DEOCS data can, and increasingly are, 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

298 DEOCS Analysis and Reporting 
 

leveraged for purposes beyond individual unit survey reporting.119  Those efforts are beyond the 
scope of the current DEOCS Redesign Phase 1 report and will be described in any resulting 
reports for those specific efforts.    

The current chapter begins with an overview of the specific goals for the redesign of the DEOCS 
reporting, with a particular focus on the new dashboard.  We will then provide a description of 
the statistical methods used to calculate unit DEOCS results, and then turn to an in-depth 
discussion of how these results are presented via the DEOCS dashboard. 

Goals for Action Area 3: Unit Commander DEOCS Dashboard 

As with the previous two action areas, the goals for the third action area of the DEOCS redesign, 
the Unit Commander Dashboard, correspond to the three overarching redesign principles by 
ensuring that DEOCS results are (1) accurate and data driven, (2) user friendly, and (3) 
actionable.  In general, our reporting redesign efforts aimed to increase trust in and reliance on 
DEOCS results, help users easily understand their results, focus limited time and resources on 
the most important survey results, and ultimately guide actions to address identified issues.  
These goals have informed the initial beta dashboard development, changes made to how results 
are analyzed and reported, and are critical for informing future planned enhancements.120   

Accurate and Data Driven 

The way that DEOCS data are analyzed and reported can lead to different conclusions about the 
health of a unit’s climate.  Seemingly small decisions like how to average the items in a factor 
score, how to define a comparison group, and how the severity of results are communicated can 
have major impacts on the ultimate success of the DEOCS as a tool for commanders.  All of 
OPA’s decisions regarding how to analyze and report DEOCS data were motivated by a need to 
communicate accurate and data-driven results.  Ensuring that our methods are valid and reliable 
will allow users to have more confidence in acting upon survey results.  In this first phase of the 
redesign, OPA instituted new processes that will improve data quality, allow for more robust 
analyses, and improve methods going forward.  However, while we implement these processes, 
we have suspended some functions that were previously available in DEOCS 4.1 reports.  Our 
intention is to bring back most of these functions in new and better forms in the next phase of the 
redesign.  

 
119 For example, DEOCS data are available for approved research purposes within the Army Analytics Group 
Person-Event Data Environment (PDE), and several Services currently have efforts underway leveraging these data.  
OPA is also leveraging DEOCS data in support of several active research efforts in support of various OSD 
components. 
120 Future enhancements to the DEOCS dashboard depend on the availability of resources.  As of the writing of this 
report, no resources have been procured in support of the DEOCS dashboard.  However, a request for resources is 
under review. 
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OPA understands that DEOCS users are busy and that the amount of information contained in a 
DEOCS report can be overwhelming.  In our information-gathering efforts (Chapter 2; Chapter 
3; Chapter 4), we repeatedly heard the need for easy ways to interpret DEOCS results; users 
want to be able to quickly identify where the unit is doing well and where the unit could 
improve.  OPA believes that these decisions on what represents a “good” or “bad” score should 
be data driven.  The risk of not having data-driven interpretations is that users may not be able to 
identify and act upon serious issues that would have otherwise been uncovered.  For example, 
the recent investigative report at Fort Hood found that a different threshold for what constitutes a 
score “in the red” may have better alerted leaders to issues related to sexual assault and sexual 
harassment at the base (Department of Defense, 2020b).  However, rather than setting another 
arbitrary threshold for severity, OPA believes that any interpretation aids should be data driven.  
Two objectives aim to improve the ability to quickly and accurately interpret DEOCS results. 

First, we aim to provide the ability to compare DEOCS scores across units in order to provide 
norms and help commands understand the severity of DEOCS ratings in comparison to others 
(particularly in their Service), and to track progress over time.  These comparisons are not 
currently available, but in the future, could include the ability to compare a unit’s results year to 
year and compare one unit’s results to similar units (such as by work function; e.g., “vs. other 
combat units” or Service; “vs. other Army units”).  Additionally, this could include the ability to 
examine the impact of a commander by comparing a single unit’s results under different 
commanders or multiple units’ results under the same commander.121 

Second, as described in Chapter 6, the DEOCS is not intended to measure the prevalence of 
STOs, such as sexual assault or racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination, but rather, to measure 
climate factors that increase or decrease the likelihood of the STOs (i.e., precursors or “leading 
indicators”).  However, situating factor scores in relation to a unit’s likelihood of experiencing an 
STO will help users interpret their DEOCS results.  Future additional analysis could allow us to 
develop data-driven benchmarks indicating the level of severity at which a DEOCS rating puts a 
unit at increased risk for an STO (e.g., “this unit’s ‘Connectedness’ score suggests a 2.5x 
increased likelihood of risk for suicide”).  Similarly, we could develop models that combine 
several factor ratings to present the total risk for a unit to experience an STO (e.g., “scores across 
all factors for this unit suggest members in the unit are less likely to experience sexual assault 
compared to similar units, but are more likely to have reduced retention”).  These increased 
analytic capabilities would help commanders understand where to focus their energy to most 
effectively improve command climate and provide senior leaders with more substantiated 
methods of conducting oversight of command climate and identifying localized climate problems 
for targeted prevention. 

User Friendly 

The DEOCS is a rich source of data, and both unit-level stakeholders and senior leaders have 
expressed a need for more ways to view and analyze DEOCS data.  Focus groups participants 
noted that the previous DEOCS 4.1 results were long and unwieldy.  In response to these needs, 

 
121 These comparisons rely on the ability to make accurate statistical comparisons between unit surveys, and in some 
cases rely on the ability to create accurate aggregations (e.g., Service overall) to serve as a comparison point.  The 
challenges associated with comparisons and aggregations are discussed in further detail in the “Aggregations and 
Comparisons” section later in this chapter. 
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OPA identified several objectives related to improving data insights that the dashboard seeks to 
meet in its final end state.  First, OPA aims to provide survey administrators and commanders 
with greater ability to segment their survey results (i.e., “slice and dice”) in dynamic and 
customizable ways through the interactive dashboard.  In this sense, a dashboard can help “bring 
data to life” and allow users to develop a better understanding of their survey results.  Second, to 
provide senior leaders a global view of the DoD climate, we also aim to create methods of 
aggregating multiple units’ results and providing the level of view and customization that senior 
leaders require. 

Actionable 

Ultimately, the DEOCS is a tool for commanders to improve their command climate.  To do so, 
it is important that the results be actionable—meaning the results should be clear enough that 
commanders have specific actions they can implement to improve command climate that are 
based on their survey results (i.e., “data-driven recommendations”).  To this end, we aim to make 
action planning easier by providing easily accessible, directly relevant resources describing 
recommended actions for each factor rating, in partnership with relevant OSD policy offices and 
the Services.  These recommendations and resources could be further customized to the unique 
characteristics of the unit (e.g., resources designed for combat units, resources designed for 
primarily civilian organizations, resources designed for units returning from a deployment) 
and/or the unique configuration of factor scores on the DEOCS that leverage a unit’s strengths in 
order to address their challenges (e.g., units with high “Cohesion” but also high “Workplace 
Hostility”).  Significant research is needed to develop these sorts of data-driven 
recommendations and customized, evidence-based interventions, but this localized and 
contextualized approach also has the potential to be highly impactful in ultimately fostering 
healthy unit climates. 

The goals described here guide both the statistical methods (described next) and the new 
dashboard (described later in this chapter).  

Statistical Methods 

The following sections describe in detail the statistical methods used to analyze unit-level 
DEOCS responses and generate results for commanders. 

Eligible Respondents 

All DEOCS scores are calculated and reported for eligible participants.  To be considered an 
eligible participant on the DEOCS, a participant must complete at least 50% of the 71 base 
questions on the DEOCS.122  Responses are included in reports based on this criterion regardless 
of whether the participant clicks the final submit button.  After submitting their survey, 
participants have the option to ask for their responses to be withdrawn by contacting the DEOCS 

 
122 Base questions are the questions that are asked of all DEOCS participants regardless of their group membership 
or skip patterns based on prior question responses.  For example, questions that are asked only of MSA students are 
not considered base questions. 
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help desk before the survey closes.  In those cases, the withdrawn response is not counted as an 
eligible participant.  

DEOCS participants can choose not to answer individual survey questions.  OPA does not 
impute values for these participants but instead leaves these responses as missing and the 
participant does not contribute to the reported estimate for that question.  Because missing data 
rates for the DEOCS are relatively low (ranging from 1% to 8% per unit/organization), no 
imputation methods are conducted.  Missing demographic data are not imputed using 
administrative data because administrative data do not currently exist for most participants. 

Response Rates 

Response rates for unit surveys are calculated based on eligible participants as defined above.  
The response rate for the overall unit, or a subgroup, is the number of eligible survey responses 
divided by total number of registered participants included on the roster.  It was possible in the 
legacy log in condition for the response rate to exceed 100% if more people take the survey than 
were included in the roster.  This is not possible in the secure log in condition.123 

Response rates for demographic groups are not shown because the OPA Disclosure Review 
Board determined that the information presented too great of a risk for members of small 
demographic groups, who may be unfairly targeted for a response rate that is disproportionate to 
their prevalence in the unit. 

Generalizability 

DEOCS unit-level survey results are unweighted.  This means the results are not representative 
nor generalizable to the entire unit, but rather represent only those who chose to complete the 
survey, and should be interpreted with caution.  Failure to apply statistical weighting is 
consistent with the legacy survey since its inception.  However, weighting is an industry-
standard survey best practice that increases the accuracy and reliability of survey findings.  The 
“Discussion” section later in this chapter has additional discussion on the topic of weighting the 
DEOCS.  

Calculation of Factor Scores 

The creation of a factor score depends on whether it was created from a single question or 
multiple questions, as well as the response option scale.  Each type of factor is discussed 
separately below.  For all factors, response options are collapsed to create fewer reporting 
categories for the purpose of the topline DEOCS dashboard metrics, though results for the full 
set of response options are also available within the dashboard.  Table 164 summarizes the name 
of each factor, the number of DEOCS questions used to create factor ratings, response options, 
and names of the favorable, neutral, and unfavorable ratings for each factor. 

 
123 For more information on the differences between the secure and legacy log in methods read Chapter 5. 
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Table 164.  
Grouped Response Options for DEOCS 5.0 Factors 
Factor Number 

of 
Questions 

Favorable Neutral Unfavorable 

  Name Responses Name Responses Name Responses 
Multi-Item Factors 
Cohesion 2 Cohesive 

Organization 
“Strongly 
Agree” 
“Agree” 

Neutral “Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree” 

Non-Cohesive 
Organization 

“Strongly 
Disagree” 
“Disagree” 

Engagement & 
Commitment 

4 Engaged & 
Committed 

“Strongly 
Agree” 
“Agree” 

Neutral “Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree” 

Not Engaged 
& Committed 

“Strongly 
Disagree” 
“Disagree” 

Fairness 2 Fair Treatment “Strongly 
Agree” 
“Agree” 

Neutral “Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree” 

Unfair 
Treatment 

“Strongly 
Disagree” 
“Disagree” 

Inclusion 6 Inclusive 
Organization 

“Strongly 
Agree” 
“Agree” 

Neutral “Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree” 

Non-Inclusive 
Organization 

“Strongly 
Disagree” 
“Disagree” 

Leadership 
Support 

9 Supportive 
Leadership 

“Strongly 
Agree” 
“Agree” 

Neutral “Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree” 

Non-
Supportive 
Leadership 

“Strongly 
Disagree” 
“Disagree” 

Transformational 
Leadership 

4 Transformation
al Leadership 

“Strongly 
Agree” 
“Agree” 

Neutral “Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree” 

Non-
transformation
al Leadership 

“Strongly 
Disagree” 
“Disagree” 

Passive 
Leadership 

2 Non-passive 
leadership 

“Strongly 
Agree” 
“Agree” 

Neutral “Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree” 

Passive 
Leadership 

“Strongly 
Disagree” 
“Disagree” 

Toxic 
Leadership 

2 Non-toxic 
leadership 

“Strongly 
Agree” 
“Agree” 

Neutral “Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree” 

Toxic 
Leadership 

“Strongly 
Disagree” 
“Disagree” 

Connectedness 4  High 
Connectedness 

Items 1 and 
2: 
“Strongly 
Agree” 
“Agree” 
Items 3 and 
4: 
“Strongly 
Disagree” 
“Disagree” 

Neutral “Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree” 

Low 
Connectedness 

Items 1 and 
2: “Strongly 
Disagree” 
“Disagree” 
Items 3 and 
4: 
“Strongly 
Agree” 
“Agree” 

Morale 2 High Morale “Very 
High” 
“High” 

Moderate “Moderate” Low Morale “Low” 
“Very Low” 

Stress 4 Low Stress “Never” 
“Rarely” 

N/A N/A Moderate/Hig
h Stress 

“Sometimes” 
“Often” 

Single-Item Factors 
Work-Life 
Balance 

1 Work-Life 
Balance 

“Strongly 
Agree” 
“Agree” 

Neutral “Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree” 

Lack of Work-
Life Balance 

“Strongly 
Disagree” 
“Disagree” 

Safe Storage for 
Lethal Means 

1 Usually Safely 
Stored 

“Always” 
“Often” 

Sometimes 
Safely Stored 

“Rarely” 
“Sometimes” 

Never Safely 
Stored 

“Never” 
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Multi-Item Factors 

Many of the protective and risk factors are created by aggregating responses to multiple 
questions.  Many of these have response options on a 5-point strongly agree to strongly disagree 
Likert scale, as shown in Table 165 below, using the protective factor “Cohesion” as an example.  
For these factors, the percentage of favorable and unfavorable responses are created by averaging 
across response options and items. 

Table 165.  
Multi-Item Factor Scoring Example 

Cohesion Item Text Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neither Agree 

nor Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree Total 

The people I work with 
work well as a team. 4% (1) 16% (4) 4% (1) 32% (8) 44% (11) 100% (25) 

The people I work with trust 
each other. 4% (1) 21% (5) 8% (2) 21% (5) 46% (11) 100% (24) 

 

Non-Cohesive 
Organization Neutral Cohesive Organization Total responses 

49 
(1+4+1+5) / 49 =  
 
22% 

(1+2) / 49 = 
 
6% 

(8+11+5+11) / 49 = 
 
71% 

 

Note.  Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 

Binge Drinking 1 No Binge 
Drinking 

“Never” Some Binge 
Drinking 

“Less than 
Monthly” 
“Monthly” 

Frequent 
Binge 
Drinking 

“Weekly” 
“Daily” 

Alcohol 
Impairing 
Memory 

1 No Memory 
Loss due to 
Alcohol 

“Never” Some 
Memory Loss 
due to 
Alcohol 

“Less than 
Monthly” 
“Monthly” 

Frequent 
Memory Loss 
due to Alcohol 

“Weekly” 
“Daily” 

Problematic Behaviors 
Racially 
Harassing 
Behaviors 

5 No Presence of 
Racially 
Harassing 
Behaviors 

“Never” N/A N/A Presence of 
Racially 
Harassing 
Behaviors 

At least one 
item: 
“Rarely” 
“Sometimes” 
“Often” 

Sexually 
Harassing 
Behaviors 

7 No Presence of 
Sexually 
Harassing 
Behaviors 

“Never” N/A N/A Presence of 
Sexually 
Harassing 
Behaviors 

At least one 
item: 
“Rarely” 
“Sometimes” 
At least one 
item: “Often” 

Sexist Behaviors 1 No Presence of 
Sexist 
Behaviors 

“Never” N/A N/A Presence of 
Sexist 
Behaviors 

“Rarely” 
“Sometimes” 
“Often” 

Workplace 
Hostility 

6 No Presence of 
Workplace 
Hostility 

“Never” N/A N/A Presence of 
Sexually 
Harassing 
Behaviors 

At least one 
item: 
“Rarely” 
“Sometimes” 
“Often” 
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Table 165 displays the percentage of responses (and number of responses in parentheses) for 
each question across the five response options (strongly disagree, disagree, neither agree nor 
disagree, agree, and strongly agree).  For the first “Cohesion” question, four people selected 
disagree; this represents 16% of responses to this question (4 / 25 = 0.16 or 16%).  Percentages 
are calculated based on the total number of responses to that question and not the total number of 
participants to the full survey.  Respondents are able to skip questions, so the total responses to 
questions may vary from question to question.  In the above example, 25 people responded to the 
first question, so all percentages in this row use 25 as the denominator.  Only 24 people 
responded to the second question, so all percentages in this row use 24 as the denominator.  The 
unfavorable, favorable, and neutral scores are created as follows: 

• The unfavorable rating, named Non-Cohesive Organization, is a combination of all 
responses of strongly disagree and disagree from both questions in the “Cohesion” 
scale.  

– For this example, one person strongly disagreed with the first “Cohesion” 
question, while four disagreed.  In addition, one person strongly disagreed with 
the second “Cohesion” question and five disagreed.  In total, 11 responses were 
either strongly disagree or disagree to these two questions (1+4+1+5 = 11).   

– To produce an overall score for Non-Cohesive Organization representing 
unfavorable reactions to these two questions, the total number of responses (11) is 
divided by the total number of people who responded to both “Cohesion” 
questions.  Twenty-four people responded to the first question, and 25 to the 
second, for a total of 49 responses to both questions.  This equates to a Non-
Cohesive Organization rating of 22.4% (11 / 49 = 0.224).  

• To create the Neutral rating, the same process above is followed, except the score is 
created from only one response option.  The neither agree nor disagree responses are 
included from both questions.  

– For this example, there are three neither agree nor disagree responses across both 
questions (1+2 = 3).  This total is divided by the total number of responses to the 
Cohesion questions (3 / 49 = 0.061).  This rounds to a Neutral rating of 6.1%. 

• To create the favorable rating, named Cohesive Organization, the strongly agree and 
agree responses are combined.   

– For this example, that is 8+11+5+11 = 35 total responses of either strongly agree 
or agree.  This total is divided by the total number of responses to each of the 
Cohesion questions (35 / 49 = 0.714).  This produces a Cohesive Organization 
rating of 71.4%. 

The DEOCS dashboard displays results for “Cohesion” in a stacked bar graph split into Cohesive 
Organization, Neutral, and Non-Cohesive Organization ratings, as shown in Figure 19 below. 
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Figure 19.  
Multi-Item Factor Graph Example 

 

Not all DEOCS factors are measured on a Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree 5-point scale.  
For factors on other scales, the same general method applies to create composite ratings from 
multiple questions.  Favorable ratings are shown in green, neutral ratings in yellow, and 
unfavorable ratings in red.  For example, the “Stress” factor is measured by four questions with 
response options Never, Rarely, Sometimes, and Often.  In the dashboard, responses of Never 
and Rarely are combined into a favorable Low “Stress” rating; responses of Sometimes and 
Often are combined into an unfavorable Moderate/High “Stress” rating; and there is no Neutral 
rating. 

The protective factor “Connectedness” is measured on the same agree/disagree-type scale 
described above, but ratings are created slightly differently.  Two of the four questions that make 
up this factor are negatively worded, meaning that agreement with these items indicates an 
unfavorable response.  Therefore, these two items need to be reverse coded when calculating 
factor ratings; they are marked with an asterisk (*) in Table 166 below. 

Table 166.  
“Connectedness” Scoring Example 

Connectedness Item Text Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neither Agree 

nor Disagree Agree Strongly 
Agree Total 

These days, I feel like I belong 4% (1) 14% (4) 4% (1) 25% (7) 54% (15) 100% (28) 
These days, I feel that there are 
people I can turn to in times of 
need. 

11% (3) 21% (6) 14% (4) 18% (5) 36% (10) 100% (28) 

These days, I think I make 
things worse for the people in 
my life.* 

18% (5) 4% (1) 14% (4) 29% (8) 36% (10) 100% (28) 

My future seems dark to me.* 11% (3) 11% (3) 14% (4) 21% (6) 43% (12) 100% (28) 

 

Low Connectedness Neutral High Connectedness Total  
responses 112 

(1+4+3+6+5+1+3+3) / 
112 =  
 
23% 

(1+4+4+4) / 112 = 
 
12% 

(7+15+5+10+8+10+6
+12) / 112 =  
 
65% 

 

Note.  Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
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The overall results for “Connectedness” appear in the DEOCS dashboard as shown in Figure 20. 

Figure 20.  
“Connectedness” Graph Example 

 

For all factors measured with multiple questions, the graphs are best interpreted as “X% of 
responses” (not participants).  So, in the above “Connectedness” example, 

• 23% of responses to the set of questions measuring “Connectedness” indicated that 
organization has low “Connectedness.” 

• 12% of responses to the set of questions measuring “Connectedness” indicated that 
the organization has neither high nor low “Connectedness.” 

• 65% of responses to the set of questions measuring “Connectedness” indicated that 
the organization has high “Connectedness.” 

Single-Item Factors 

The process for designating favorable and unfavorable responses for single-item questions is the 
same as for the multi-item questions.  The only difference is that favorable/unfavorable scores 
are created by averaging across only response categories for a single item (without averaging 
across multiple items).  For questions based on a single question, which includes all custom 
multiple-choice questions (i.e., locally developed questions [LDQ]), Service-specific questions, 
and Academy-specific questions, percentages in the charts should be interpreted as “X% of 
participants.”  For example, in Figure 21, 15% of participants indicated frequent “Binge 
Drinking,” 38% of participants indicated some “Binge Drinking,” and 46% of participants 
indicated no “Binge Drinking.” 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Analysis and Reporting 307 
 

Figure 21.  
Single-Item Factor Graph Example 

 

Problematic Behaviors 

There are four factors that measure specific problematic behaviors, and we employ a different 
method to calculate and display ratings in the dashboard for these factors.  These are “Racially 
Harassing Behaviors,” “Sexually Harassing Behaviors,” “Sexist Behaviors,” and “Workplace 
Hostility.” 

Based on a principle of zero tolerance for these problematic behaviors, the only “favorable” 
response is when a person never experiences any of the behaviors in question.  Therefore, the 
dashboard displays two types of ratings for each of these factors:  

4. The percentage of participants who did not endorse experiencing any of these 
behaviors (i.e., no presence of behaviors in unit/organization).   

5. The percentage who endorsed experiencing these behaviors (i.e., presence of 
behaviors in unit/organization). 

For example, there are five questions about “Racially Harassing Behaviors” on the DEOCS.  
Each is measured on the 4-point never, rarely, sometimes, and often scale.  The questions are: 

• Q1: How often does someone from your work tell racial/ethnic jokes that make you 
uncomfortable, angry, or upset? 

• Q2: How often does someone from your work express stereotypes about your 
racial/ethnic group that make you uncomfortable, angry, or upset? 

• Q3: How often does someone from your work use offensive racial/ethnic terms that 
make you uncomfortable, angry, or upset? 

• Q4: How often does someone from your work make insults about racial/ethnic groups 
that make you uncomfortable, angry, or upset? 

• Q5: How often does someone from your work show you a lack of respect because of 
your race/ethnicity? 
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Table 167 below displays how 10 different participants answered each of the five “Racially 
Harassing Behavior” questions.  It is important to note that survey participants can choose not to 
answer some or all of these questions.  A participant is given a rating of “No Presence of 
Behavior” if they answered at least half of the questions in this set and answered never to all of 
questions they answered.  Respondents are given a rating of “Presence of Behavior” if they 
answered rarely, sometimes, or often to at least one of the behaviors.  Only one affirmative 
response (rarely, sometimes, or often) is required to be coded as “Presence of Behavior,” even if 
all other behaviors were left blank (i.e., missing). 

Table 167.  
Problematic Behaviors Rating Example 

Racially Harassing Behaviors 
Item Text How often does someone from your work… 

Rating Survey 
Respondents 

Q1: tell 
racial/ ethnic 
jokes? 

Q2: express 
stereotypes? 

Q3: use offensive 
racial/ethnic 
terms? 

Q4: make insults 
about racial/ethnic 
groups? 

Q5: show you 
a lack of 
respect? 

Respondent 1 Never Never Never Never Never No presence 
Respondent 2 Rarely Never Never Never Never Presence 
Respondent 3 Rarely Never Never Sometimes Never Presence 
Respondent 4 Often Often Often Often Often Presence 
Respondent 5 Never [no answer] Never [no answer] Never No presence 
Respondent 6 Never Never Never Never Never No presence 
Respondent 7 Never [no answer] [no answer] Never [no answer] [missing] 
Respondent 8 Sometimes Sometimes Sometimes Sometimes Sometimes Presence 
Respondent 9 [no answer] Rarely [no answer] [no answer] [no answer] Presence 
Respondent 10 Never Never Never Never Never No presence 
 

Note that Respondent 7 is marked as “Missing” and therefore not included in the factor ratings 
because they only responded never to two questions, and they did not respond to at least half of 
the questions in this set.  Respondent 9 is included, because they reported the presence of a 
single behavior, and it is not required they answer at least half of the questions in this set to 
report the presence of a behavior. 

To calculate the total unit/organization rating for “Presence of Racially Harassing Behaviors,” 
five participants reported a “presence of behavior” to at least one question in the set, and this is 
divided by the number of total eligible participants (5 / 9 = 0.556 or 55.6%). 

To calculate the total unit/organization rating for “No Presence of ‘Racially Harassing 
Behaviors’,” four participants reported “no presence of behavior” because they answered “never” 
to at least half of the behaviors, and this is divided by the number of total eligible participants (4 
/ 9 = 0.444 or 44.4%). 
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The overall results for “Racially Harassing Behaviors” appear in the DEOCS dashboard as 
shown in Figure 22. 

Figure 22.  
Problematic Behaviors Graph Example 

 

Demographic Reporting Categories 

For all factor ratings, results are produced both overall and separately by demographic category.  
These reporting categories, termed “breakouts,” allow users to view survey results separately for 
each of the following demographic reporting categories: 

• Race/ethnicity:  Non-Hispanic White and minority 

• Sex:  men and women 

• Status:  military and civilian 

• Military paygrade:  junior enlisted (E1-E6), senior enlisted (E7+), junior officer (O1-
O3; W1 to W5), senior officer (O4+); also enlisted overall and officer overall  

• Civilian paygrade: junior civilian (GS1-GS12) and senior civilian (GS13-SES) 

• Supervisory status:  non-supervisor and supervisor 

• Faculty status:  faculty and non-faculty 

• Faculty type:  tenure/tenure-track faculty and non-tenure-track faculty 

• Class year (for Military Service Academies only):  first year, second year, third year, 
fourth year 

• Athlete and non-athlete (for Military Service Academies only): athlete, non-athlete 

Participants are included in these demographic groups based on their responses to the 
demographic questions on the survey.  If a participant chooses not to answer some of the 
demographic questions, then it is not possible to include those responses into the demographic 
breakouts.  However, all responses are included in the overall unit/organization numbers.  For 
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example, if a participant chooses not to answer whether they are a man or woman, their survey 
data will not be included in the men and women breakouts, but will still be included in the 
overall numbers and in other demographic breakouts, as applicable.  Of note, not all dashboard 
reports show all of these groups for all factors because there must be at least five participants 
from each group in order to display data (covered in the suppression rules below); in many units, 
some of these breakouts are not relevant and are not displayed. 

The race and ethnicity questions are combined to be reported in accordance with the Standards 
for Maintaining, Collecting, and Presenting Federal Data on Race and Ethnicity (1997).  Table 
168 below demonstrates how the breakouts for non-Hispanic White people and people of color 
are created using responses to the Hispanic origin and race questions. 

Table 168.  
Race/Ethnicity Scoring 

Response to Hispanic Origin Item Response to Race Item 
Demographic Group 

Displayed in the DEOCS 
Report 

Not Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino White (only) Non-Hispanic White 
Not Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino White + any other race selection  Person of Color 
Not Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino Any, except White (only) Person of Color 
Spanish, Hispanic or Latino Any or all blank/missing Person of Color 
Blank/missing White (only) Non-Hispanic White 
Blank/missing White + any other race selection Person of Color 
Blank/missing Any, except White (only) Person of Color 
Not Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino All blank/missing Not included in breakout 
 

Table 169 below demonstrates how the breakouts for military personnel, including enlisted and 
officers, junior enlisted and senior enlisted, and junior officer and senior officer are created using 
survey responses to the military paygrade question. 
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Table 169.  
Military Paygrade Scoring 

Response to 
Military 

Paygrade Item 

Demographic Group 
Displayed in the DEOCS 

Report:  
Enlisted vs. Officer 

Demographic Group Displayed in the DEOCS Report: 
Junior Enlisted vs. Senior Enlisted vs. Junior Officer vs. 

Senior Officer 

E1 to E3 Enlisted Junior Enlisted 
E4 to E6 Enlisted Junior Enlisted 
E7 to E10 Enlisted Senior Enlisted 
W1 to W5 Officer Junior Officer 
O1 to O3 Officer Junior Officer 
O4 and above Officer Senior Officer 
Blank/missing Not included in breakout Not included in breakout 
 

Table 170 below demonstrates how the breakouts for civilian personnel, including junior civilian 
and senior civilian, non-faculty and faculty, and tenure or tenure-track faculty and non–tenure-
track faculty are created using survey responses to the civilian paygrade question.   

Table 170.  
Civilian Paygrade Scoring 

Response to Civilian Paygrade Item 

Demographic Group 
Displayed in the 
DEOCS Report: 

Junior Civilian vs. 
Senior Civilian 

Demographic 
Group Displayed in 
the DEOCS Report:  

Faculty vs. Non-
Faculty 

Demographic Group 
Displayed in the DEOCS 

Report: 
Tenure or Tenure-Track 
Faculty vs. Non-Tenure-

Track Faculty 
GS 1 to 6 Junior Civilian Non-Faculty Not included in breakout 
GS 7 to 12 Junior Civilian Non-Faculty Not included in breakout 
GS 13 to 15 Senior Civilian Non-Faculty Not included in breakout 
Senior Executive Service (SES) Senior Civilian Non-Faculty Not included in breakout 
Federal Wage System pay plan (e.g., 
WG/WS/WL) 

Not included in 
breakout Non-Faculty Not included in breakout 

Non-Appropriated Fund (NAF) Not included in 
breakout Non-Faculty Not included in breakout 

Demonstration/Alternative/ Other pay 
plans 

Not included in 
breakout Non-Faculty Not included in breakout 

Title 10 tenured or tenure-track faculty Not included in 
breakout Faculty Tenure or Tenure-Track 

Faculty 

Title 10 non-tenure-track faculty Not included in 
breakout Faculty Non-Tenure-Track Faculty 
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In the demographic breakout charts, only favorable responses are shown for protective factors, 
and only unfavorable responses are shown for risk factors.  Each category is represented by a 
bar.  The first bar will always show the overall results, and will be the same 
favorable/unfavorable percentage as shown in the stacked bar graph.  If not enough people 
respond in a category, those categories will not appear in the graph (refer suppression rules 
below). 

Suppression Rules 

OPA is committed to ensuring survey participants’ privacy.  Therefore, a minimum number of 16 
eligible participants are required in order to produce an overall DEOCS report.  Furthermore, 
specific factors or questions are suppressed if there are fewer than five responses to the specific 
question(s).  For factors created with multiple items, at least five individuals must have answered 
each item.  In the example of “Engagement & Commitment” shown in Table 171 below, if just 
one of the four questions that comprise the factor does not have enough participants, the entire 
factor is suppressed. 

Table 171.  
Total Factor Suppression Scoring Example 

Engagement & Commitment Questions Number of 
Responses 

Engagement & Commitment Results 
Reported? 

I am proud of my work. 10 YES 
 
All four questions have at least five 
responses, so results for the Engagement & 
Commitment factor are displayed. 

My work has a great deal of personal meaning to me. 9 
I am committed to making the military my career. 10 
I feel like “part of the family” among the people I work 
with. 9 

I am proud of my work. 10 NO 
 
Only four people responded to the second 
question, so results for the Engagement & 
Commitment factor are not displayed. 

My work has a great deal of personal meaning to me. 4 
I am committed to making the military my career. 10 
I feel like “part of the family” among the people I work 
with. 9 

 

When data are not reportable for a certain factor, it is missing from the graph or table.  For 
example, if “Engagement & Commitment” scores are not reportable, results for this factor are 
not displayed.  An example of this in the dashboard is in Figure 23 below. 
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Figure 23.  
Total Factor Suppression Graph Example 

 

To view a demographic breakout of a factor, consistent with the DEOCS prior to the redesign, a 
minimum of five participants in the category are necessary.  For each dichotomy, such as men 
and women, or military and civilian, at least five individuals in each category must have 
responded to each question that make up the factor score (e.g., at least five men and five 
women).  If there are only four responses from women, for example, then data are not reported 
separately for men or women.124  An example using the “Engagement & Commitment” factor is 
shown in Table 172 below. 

 
124 This is a change from the legacy DEOCS, based on a decision by OPA’s Disclosure Review Board (DRB).  
When there are only two levels within a demographic reporting category (e.g., men and women), even if there are a 
sufficient number of responses from men, it is possible to extrapolate the result for women by comparing the total 
unit score to the men-only score.  Thus, both men and women’s scores are suppressed to prevent this inadvertent 
circumventing of the minimum of five participants. 
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Table 172.  
Breakout Group Suppression Scoring Example 

Engagement & Commitment 
Questions 

Number of 
Responses 
from Men 

Number of 
Responses 
from Women 

Engagement & Commitment Results 
Reported? 

I am proud of my work. 10 10 
YES 
 
All questions have at least five responses 
from men AND women, so data are 
reportable for men and women. 

My work has a great deal of personal 
meaning to me. 10 10 

I am committed to making the military 
my career. 10 15 

I feel like “part of the family” among 
the people I work with. 10 10 

I am proud of my work. 10 10 
NO 
 
There are only 4 responses from women 
for the second question, so data are not 
reportable for men or women. 

My work has a great deal of personal 
meaning to me. 10 4 

I am committed to making the military 
my career. 10 15 

I feel like “part of the family” among 
the people I work with. 10 10 

 

When data are not reportable for a certain demographic group, the group will not appear in the 
graph.  An example in which data for women and men are not reportable is shown in Figure 24. 

Figure 24.  
Breakout Group Suppression Graph Example 

 

The four problematic behavior factors use slightly different suppression criteria, in line with their 
distinct factor scoring.  In order to receive results for these factors, at least five people must have 
contributed to the rating score by answering never to at least half of the questions or answering 
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rarely, sometimes, or often to at least one of the questions.  An example of a case where data are 
not reportable for “Racially Harassing Behaviors” is in Table 173 below. 

Table 173.  
Problematic Behavior Suppression Scoring Example 

Racially Harassing Behaviors 
Item Text How often does someone from your work… 

Rating Survey 
Respondents 

Q1: tell 
racial/ ethnic 
jokes? 

Q2: express 
stereotypes? 

Q3: use 
offensive 
racial/ethnic 
terms? 

Q4: make insults 
about 
racial/ethnic 
groups? 

Q5: show you 
a lack of 
respect? 

Respondent 1 Never [no answer] [no answer] [no answer] Never [missing] 
Respondent 2 Rarely Never Never Never Never Presence 
Respondent 3 [no answer] [no answer] Never [no answer] Never [missing] 
Respondent 4 Often Often Often Often Often Presence 
Respondent 5 Never [no answer] Never [no answer] Never No presence 
Respondent 6 [no answer] Never [no answer] Never [no answer] [missing] 
Respondent 7 Never [no answer] [no answer] Never [no answer] [missing] 
Respondent 8 Sometimes Sometimes Sometimes Sometimes Sometimes Presence 
Respondent 9 [no answer] Never [no answer] [no answer] [no answer] [missing] 
Respondent 10 [no answer] [no answer] [no answer] Never Never [missing] 
 

The table above displays how 10 different individuals responded to each of the five questions 
about “Racially Harassing Behaviors.”  Individuals are given a rating of “no presence of 
behavior” if they answered never to at least half of the behaviors.  Individuals are given a rating 
of “presence of behavior” if they answered rarely, sometimes, or often to at least one of the 
behaviors.  In this example, data are not reportable for this factor because only four individuals 
are contributing to the scale; six individuals are considered “missing” because they did not 
answer enough of the questions to receive a rating.  Because data are not reportable, the graph 
looks like Figure 25 below in the dashboard: 

Figure 25.  
Problematic Behavior Suppression Graph Example 
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There are also suppression rules for subgroup reporting.125  To receive the quantitative portion of 
the subgroup report (factor scores and item summaries), a minimum of five participants within a 
subgroup are required.  The suppression rules for demographic groups still apply within 
subgroups.  Because comments are particularly vulnerable to inadvertent disclosure of 
identifying information, 16 participants are necessary to receive comments broken out by 
subgroup. 

Comments are never reported separately by demographic group. 

Reporting DEOCS Unit-Level Results 

One of the major enhancements made to the DEOCS was the creation of an interactive 
dashboard for viewing unit-level results.  This dashboard is now the primary way that DEOCS 
results are reported at the unit level.126  As stated previously, a beta version launched on July 28, 
2020, and was updated on January 4, 2021.  However, there are still many possibilities for 
continued enhancement to make the results even more accessible and usable for commanders.  
These enhancements will continue through 2024.  The following section provides a step-by-step 
walk-through of the current DEOCS dashboard, including a description of each tab and the 
results available to users. 

When a DEOCS closes, results are automatically tabulated and provided to survey 
administrators, commanders, and commanders’ supervisors within 72 hours of the survey end 
date.  Each of these users receives an e-mail instructing them to log in to the DEOCS Portal to 
view their results in an interactive dashboard or download some or all of the results as a PDF.   

Within the DEOCS Portal, the report dashboard can be accessed by selecting “Interactive 
Dashboard” under the “My Applications” drop-down menu along the top banner.  In the 
dashboard, results are displayed across tabs that users can browse (Figure 26).  Each of these tabs 
is summarized in Table 174 and discussed in detail below.  After clicking each tab, users select 
from drop-down filters to choose which results they want to view.  The filters include the survey 
administration (i.e., 4.1 or 5.0), Service component, unit/organization title, and survey dates.  
Where applicable, there is also a filter to choose the overall unit/organization’s results or a 
subgroup independently.  Users can only access and view results for surveys for which they are 
in the assigned role of survey administrator, commander, or commanders’ supervisor.  

 
125 Subgroups are created by the survey administrator.  Chapter 5 has details on this subject. 
126 Results can also be download as a PDF through the dashboard. 
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Figure 26.  
Screenshot of the Interactive Dashboard Tabs and Filters 

 

Throughout the dashboard, results are organized into protective factors and risk factors.  In 
general, organizations should strive to have higher favorable scores for protective factors and 
lower unfavorable scores for risk factors.  The charts and color-coding of each factor are 
presented to clearly communicate whether results represent a favorable or unfavorable evaluation 
of the climate.  Bars representing the favorable side of a factor’s scale are colored green.  Bars 
representing the unfavorable side of a factor’s scale are colored red.  Bars showing results in the 
middle or neutral portion of a factor’s scale are colored yellow.  In general, when a graph only 
displays one side of the scale, the graph will display the favorable side of the scale (green) for 
protective factors and the unfavorable side of the graph (red) for risk factors.  

Prior reports color-coded scores by the percentage favorability into the categories of excellent 
(90% and above favorable responding), adequate (between 70% and 89% favorable responding), 
caution (between 50% and 69% favorable responding), and improvement needed (below 50% 
favorable responding).  This color-coding method has been discontinued.127  Future analyses will 
seek to establish data-driven benchmarks or risk scores that can validly translate what a 
favorability score means for a unit’s STO risk.  Currently, the new color categories do not 
indicate a grade or level of severity of the score.  More considerations in interpreting results are 
discussed below. 

 
127 The reason for eliminating this type of color-coding is that the cut-offs do not correspond to meaningful 
differences in outcomes.  In other words, there is no evidence to suggest that a score of 69% favorability on any 
given metric leaves a unit at more risk than a favorability score of 70%. 
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Table 174.  
Summary of Dashboard Tabs 

Tab Name Description Demographic 
Breakouts 

Subgroup 
Breakouts 

Number of Respondents 
Needed to View 

Response 
Rates 

Up-to-date response rates, number of 
completed surveys by day, and table of 
current and historical response rates for 
all surveys in the user’s account 

No Yes None 

Summary 
Summary of the DEOCS results, 
including the final response rate and top 3 
and bottom 3 protective and risk factors 

No No 16 for overall ratings 
5 for subgroup breakouts 

Protective 
Factors 

Factor ratings for all of the protective 
factors in graphical format Yes Yes 

16 for overall ratings 
5 for demographic breakouts 
5 for subgroup breakouts 

Risk Factors Factor ratings for all of the risk factors in 
graphical format Yes Yes 

16 for overall ratings 
5 for demographic breakouts 
5 for subgroup breakouts 

Custom Items 

Displays item scores for all custom 
multiple-choice questions, Service-
specific questions, and Academy-specific 
questions in graphical format 

No Yes 16 for overall ratings 
5 for subgroup breakouts 

Item Summary 

Detailed responses to each question, 
including protective and risk factors, 
custom multiple-choice, Service-specific, 
and Academy-specific items, displayed in 
table format 

No Yes 16 for overall ratings 
5 for subgroup breakouts 

Download 

PDF reports of overall unit/organization 
results, executive report (including 
overall and subgroup results), subgroup 
results, comments from the core open-
ended survey questions, and custom short 
answer questions (SAQ) 

If available in 
other tabs Yes 

16 for overall ratings 
5 for demographic breakouts 
5 for subgroup breakouts 
16 for subgroup comments 

DEOCS 4.1 
Downloads 

PDF reports for DEOCS 4.1, including 
overall unit results, subgroup results, and 
comments 

If available in 
other tabs Yes 

16 for overall ratings 
5 for demographic breakouts 
5 for subgroup breakouts 
16 for subgroup comments 

Quick Links 

PDFs on how to read and interpret results 
on the Summary, Protective Factors, Risk 
Factors, and Item Summary tabs, and a 
Data Overview describing how factor 
ratings and demographic groups are 
created and suppression rules 

N/A N/A N/A 

 

About Tab 

The “About” tab provides an overview of the DEOCS and the interactive dashboard menu.  This 
tab also provides some brief instructions on how to use the results and points users toward 
Assessment to Solutions (A2S) resources on https://www.defenseculture.mil.  Planned 
enhancements will expand the resource offerings for how to address identified issues.  
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Enhancements will also allow the resources to be accessed within the DEOCS Portal and be 
more directly connected to specific results.  OPA will work with relevant policy offices, Service 
organizations, and Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute (DEOMI) to identify and 
curate these resources.  

Response Rates Tab 

The “Response Rates” tab displays up-to-date information about how many people in an 
organization have completed the DEOCS since the start date.  This tab is available while the 
survey is still being fielded and is an important tab for survey administrators to monitor once 
their survey starts.  If the response rate is very low (e.g., below 30%), then survey administrators 
may want to change the end date to allow more time for people to complete the survey.   

The data display in Figure 27 is a snapshot of the response rate.  It shows the number of 
participants registered (the total number of individuals in the roster uploaded during the 
registration process), surveys returned (the number of currently completed surveys), and the 
response rate (the percentage of surveys returned divided by participants registered).  

Figure 27.  
Response Rate Display 

 

Figure 28 shows how many surveys have been returned on each day that the survey has been 
open.  Survey administrators can use this to track the impact of their outreach efforts.  Response 
rates may spike after the survey administrator or commander/leader sends an e-mail to the 
unit/organization or verbally reminds individuals that the DEOCS is available.  Alternatively, if 
response rates begin to lag over several days, then it may be a good time to remind individuals to 
take the DEOCS.  Survey administrators may also be able to identify certain days of the week 
where reminders may be most impactful.  For example, perhaps because duties are lighter on 
Thursdays in a particular unit, more people have time to take the survey that day and a Thursday 
morning reminder e-mail may have a greater impact than a reminder e-mail on another day. 
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Figure 28.  
Daily Survey Returns Graph 

 

Figure 29 provides a more detailed view of the response rates for the selected survey.  If the 
survey administrator enters subgroups on the roster, then this table would display response rates 
by subgroup. 

Figure 29.  
Current Response Rate Table 

 

Figure 30 displays a detailed view of response rates by unit/organization for all surveys currently 
and or previously (since July 28, 2020) registered to the survey administrator, commander, or 
commander’s supervisors.  This display provides another way for survey administrators to gauge 
their current surveys’ participation.  If their survey is nearing its end date and the response rate is 
significantly lower than previous surveys of that same unit/organization, then they may consider 
extending the end date and/or conducting more outreach. 
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Figure 30.  
Current and Previous Response Rates Table 

 

Summary Tab 

The “Summary” tab provides a quick snapshot of DEOCS results.  There is a summary of the 
response rates (Figure 31) for the overall unit/organization as well as any subgroups.  This table 
shows the response rate as the percentage of the number of individuals in the organization that 
completed a DEOCS (“Total Surveys Returned”) divided by the number of people in the 
unit/organization as indicated in the roster (“Total Registered”).  The table also displays the 
number of incomplete surveys, which are surveys that were started but did not meet the standard 
for an eligible participant (as defined in the “Eligible Respondents” section of this chapter). 

Figure 31.  
Response Rate Table 
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In addition to response rates, the summary table also displays a snapshot of the factor scores by 
displaying the top three and bottom three protective and risk factors.  More detail on each 
protective and risk factor can be found on subsequent tabs.  Figure 32 shows how the three 
protective factors with the highest favorability ratings are displayed.  These are areas where the 
organization may be doing well in achieving a climate that is protective against negative 
outcomes.  The bars of the graph are green because green represents the favorable side of each 
factor’s scale, regardless of whether the favorability score is “good” or “bad”; the color does not 
correspond to a percentage value or other meaning.  

Figure 32.  
Top Three Protective Factors Chart 

 

Next to the top three protective factors, Figure 33 is an example of the bottom three protective 
factors, which are the three protective factors with the lowest favorability ratings (Figure 33).  
These are areas where the organization may need to improve to increase protection against 
negative outcomes.  Again, even though these are the lowest favorability scores, the bars of the 
graph are green because green represents the favorable side of each factor’s scale, not because it 
corresponds to a percentage value or other meaning. 
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Figure 33.  
Bottom Three Protective Factors Chart 

 

The top three and bottom three charts are repeated for risk factors.  The top three risk factors 
represent the risk factors with the lowest unfavorable ratings (Figure 34); these are areas in 
which the organization may be doing well to reduce factors that put them at higher risk of 
negative outcomes.  The bars of the graph are red because red represents the unfavorable side of 
each factor’s scale. 

Figure 34.  
Top Three Risk Factors Chart 

 

Finally, the last chart on the “Summary” tab displays the bottom three risk factors with the 
highest unfavorable ratings (Figure 35); these are areas in which the organization may need to 
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improve to reduce risk factors for negative outcomes.  Once again, the bars of the graph are red 
because the red represents the unfavorable side of each factor’s scale. 

Figure 35.  
Bottom Three Risk Factors Chart 

 

Protective Factors Tab 

The next tab in the dashboard, “Protective Factors” displays results for every protective factor.  
As described in Chapter 6 about the construct selection process, protective factors are attitudes, 
beliefs, and behaviors associated with positive outcomes for organizations or units.  For these 
factors, higher favorable scores are linked to a higher likelihood of positive outcomes, such as 
improved performance or readiness and higher retention.  They are also linked to a lower 
likelihood of negative outcomes, such as suicide, sexual harassment, and sexual assault.  The 
protective factors shown in this tab are: 

• “Cohesion” 

• “Connectedness”  

• “Engagement and Commitment” 

• “Fairness”  

• “Inclusion” 

• “Morale”  

• “Safe Storage for Lethal Means”  
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• “Work-Life balance”  

• “Leadership Support” 

• “Transformational Leadership” 

A graph is presented separately for each of the protective factors that displays the percentage of 
favorable responses (green), unfavorable responses (red), and neutral responses (yellow).  The 
method for creating the factor scores and defining favorable and unfavorable responses for each 
factor is described in the previous sections.  For each protective factor, a chart also displays the 
percentage of favorable responses broken out by demographic categories.128  Examples of these 
two charts are shown below in Figure 36 and Figure 37.  Using the “Report” filter, users can 
choose to view the scores for protective factors for the overall unit or any subgroups. 

Figure 36.  
Example Protective Factor Favorability Chart 

 

 
128 Only one side of the scale is currently shown for demographic breakout groups to provide streamlined data 
visualizations.  Favorable scores are shown for protective factors and unfavorable scores are shown for risk factors. 
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Figure 37.  
Example Protective Factor Demographic Breakout Chart 

 

Risk Factors Tab 

The “Risk Factors” tab is similar to “Protective Factors.”  Risk factors are attitudes, beliefs, and 
behaviors associated with negative outcomes for organizations or units.  Higher unfavorable 
scores on risk factors are linked to a higher likelihood of negative outcomes, such as suicide, 
sexual harassment, and sexual assault, and lower likelihood of positive outcomes, such as higher 
performance, readiness, and retention.  The risk factors shown in this tab are: 

• “Alcohol Impairing Memory” 

• “Binge Drinking”  

• “Stress”  

• “Passive Leadership”  

• “Toxic Leadership”  

• “Racially Harassing Behaviors”  

• “Sexist Behaviors” 

• “Sexually Harassing Behaviors”  

• “Workplace Hostility”   

As with the protective factors, a chart is displayed for each risk factor that shows the percentage 
of favorable (green), unfavorable (red), and neutral (yellow) responses (Figure 38).  The color of 
the bars corresponds to the same meaning for risk factors as it did for protective factors; 
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however, what is defined as unfavorable/favorable is different for risk factors versus protective 
factors, as explained previously.  A demographic breakout for each factor is also shown for 
protective factors, except for risk factors, the percentage of unfavorable responses is displayed 
rather than percentage of favorable responses (Figure 39).  Using the “Report” filter, users can 
choose to view the scores for risk factors for the overall unit or any subgroups. 

Figure 38.  
Example Risk Factor Favorability Chart 

 

Figure 39.  
Example Risk Factor Demographic Breakout Chart 

 

Custom Items Tab 

The tab “Custom Items” contains the results for all optional multiple-choice questions that may 
have been added to the DEOCS.  Using the “Section” filter, users can view the results of any 
custom multiple-choice items (i.e., LDQs), Service-specific items, or Academy-specific items 
(Figure 40).  Using the “Report” filter, users can choose to view the scores for custom items for 
the overall unit or any subgroups.  All multiple-choice questions in these sections are on a 5-
point strongly agree to strongly disagree Likert scale.  Each question is represented by a chart 
that divides responses into three categories (Figure 41): percent disagree or strongly disagree 
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(blue), percent neutral (yellow), and percent agree or strongly agree (purple).  It is important to 
note that these items are not categorized as unfavorable or favorable like the core risk and 
protective factors.  Users must review the question text to determine if agreement or 
disagreement represents a favorable or unfavorable response for each question.  For example, in 
the questions displayed below, answering strongly agree/agree to the first question, “An 
atmosphere of respect exists in my organization,” is favorable in that it represents a more 
positive climate.  However, answers strongly agree/agree to the seventh question, “People I work 
with make me feel uncomfortable, angry, or upset by showing me a lack of respect due to my 
race/ethnicity,” is unfavorable in that it represents a more negative climate. 

Figure 40.  
Custom Item Section Filter 

 

Figure 41.  
Custom Item Example Chart 
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Item Summary Tab 

Detailed results for all questions, including risk and protective factors, custom multiple-choice 
items (i.e., LDQs), Service-specific items, and Academy-specific items, are displayed on the 
“Item Summary” tab.  Using the “Report” filter, users can choose to view the item summary for 
the overall unit or any subgroups.  These tables display the number and percentage of 
participants who chose each response option for each item.  For factors that are created with 
multiple items, a table shows the item text of each item used to create the factor score and the 
counts and percentages for each response option for each item.  More information on how the 
items are combined to create the factor scores is discussed in previous sections.  An example 
item summary table is displayed below in Figure 42.  These tables can also be used to see 
response rates for specific items (e.g., people may have skipped a particular item more than other 
items).  It can also help focus follow-up actions by indicating whether a particular item is driving 
the unfavorable score in a multi-item factor score. 

Figure 42.  
Example Item Summary Table 

 

Download Tab 

All results can be downloaded in one PDF document on the “Download” tab.  Using the 
“Report” filter, users can choose one of three report options (Figure 43).  “Survey Results” 
includes all of the results for the closed-ended questions for the entire unit.  “Executive Report” 
is useful when subgroups are included.  This report displays the overall and subgroup results for 
the risk and protective factors and overall results for any custom questions.  The “Comments” 
report includes all of the results for the open-ended questions for the entire unit.  Survey 
administrators and commanders should take extra precautions when briefing information gleaned 
from comments to ensure no individual participant or small group of participants is identifiable.  
The “Survey Results” and “Comments” reports can also be downloaded for each subgroup 
separately.  Additionally, each individual graph and table on any of the tabs can be downloaded 
individually by clicking in the upper right-hand corner of the graph or table.  This feature may be 
particularly useful for preparing briefs or reports on the DEOCS results.  
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Figure 43.  
Screenshot of Download Tab 

 

DEOCS 4.1 Downloads Tab 

When DEOCS 5.0 was released, results for DEOCS 4.1 (specifically, those that fielded from 
July 28, 2020, when the beta dashboard was first released, through January 4, 2021, when the 
DEOCS 5.0 was released) were no longer available within the interactive dashboard.129  
However, users can still download PDF reports for DEOCS 4.1 that were administered in the 
current DEOCS Portal.  On the tab “DEOCS 4.1 Downloads,” users can use the filters to select 
the appropriate unit and report type.  For DEOCS 4.1, users can download overall 
unit/organization reports, subgroup reports, and comments—executive reports are not available.  
OPA will continue to develop the DEOCS Portal to make reports conducted prior to August 
2020 available within the DEOCS Portal to select users.  In the meantime, OPA can manually 
provide reports from the past two years via e-mailed requests, with Service approval.  

Quick Links Tab 

The final tab, “Quick Links,” provides PDFs that users can download to learn more about the 
DEOCS results in the dashboard.  These documents contain much of the same information 
discussed in this chapter. 

• “Summary Overview” provides details about interpreting results on the Summary tab. 

• “Protective & Risk Factors Overview” provides details about interpreting these 
results and drawing accurate and appropriate conclusions from your results. 

• “Item Summary Overview” provides more information about the results on the Item 
Summary tab. 

• “Data Overview” provides examples of how factor ratings are created, as well as 
more details on how demographic groups are created and when or why some data are 
not reportable. 

 
129 OPA was unable to maintain two dashboards simultaneously. 
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Discussion 

Development of the DEOCS dashboard will be ongoing over the next several years.  Many of the 
changes described in this report present the infrastructure that will enable OPA to implement 
more sophisticated statistical and analytic methods.  Some of the enhancements planned for the 
near future are described below.  

Context for Factor Scores 

As discussed in the goals for dashboard, on their own, factor scores may be hard to interpret.  
How much “Workplace Hostility” could occur before a unit is at an appreciably higher risk for 
sexual assault?  What is a typical level of “Engagement and Commitment”?  Furthermore, 
differences in estimates, such as between demographic groups or between two annual 
administrations, may be difficult to distinguish.  For example, if women provide a favorability 
rating of 59% for “Cohesion” and men give a favorability rating of 61%, it is hard to know based 
on the ratings alone if the 2% difference means women are actually experiencing the unit to be 
less cohesive than men in a meaningful way.  The difference in scores could be due to multiple 
sources of error that are inherent to survey data, or it could be a real difference in perception.  
Furthermore, even if one were to assume it is a real difference in perception, it is hard to know 
how much of a difference should concern the unit leader; in other words, whether this difference 
is meaningful, impactful, and worthy of attention.  

There are several analytic and statistical methods that could help to contextualize DEOCS factor 
scores.  Normative approaches establish benchmarks based on how well a unit is doing compared 
to similar units.  Criterion approaches would establish benchmarks based on a factor’s 
relationships to another non-DEOCS outcome.  For example, DEOCS factor scores could be 
translated into quantified risk for STOs.130  Statistical hypothesis testing or producing effect sizes 
could quantify if observed differences are meaningful.  However, there are numerous 
methodological concerns that need to be resolved to ensure these approaches are scientifically 
sound.  Changes already implemented as part of the platform redesign (Chapter 5) will provide 
better data quality that will enable the advanced analysis required to provide interpretations that 
are accurate and reliable.   

Nonresponse Bias and Representativeness of Results 

Historically and currently, the DEOCS does not adjust for bias due to nonresponse or other 
sources of bias in the survey estimates.  The results are reported “as is,” with no corrections, and 
the data are therefore representative of those who chose to complete the survey, but do not 
represent the entire population of the unit or organization of interest.   

Nonresponse bias is of concern with DEOCS results (Cervantes et al., 2015).  This type of bias 
occurs when estimates obtained from a non-random set of survey participants (i.e., those who 
choose to complete the survey) are different than estimates that would have been obtained if the 
entire unit had responded.  For example, in a DEOCS unit of 100 members composed of 50 
active duty members and 50 civilians, if only 10 active duty members and 40 civilians respond, 

 
130 Criterion approaches may provide a more meaningful assessment of the true command climate rather than the 
relative assessment that comparative approaches allow.  ARI (2014) contains more discussion. 
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estimates of the command climate will be grossly skewed in favor of how civilians perceive the 
climate, which may not correspond to how active duty members perceive it.  Thus, the estimate 
is biased and provides a misleading assessment of the unit’s climate.  

Weighting is a statistical best practice to correct for nonresponse bias that is used in scientific 
surveys industry-wide, including within the federal government, DoD, and OPA (Office of 
Management and Budget, 2006).  Weighting seeks to correct bias by over or underemphasizing 
an individual response’s contribution to the overall estimate based on defined demographics so 
that the demographics of the final data set more accurately reflect those of the unit.  Continuing 
the previous example, in the final estimate, each of the 10 active duty members’ responses would 
be multiplied by 5 to represent the 40 active duty members who did not respond.  This is a 
simplified example for explanatory purposes, and actual weighting techniques balance many 
variables simultaneously to achieve an estimate that best represents the unit as a whole. 

Historically, the DEOCS has been limited in the ability to calculate the impact of nonresponse 
and quantify bias due to the fully anonymous administration and lack of a unit roster (i.e., a 
“population frame”).131  However, rosters are now collected as part of the DEOCS system 
(Chapter 5).  These rosters, along with full implementation of the secure log in method (Chapter 
5), provide the information necessary regarding the population frame and the participants (and 
non-respondents) to fully quantify the impact of nonresponse bias on DEOCS results, and 
potentially to allow for weighting.  However, there are additional methodological hurdles and 
policy implications for weighting the DEOCS.   

The DEOCS is not one probability survey, but rather hundreds of individual unit censuses being 
administered every week (tens of thousands per year).  Typical approaches to weighting 
employed at OPA and other similar organizations, which take several weeks to implement for 
one survey, are not practical and feasible at the scale of the DEOCS.  Thus, unit-level weighting 
presents a challenge in terms of timeliness of results and capacity. 

Another area in which weighting is potentially relevant is in presenting “aggregations” or “roll-
ups” of multiple unit surveys.  Combining DEOCS unit-level surveys completed within a period 
of time (e.g., a quarter, a year) and within a certain level of aggregation (e.g., installation, Major 
Command, Service) into a single “survey” would theoretically allow these aggregate results to be 
weighted and more accurately represent the population of interest.  When taking the annual 
vantage point, for example, theoretically, every unit in the DoD would have completed at least 
one DEOCS.  These tens of thousands of unit surveys could be added together as a single census 
of DoD, which could be weighted and treated as such.132  This removes the problem of volume, 
but presents additional considerations for policymakers and does not solve the bias problem in 
the unit-level results provided to commanders.   

With complete population data now in hand, OPA is currently conducting a sensitivity analysis 
to capture the extent and impact of nonresponse bias in the DEOCS.  These results will provide 

 
131 Prior to the survey transitioning to OPA, DEOMI undertook some initial steps toward statistical weighting; 
however, this work was not completed nor implemented prior to the transition. 
132 There is complexity in dealing with units that have completed the DEOCS multiple times, and with individuals 
that have completed the DEOCS as part of multiple units.  These are surmountable problems, but do require 
thoughtful consideration to develop the most appropriate, accurate, and unbiased decision rules. 
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important information about the reliability and validity of DEOCS data as currently presented.  
In addition, we are currently developing a method to weight data at the unit level using an 
automated process that would allow for weights to be auto-generated and applied without 
slowing down the availability of unit-level results for commanders.  We expect to also examine 
methods for weighting at various levels of aggregation.  The results of this work, including the 
sensitivity analysis and algorithm development and testing, will be presented to policy officials 
for consideration and next steps.   

Aggregations and Comparisons 

Previous versions of the DEOCS reporting system allowed aggregations, or roll-ups, of 
individual DEOCS units into higher-level estimates.  The previous reports also provided Service 
and unit-type scores to allow comparisons to like-units.  However, aggregates of DEOCS data 
suffer from the same potential nonresponse bias as unit-level estimates, as described above, in 
addition to coverage error.  Coverage error occurs when not all units are included in an 
aggregation or if a unit is included more than once.  For example, in a given Service, not all units 
may have taken a DEOCS during the year and some may have taken it more than once.  Without 
statistical weighting, aggregated estimates inaccurately represent the Service as a whole (ARI, 
2014).  

Unweighted aggregations may be inaccurate and misleading (Alley et al., 2018), and caution 
should be taken in making decisions based on unweighted aggregated DEOCS results.  An 
October 2018 memo from the director of DHRA ordered the suspension of aggregation of 
DEOCS results until a valid aggregation method could be developed.  OPA is currently 
developing techniques that could be used to create accurate and reliable aggregated estimates.  
When we are confident in those estimates, OPA plans to incorporate multiple types of 
comparisons into the interactive dashboard, including Service and unit-type comparisons as well 
as trend analysis to compare a current DEOCS administration to prior administrations in the 
same unit.  Valid aggregation methods will also be used to create higher-level views for senior 
commanders to assess the climate of all of their subordinate commands more easily. 

Conclusion 

The creation of the DEOCS dashboard, even in beta stage, marks a major advancement in 
increasing the utility of DEOCS results.  When complete, the dashboard will serve as a user-
friendly way for commanders and survey administrators to interact with their unit’s data, glean 
accurate and data-driven estimates of the health of their command as it relates to STOs, and find 
information to increase the actionability of their results.  Improvements are planned to increase 
the degree of interaction with the data, enable more customized data visualizations, aid 
interpretation, provide greater connection to resources and follow-up activities, and allow senior 
leader visibility.  In Phase 1, OPA has improved various statistical methods to ensure DEOCS 
uses DoD and industry best practices for survey reporting.  These improvements, combined with 
changes made to the administration process, will greatly enhance the quality of data, and allow 
OPA to connect DEOCS data to other data sources.  Such connections will enable advanced 
research on drivers and consequences of command climate.  Altogether, the completed and 
future work in this action area will ensure that we are maximizing the full potential of the unique 
and valuable data source that is DEOCS. 
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The next chapter will summarize the preceding chapters and will look forward to how our 
redesign principles will be carried into the future work on DEOCS, and we will highlight many 
of the lessons OPA has learned along the way.  
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Chapter 10:  
Discussion 

Dr. Rachel Clare, Dr. Ashlea Klahr, Dr. Austin Lawhead  

The Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) is the largest voluntary personnel data 
collection for one of the largest employers in the world: the United States Department of Defense 
(DoD).  More than 3 million active duty members, Reserve component members, and DoD 
civilians are provided the opportunity to complete the survey every year, and more than one 
million generally do.  Despite its extensive reach, and unlike most other DoD surveys and most 
other surveys generally, the DEOCS is incredibly local in its impact, providing feedback directly 
to unit commanders regarding the climate in their unit.   

The DEOCS has a rich history spanning multiple decades, and in 2021, it is more important than 
ever.  The Department is grappling with increasing rates of violent and harmful events, including 
sexual harassment and sexual assault (Breslin et al., 2019, Davis et al., 2019) and suicide (DoD, 
2020), along with long-standing challenges in retention and advancement of women and 
minority members and racial/ethnic harassment and discrimination (Daniel et al., 2019).  Events 
such as those at Fort Hood in 2020 shine a spotlight (DoD, 2020b), but unfortunately, many of 
the climate problems uncovered at Fort Hood are not unique or rare (Barry et al., 2020; 
Samuelson et al., 2021; Davis et al., 2019).  In addition to the steep human toll these problems 
impose on victims and their loved ones, these problems degrade unit “Cohesion” and ultimately 
degrade the readiness and lethality of the all-volunteer force.   

A large and growing body of research clearly demonstrates the link between “lower level” 
climate problems and more severe violent and harmful events (Breslin et al., 2020; Schell et al., 
2021).  There is also growing recognition of the critical and distinct role of prevention (distinct 
from response efforts), and recognition of the interrelated factors that contribute to risk for 
various forms of violence and harm.  This recognition is reflected in the recently formed 
Prevention Collaboration Forum within the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Personnel and Readiness OUSD(P&R), the various integrated resilience programs recently stood 
up across the Services, and the 2020 Primary Prevention policy (DoD Instruction [DoDI] 
6400.09).  The DEOCS is a foundational component of the Department’s pivot to cross-cutting 
prevention. 

The DEOCS 5.0 is well poised to meet these challenges.  In recent years, the Department has 
undertaken numerous efforts to revitalize and modernize the DEOCS, aligned with three lines of 
effort.  This report has described the guiding principles and research undergirding the DEOCS 
redesign, and the status of the redesign to date.  In this final chapter, we provide a summary of 
the DEOCS redesign lines of efforts and discuss next steps for the DEOCS.   

DEOCS Redesign Philosophy 

The DEOCS redesign was guided by the purpose of the DEOCS and the outcomes we intend for 
it to address.  In order to achieve the ultimate purpose of the DEOCS, our redesign work was 
guided by three core principles.  This guiding framework is summarized below.  Chapter 1 also 
has more details. 
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The Purpose of the DEOCS 

We defined the purpose of the DEOCS as follows:   

The DEOCS is a tool for commanders, to provide reliable and actionable information on risk 
and protective factors that allow them to take immediate steps to improve the climate in their 
unit.  Ultimately, this should serve to prevent problematic outcomes and bolster desirable 
outcomes. 

All of our decision making regarding the DEOCS redesign flowed from this purpose statement.  
At the Office of People Analytics (OPA), we view the DEOCS as primarily a commander’s tool 
to aid in this important type of decision making.  However, we also recognize the immense value 
and potential DEOCS data can have for policymakers and senior leaders to serve other purposes.  
We view these expanded uses of the data, though potentially incredibly valuable, as secondary to 
the primary purpose of serving as a tool for commanders.  Indeed, this is what makes the 
DEOCS unique from almost all other DoD and Service surveys.  Ideally, the DEOCS can serve 
all of these audiences; but when prioritization is required, we prioritize unit commanders. 

Strategic Target Outcomes 

In order to assess the effectiveness of the DEOCS program, we identified a set of strategic target 
outcomes (STO): readiness, retention, racial/ethnic harassment/discrimination, sexual assault, 
sexual harassment, and suicide.  If the DEOCS is working as intended, we expect to see changes 
in these outcomes in DoD in the long term (i.e., 5–10 years).  Of course, the DEOCS is just one 
of many factors impacting these outcomes.  However, orienting around the desired long-term 
impact of the DEOCS was critical for informing the work of the redesign. 

Guiding Principles 

Finally, we identified three core principles to further guide our process and decision making in 
service of the purpose and long-term goals of the DEOCS.  Namely, we sought to ensure the 
DEOCS is (1) accurate and data driven, (2) user friendly, and 3) actionable.   

Accurate and Data Driven 

Data-driven decision making is the entire premise underlying the existence of the DEOCS in the 
first place.  In other words, the foundational assumption of the DEOCS is that providing climate 
data to unit commanders is useful and can spur change.  Our process to redesigning the DEOCS 
as a data-driven tool sought to ensure that the data the DEOCS provides are relevant for 
commanders and the climate problems they face, as well as ensuring these data are accurate.  
Furthermore, our design process itself was a data-driven process, in that we collected and 
synthesized data and information in multiple forms (e.g., focus groups, interviews, survey data, 
scientific literature review) and from multiple key stakeholder groups (e.g., commanders, Service 
members, policymakers, and senior leaders).  This information was essential for all phases of the 
DEOCS redesign. 
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User Friendly 

The DEOCS is a tool that must be used by various audiences in order to be successful, including 
survey administrators, Service members, and commanders.  If any of these key constituents 
encounter barriers to their full use of the DEOCS, the DEOCS cannot achieve its long-term 
objectives.  Therefore, we sought to maintain and improve the usability of the DEOCS across all 
lines of effort, and this work to improve usability is ongoing as we continually receive feedback 
from users in the field.   

Actionable 

High-quality data from an easy-to-use tool are not enough to drive change and to achieve the 
long-term objectives of the DEOCS.  Translating DEOCS results into effective action is 
simultaneously the most important and also the most challenging element of the DEOCS as a 
tool for commanders.  Although our redesign prioritized actionability as a core principle, there 
remains much work to be done.  The project of making the DEOCS truly actionable and effective 
is one that will continue and must involve the dedicated efforts of many individuals and 
organizations from across DoD in order to truly be successful.  

In order for the DEOCS to be truly actionable, evidence-based interventions must be easily 
accessible to unit commanders and personnel on the ground, ideally tailored to meet the unique 
needs of their unit population, and be in response to their unique constellation of risk and 
protective factors identified in their DEOCS results.  Furthermore, commanders and other 
relevant personnel must have the training and support needed to implement these interventions.  
This work with respect to the DEOCS is in its infancy and was not part of our DEOCS redesign 
effort.  However, we view this as a necessary end state for the DEOCS if it is to achieve its 
purpose.  Therefore, to the maximum extent possible, we designed the new survey with the 
principle of actionability at the forefront to poise the DEOCS for future enhancements in this 
domain.  Survey content was chosen on the basis of potential actionability, and creating a user-
friendly dashboard is one step on the journey of making survey results come to life and ensuring 
that results are directly linked to recommended follow-on actions that can move the needle on 
critical climate issues.     

Action Area One:  New DEOCS Platform 

The survey administration system or DEOCS platform (Chapter 5) provides all of the operational 
infrastructure for units to request, administer, and receive results from a DEOCS.  The DEOCS is 
unique from other DoD surveys in that, although it is a DoD-wide data collection, it is primarily 
administered at the unit/organization-level.  OPA provides the survey infrastructure, analysis, 
and reporting functionalities, but the administration is carried out by units/organizations 
themselves.  In building the new DEOCS platform, we maintained aspects of the legacy system 
and implemented various enhancements in line with increasing data accuracy and making the 
system user friendly.  Key enhancements to date and next steps, in line with our three core 
principles, are summarized below.  
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Accurate and Data Driven 

In redesigning the DEOCS platform, we aimed to ensure that the data collected, including the 
survey data itself as well as any metadata regarding the unit and survey administration (e.g., data 
input by survey administrators when requesting a survey) facilitate the end goal of providing unit 
climate results that are accurate and reliable for informing decision making.  To do so, we made 
some updates to the system compared to the legacy version.   

Unit Rosters 

In the legacy DEOCS system, there was no formal accounting or tracking of the survey 
population (i.e., who was being included in a unit’s DEOCS).  Unit membership for the purpose 
of the DEOCS is not defined in policy, and defining who is and is not part of a unit or 
organization is not as easy as it may sound.  For example, a DoD civilian from “Organization A” 
may be on a year-long detail to “Organization B.”  During this time, both organizations field a 
DEOCS.  It is possible this person is included in both, one, or neither of these DEOCS 
administrations depending on how the organization leader and survey administrator choose to 
define organization membership.  Some leaders may use formal reporting structures to decide 
who to include (even if those individuals are currently detailed elsewhere), whereas others may 
prioritize co-location (i.e., people who are working side by side), regardless of the administrative 
chain of command, or perhaps some other approach.  This flexibility provides commanders and 
leaders wide latitude in employing the DEOCS as a tool to best suit their needs.  However, it 
comes at the cost of limited insight into the population for any given DEOCS, or for all DEOCS 
surveys administered within a specific time period (e.g., all DEOCS within a year). 

This gap has prevented calculation and tracking of important DEOCS metrics, including whether 
some individuals are “falling through the cracks” and never included in a DEOCS or whether 
some individuals are being heavily burdened by numerous DEOCS requests annually.  A lack of 
a clearly defined population also complicates comparing units (which might be defining who is 
in the unit differently) and aggregating units (which might lead to “double counting” of 
individuals who were included in multiple DEOCS).   

With the launch of the new system, survey administrators are required to input a unit roster with 
their survey request.  This roster must include first name, last name, and one form of contact 
information (preferably DoD e-mail address) for every member of the unit who is intended to be 
included in the DEOCS.  This roster will ultimately contribute to a better understanding of 
coverage, nonresponse bias, and other critical issues that impact data quality and utility.  
Analyses leveraging these roster data are in their early stages.  However, an immediately useful 
feature that is enabled by unit rosters is secure log in, which is described below.  

Secure Log-In 

As of this writing, OPA has completed testing, and is running analysis on, a new log in method 
for the DEOCS that is consistent with other large-scale DoD and federal surveys (e.g., the 
Federal Employee Viewpoint Survey, or FEVS).  Unlike the legacy method, where a single unit 
passcode is distributed to all unit members, the new secure log in method requires individuals 
taking the survey to enter their DoD e-mail address (or other form of contact information) to 
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enter the survey.  This information is automatically matched against all active unit rosters within 
the DEOCS survey system. 

Secure log in ensures that only unit members can complete a survey for their unit, and that each 
unit member completes the survey no more than once.  This removes the possibility of tampering 
with DEOCS results by taking the survey multiple times or by distributing the passcode to 
individuals outside of the unit.  Ultimately, this serves to increase the accuracy of the data for 
commanders, and the confidence commanders can have that their survey results are reflecting the 
perceptions of members of their unit.     

Although essential for improving DEOCS data accuracy, secure log in also has important user-
friendly advantages.  Specifically, secure log in allows individuals to complete the survey across 
multiple sittings, hence making it easier to complete the survey.  Individual responses remain 
completely confidential, and this confidentiality is guaranteed by a Certificate of Confidentiality 
issued by the National Institutes of Health (NIH).    

User Friendly 

DEOCS users include survey administrators, survey takers, unit commanders, policy officials, 
and senior leaders.  The DEOCS platform is most heavily used by survey administrators, who are 
tasked with requesting and administering the DEOCS for their unit.  This is no small task, and is 
one of many responsibilities that Military Equal Opportunity (MEO) professionals (and others 
who administer surveys) must balance.  Thus, we sought to make the process as user friendly as 
possible for survey administrators.  However, the need for accurate data did result in some 
changes that increase burden on administrators, specifically the requirement to provide a unit 
roster.  In adding the roster requirement, we removed the prior requirement to input unit 
demographic characteristics (i.e., total number of men, women, etc., in the unit) and are deriving 
this information via administrative data using the rosters as a way of mitigating the additional 
burden that collecting and inputting rosters entails for survey administrators.   

In addition to survey administrators, survey takers are key users of the DEOCS platform and 
multiple elements of the redesign of the platform sought to improve their user experience to 
remove barriers to survey response and to increase the likelihood that individuals would be 
willing to complete the survey again. 

One-Stop Shop 

In the previous DEOCS system, survey administrators created a new account for every new 
survey registration.  Results were posted for several days for PDF download and then deleted.  
There was a separate Data Retrieval System (DRS), with a separate account, that housed legacy 
reports.133  These separate accounts and systems were generally only accessed by survey 
administrators, with no access for commanders or their supervisors. 

 
133 Based on our review of documentation, it is unclear whether all survey administrators or a subset of survey 
administrators and/or other professionals had access to this system, and how user access and user privileges were 
determined. 
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The new DEOCS platform combines requesting a DEOCS, viewing DEOCS results, and 
accessing legacy results into a single platform.  Survey administrators create a single account 
that is an “account for life,” which eliminates the need to create a new account for every new 
survey registration.  By reducing the number of passwords and accounts to manage and by 
retaining all necessary information easily accessible within the system, burden on survey 
administrators is substantially decreased.  For example, an administrator can use a previous 
registration as a starting point and adjust the information as needed rather than starting with a 
brand new request, which may come in handy when administering the DEOCS for the same unit 
one year later when much of the information about the unit may not have changed.  An 
administrator can also see response rates from all surveys they have administered side by side.  
As of the launch of DEOCS 5.0, all legacy reports (starting with DEOCS 5.0 reports) will be 
available. 

In addition to providing easier access for survey administrators, the new system is also set up to 
provide accounts to commanders and their supervisors so that leaders can be more directly 
involved in viewing and approving survey requests as well as in directly accessing their survey 
results (past and present).    

Mobile Optimization 

The DEOCS redesign survey highlighted the importance of ensuring the DEOCS is easily 
accessible on a mobile device (Chapter 4).  This consideration informed the development of new 
log in strategies.  For example, we ruled out a Common Access Card (CAC)-enabled log in.  We 
also ruled out sending unique URLs or unique passwords to military e-mail addresses since most 
Service members don’t have access to their military e-mail accounts on their mobile devices.  
The secure log in approach (described above) leverages log in information that members readily 
know (their own e-mail address or phone number) so that they can log in anytime, anywhere, via 
their mobile device, or on any device of their choosing. 

Furthermore, we ensured that the DEOCS is designed to be easy to complete on a mobile device; 
in other words, “mobile friendly” or “mobile optimized.”  To be mobile friendly means that a 
page or website performs well on a mobile device.  This has implications for question type and 
response option layouts, as well as programming implications for the look and feel of questions 
on the page.  The new DEOCS is easy to read and complete on a mobile device, which reduces 
burden on survey takers and makes it more likely that unit members who complete the survey on 
a mobile device will be willing to complete the survey again in the future.   

Next Steps 

Although the new DEOCS platform is fully operational, there are a number of enhancements 
underway, or under consideration, for the future, in line with the principles of accuracy, 
usability, and actionability.  We highlight some of these enhancements below. 

Support for Survey Administrators 

The work of a survey administrator is not easy, and yet it is crucial for the success of the 
DEOCS.  As mentioned throughout this report, the new DEOCS platform and reporting system is 
markedly different than its predecessor in a number of ways (Chapter 5; Chapter 9).  In order to 
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support survey administrators through these changes, we developed a robust set of static training 
materials.134  In addition, over the past nine months, we provided biweekly online training 
sessions, reaching over 1,400 survey administrators.  Although these trainings were an important 
measure to keep the field up to date on the changes, the Defense Equal Opportunity Management 
Institute (DEOMI) remains the center for excellence for equal opportunity (EO) training and will 
be the primary locus of DEOCS training moving forward. 

We are developing a number of enhancements that aim to decrease burden on survey 
administrators.  This includes expanding account access and making it easier for survey 
administrators to share accounts or transfer accounts as needed,135 while simultaneously 
balancing the need to ensure that access is limited to those with a need to know (as determined 
by the Services).  Another potential long-term enhancement is to remove the need for survey 
administrators to upload rosters and to rely on administrative data to identify unit membership.  
This solution is not imminent, given the many complexities with identifying unit membership for 
the purpose of the DEOCS (Chapter 5).  However, we recognize the roster requirement is indeed 
burdensome and removing this requirement would go a long way toward reducing DEOCS 
workload for survey administrators.  As we continue to learn from survey administrators in the 
field, we aim to continue to identify opportunities for enhancements to ease burden. 

We look forward to partnering with DEOMI and the Services to ensure that survey 
administrators have the resources they need to be successful.  This includes an easy request and 
administration process.  But more importantly, it includes the training and resources EO 
professionals need to support commanders in taking action in response to their DEOCS results.  
The success of the DEOCS truly hinges on this work.    

Improving Communications to Increase Response Rates 

In the “secure log in” version of the survey, the DEOCS system automatically e-mails unit 
members an initial recruitment e-mail to announce the survey and motivate a response.  If a unit 
member does not respond, then they are sent the same reminder e-mail up to seven times (once 
every six days) until a response is received, the survey closes, or the survey is extended 
(whichever occurs first).  If a DEOCS is extended, then the reminder e-mails are converted to a 
slightly modified version of the reminder e-mail that adds phrasing to announce that the DEOCS 
was extended.   

Future DEOCS recruitment e-mails will leverage insights from social exchange theory and 
behavioral science to improve DEOCS outreach to ultimately support and improve DEOCS 
response rates.  There is a robust body of research demonstrating the effectiveness of varying 
communication and outcome strategies and of including customized language within 
communications (Dillman et al., 2014; Oliver et al., 2017).  Particularly, e-mails that are 
personalized, such as addressing a person by their name rather than a generic salutation, are 
found to be effective at boosting response rates (Dillman et al. 2007).  Currently, the DEOCS e-
mails do not incorporate any personalization, and have only two instances of customization.  
Future e-mails will contain more customization and personalization; for example, Service-

 
134 https://www.defenseculture.mil/Assessment-to-Solutions/A2S-Home/ 
135 Given the mobility of military personnel, this is a highly relevant issue. 

https://www.defenseculture.mil/Assessment-to-Solutions/A2S-Home/
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specific language (e.g., soldier, sailor), the recipient’s name, and the name of their unit, 
organization, or Academy.  Information from the registration page can also be used to insert a 
due date for the DEOCS, which is appreciated by participants and can increase response rates to 
survey requests (Henley, 1976; Edwards et al. 2009).  Most importantly, we will send unique 
reminders, rather than sending the same reminder multiple times, which can increase the chance 
participants open and read them (Schreiner, 2019).  By sending unique reminder e-mails, we will 
be able to send more evidence-based appeals to recruit participants into the DEOCS (Oliver et 
al., 2017; Schreiner et al., 2020). 

Action Area Two: New DEOCS Content 

DEOCS content selection followed a rigorous and systematic process described in Chapter 6, 
Chapter 7, and Chapter 8.  The end result is a survey instrument that is grounded in science, 
designed to predict critical outcomes with actionable data. 

Accurate and Data Driven 

Every step of the content development process was informed by existing scientific research on 
both command climate and general survey design.  Even our content selection method itself (i.e., 
the process by which we went about identifying survey content) was based on research and best 
practices in similar contexts.  This reliance on scientific evidence not only served to identify the 
most important topics quickly and effectively, but also expanded the range of topics beyond what 
might have been considered if we had only relied on the knowledge and opinions of the OPA 
team and stakeholders.  Through our methodical selection process, we were able to identify 
actionable leading indicators of the STOs with the strongest scientific evidence that also 
resonated with stakeholders.  We then used a quantitative process to identify the questions that 
most efficiently measured each topic, prioritizing items with the strongest links to our STOs.      

Data-Driven Construct Selection 

Over 500 preliminary constructs were identified through a review of scientific literature.  These 
preliminary constructs were winnowed to the 19 risk and protective factors that are part of 
DEOCS 5.0 (Chapter 6) through a rigorous three-step process.  First, preliminary constructs were 
screened for their ability to meet the minimum criteria of having scientific evidence supporting 
their relationship to the STOs and being hypothetically time and group variable in order to 
capture differences in climate across time and units.  Next, preliminary constructs were scored on 
six criteria to rate the strength of the scientific evidence linking them to one or more of the STOs 
as well as their importance to stakeholders.  Six independent raters iteratively selected a set of 15 
initial constructs based on the scores from Step two.  Key stakeholders were then given a chance 
to provide feedback, resulting in the final set of 19 risk and protective factors that are included 
on the DEOCS 5.0. 

Data-Driven Item Selection 

In choosing the items (i.e., questions) to measure each of the 19 DEOCS factors, OPA also relied 
on data and quantitative decision-making processes as much as possible.  We sought items that 
appear on other DoD surveys, which could be linked to STOs.  In cases in which this was not 
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possible, we prioritized scientifically validated scales from the research literature.  To reduce 
survey burden, we sought to use the fewest number of items needed to fully measure each factor 
and reduced scales by prioritizing predictive validity (Chapter 7).  These items were then 
translated into a cohesive whole survey instrument based on best practices in survey 
methodology (Chapter 8).     

User Friendly 

Our efforts in constructing the DEOCS 5.0 instrument aimed to make taking the DEOCS as easy 
as possible for participants to increase the likelihood that participants who complete the DEOCS 
will be willing to take the survey again in the future.   

Efficiency of Factors 

As demonstrated in our research literature review, there are hundreds of topics related to 
command climate that could be included on a survey.  However, neither survey takers nor 
commanders would find a survey that long to be worthwhile.  OPA sought to maximize the 
utility of the DEOCS by prioritizing factors that were related to multiple STOs.  This means that 
commanders’ actions to improve unfavorable scores will have greater impact by having broad 
effects on the command climate and promoting multiple positive outcomes simultaneously.    

Survey Burden 

Surveys that are overly burdensome for participants discourage unit members from taking or 
finishing the survey, leading to poor response rates and incomplete data that limit the validity of 
the results.  Thus, one of OPA’s top priorities in designing DEOCS 5.0 was ensuring low survey 
burden.  Survey burden entails not only concrete attributes like length of the survey, but also the 
subjective experience of participants.  Previously discussed efforts like ensuring efficiency of the 
factors (Chapter 6), and reducing items based on their predictive validity (Chapter 7), resulted in 
as short a survey as possible.  Additional efforts, such as simplifying language and inserting 
customized language also sought to make the survey easier to take (Chapter 8).  Finally, the 
prioritization of factors that were identified by Service members themselves as important helps 
to reduce survey burden by making taking the survey a worthwhile experience that resonates 
with Service members because the topics are relevant to them and have the potential to positively 
impact their everyday lives. 

Actionable 

As a commander’s tool, it is imperative that the DEOCS measure topics that are not only 
descriptive or explanatory of the command climate, but also actionable.  Commanders must be 
able to use the DEOCS to identify problems with their command climate and take steps to 
improve. 

Actionable Risk and Protective Factors 

Actionability was a key evaluation criterion for selecting the final 19 risk and protective factors 
(Chapter 6).  At multiple steps in the selection process, including article identification during the 
literature review and the considerations in the final set selection, we considered the actionability 
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of preliminary constructs.  This was at times a subjective evaluation as to whether a construct 
could theoretically be changed by a commander through policies, programs, or practices, but we 
sought reliability of these judgments by having multiple independent raters as well as 
stakeholder verification.  We also considered empirical evidence of actionability by scoring 
preliminary constructs according to whether they had been shown to vary over time or across 
subgroups of the same organization.  These time and group variable criteria ensure that the final 
factors can and do change in different circumstances.    

Specificity of Leadership Results 

Although the DEOCS is a commander’s tool, there are many people in the chain of command 
that can influence the climate.  To target their actions more effectively, both Service members 
and commanders requested more specificity on ratings of leadership in the DEOCS.  In DEOCS 
5.0, most of the leadership factors (“Toxic Leadership,” “Leadership Support,” 
“Transformational Leadership,” and “Passive Leadership”) measure leaders at multiple levels, 
including immediate supervisors, the unit commander/organization leader, and senior 
NCOs/senior enlisted advisors.  To avoid lengthening the survey too much and being overly 
repetitive, we asked subject matter experts to determine the relevance of each factor at various 
levels of leadership, and only asked about each factor at those specific levels.  The factor ratings 
are reported separately for each level of leadership so that action planning can focus attention to 
the right levels.   

Next Steps 

Predictive Validity of Factors 

Most of the formative research used to identify preliminary constructs was conducted at the 
individual level, with some exceptions.136  Individual-level research can be used to examine 
whether an individual’s ratings of climate are related to that individual’s experience of the STOs.  
For example, research including the item analyses used to select items for the DEOCS (Chapter 
7) has shown that an individual’s self-reported experience of “Workplace Hostility” is related to 
the odds of that individual having also experienced sexual assault.  Because climate is a 
collective subjective experience, more research is needed to determine whether unit-level 
aggregations of individual-level evaluations of the risk and protective factors predict unit-level 
prevalence of the STOs.  With changes in the administration process that will improve data 
quality and allow linking of DEOCS data to other data sources (such as prevalence surveys and 
administrative records), we will be able to directly test whether the DEOCS is doing what it is 
supposed to be doing, and make any changes accordingly if not.137  In other words, we will be 
able to determine if the unit-level ratings of risk and protective factors are truly leading 
indicators for the STOs.  This analysis will also allow us to quantify the exact impacts of 
DEOCS scores on outcomes, which will enable richer results reporting that directly translates a 
factor score to risk for STOs. 

 
136 Samuelson et al.  (2021) is a notable, recent exception that factored into DEOCS construct selection. 
137 These analyses cannot be completed until we have collected sufficient DEOCS 5.0 data, ideally under secure log 
in conditions, and the necessary outcome data are also available (e.g., 2021 WGRA will provide the necessary data 
for sexual assault and sexual harassment STOs). 
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Increasing Customization 

In an effort to reduce survey burden, we have already employed piping, or programming, that 
automatically changes words or phrases to make the survey comprehendible for specific 
participants.  For example, participants in civilian organizations answer questions about their 
“organization leader” compared to participants in military units who answer questions about their 
“unit commander.”  Future enhancements plan to increase the use of piping to further customize 
the survey for participants.  For example, instead of “unit commander,” we could pipe in the 
commander’s name or instead of answering questions about “this organization,” the question can 
reference the organization’s name.  This piping makes the survey more personal and more of a 
conversation, which reduces the perception of burden, and also improves accuracy because there 
is less room for confusion about the subject of a question.  We also plan to extend these piping 
and customization options to the items in the custom question bank; which will allow more 
specificity for the unit while still ensuring the questions meet DoD standards and survey writing 
best practices. 

Action Area Three:  Unit Commander Dashboard 

In order to properly communicate the results of the DEOCS 5.0, OPA has developed an 
interactive Unit Commander Dashboard that provides the results of the survey in easy-to-
understand charts and tables that also translate well into a PDF report (Chapter 9).  The work on 
this dashboard is ongoing and enhancements to the process are put into production on a regular 
basis.  

Accurate and Data Driven 

For commanders to feel confident in using DEOCS to inform their decisions, they need to trust 
the data.  In the first phase of the DEOCS dashboard design, OPA has taken a critical look at 
how to accurately provide results, and ensure that interpretations and use of the results are 
closely connected to the STOs they are designed to address. 

Comparisons and Thresholds 

In the near term, a number of our changes to DEOCS reporting aligned with the principle of 
accuracy entailed removing rather than adding features.  We recognize that removing 
functionality is not helpful for users, but it is important that we ensure that any results that we 
provide are accurate and defensible.  This temporarily scaled-back functionality is most 
noteworthy for roll-ups and comparisons to like-units and the Service overall.  We also removed 
color-coded thresholds denoting whether or not improvement is needed.  Although these are 
indeed useful tools for users to interpret their results, if they are methodologically unsound, then 
they could lead to faulty conclusions about the health of the climate and cause commanders to 
miss important warning signs.  To avoid important decisions being made on faulty information, 
OPA ceased the use of these features while we work on ensuring the methods are scientific and 
defensible.  These features are a high-priority future enhancement. 
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User Friendly 

Even the most motivated commander has many competing demands on their time and resources.  
For the DEOCS to be a useful commander’s tool, it must be user friendly so that important issues 
can be easily identified and quickly acted upon.  Improvements in the first phase of the DEOCS 
redesign kicked off a series of planned iterations that will continue to innovate on the previous 
static reports to be more interactive, dynamic, and accessible. 

Data Visualization 

Rather than a static visual representation of data, such as a PDF report, previous studies have 
found that people rate interactive dashboards as more useable, and are better able to find data 
they need to make decisions (e.g., Wu et al., 2019).  For the DEOCS, this interactive capability is 
particularly important.  Although the DEOCS is a standardized tool across all military 
commands, it is designed to be implemented at a local level.  Individual units need flexibility to 
focus on the information that is most applicable to their unique circumstances and focus attention 
where it is most needed.  Providing survey administrators and commanders the power to 
visualize data in a way that answers their specific questions will improve their ability to identify 
and respond to climate problems.  

The beta version of the DEOCS dashboard creates a foundation on which more features will be 
built to allow commanders greater customization in viewing their DEOCS results.  As we 
continue to build the dashboard, OPA will work with experts to employ best practices in visual 
communication that will ensure data are easily and accurately understood and able to highlight 
areas of concern or promise quickly and comprehensively. 

Actionable 

Data visualization is key to ensuring that the results from the DEOCS are digestible, 
understandable, and thus, actionable.  We have developed a number of approaches to increase 
actionability through data visualization and user access in the dashboard, with more 
enhancements underway and planned.  

Drill-Down Features 

The DEOCS beta dashboard displays survey results at the topline level for the 19 DEOCS risk 
and protective factors.  However, for users who want to dig deeper, results can be viewed by 
items, demographic groups, and (where relevant) for supervisors by paygrade, to allow users to 
home in on problem areas and develop targeted action plans.  For example, units can identify the 
paygrade of immediate supervisors that may be driving a heighted score for “Toxic Leadership” 
or identify the specific form of “Workplace Hostility” that is most common in the unit, and 
identify who in the unit is experiencing the highest levels of “Workplace Hostility” (e.g., women 
vs. men, junior enlisted vs. senior enlisted). 

To truly be able to leverage these capabilities, users require training and practice as well as a data 
visualization scheme that does not present them an impossible alchemy of results.  To these ends, 
we will continue developing these capabilities within the dashboard, working to be able to guide 
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users through drill-down features and strategic callouts that advise them on where to look and 
how to take action based on the results presented.  

Next Steps 

Moving forward, and in response to signals from the field, OPA has begun to implement and 
plan many updates and enhancements that will directly increase the ease of use for commanders 
and create a more profound “call to action” that makes it easier to respond to survey results 
quickly and effectively.  

Expanding User Access 

One way we plan to expand the dashboard in the future is by providing more extensive, yet 
targeted, user permissions.  This will include “super users” at the Service level who can pull 
down reports and track compliance for their Service as needed.  These users will be determined 
by the Service.  We also recognize a need for levels of access somewhere between “every 
DEOCS within the Service” (i.e., the “super user” role) and “only my unit’s DEOCS” (i.e., the 
current role that most users hold).  These broader, yet still targeted roles with associated user 
permissions, can serve many useful functions, and this functionality will ideally be built hand in 
hand with the Services.  Finally, additional user permissions include updating how the survey 
administrator role is shared or held.  Understandably, it is often the case that an organization 
would want multiple administrators with access to the unit’s results, and OPA is currently in the 
process of defining these “shared” or “multiple” administrator roles.   

Comparisons and Trends 

OPA will incorporate multiple analyses into the dashboard that will allow commanders to 
contextualize their results in relation to both other units and their own unit at different time 
points.  First, we will incorporate comparisons to other units that will allow commanders to see 
how their scores rank next to their Service overall or to similar unit types (i.e., combat, training, 
medical, etc.).  These comparisons were a feature of previous DEOCS 4.1 reports that we are 
currently working to improve to be more accurate and reliable before reintegrating into the 
dashboard.  Users often express how helpful comparisons are in interpreting their DEOCS 
results.  They demonstrate not only where the unit’s strengths and weaknesses lie in relation to 
other units, but also inform action planning by demonstrating how localized a specific unit’s 
issues are.  For example, if a unit’s favorability scores are significantly below the Service 
average, the problem is likely unique to the unit and the commander may want to pursue a unit-
specific course of action.  However, if the entire Service’s favorability scores are low, effectively 
addressing the issue may require coordination at higher echelons to affect change broadly. 

OPA will also incorporate trend analyses into the dashboard that will allow the commander to 
see how the current DEOCS results compare to previous DEOCS administrations.  Trends will 
allow commanders to measure the impact of any actions they may have taken to address 
previously identified climate issues.  Initially, we will be able to trend the same unit under the 
same commander, but ideally will be able to expand to allow trending of the same unit under 
different commanders and the same commander over different units.  These advanced trending 
capabilities will be particularly useful for researchers and senior leaders to understand the impact 
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on command climate of particular leaders versus other features of the unit, and allow greater 
understanding of where policies and programs might be most effective. 

Benchmarks 

A consistent demand from both DEOCS users and policy officials is more assistance in 
interpreting results.  What is a good score versus a bad score?  What are the red flags?  When is 
action needed?  Given limited time and resources, what should they prioritize?  The DEOCS 
dashboard in its existing state does not provide many answers to these questions, but with 
advanced analyses, OPA plans to provide data-driven benchmarks that accurately convey how 
factor scores translate to real-world outcomes. 

Previous evaluations of the DEOCS have cautioned reliance on comparisons to other units for 
the purposes of benchmarking as they can impart a false sense of health (ARI, 2014); that is, they 
can hide issues that are pervasive throughout a Service.  For example, if a unit is in the top 
quartile of favorability scores for their Service on a given factor, but the Service as a whole has 
low favorability scores, it would be inaccurate to label the command healthy.  The solution to 
relying on relative standards is to base benchmarks on external objective criteria.  For the 
DEOCS, the relevant external objective criteria are the STOs.  Analyses linking DEOCS data to 
scientific prevalence survey and administrative data will allow us to create scores that translate a 
unit’s factor scores into likelihood of problematic and positive outcomes occurring within that 
unit and allow the creation of criterion-based benchmarks.  These criterion-based benchmarks 
will be a more accurate indication of the health of the command. 

Senior Leader Views 

An emerging need is for higher-order commanders and senior leaders within the Services and the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) to have visibility over DEOCS results for 
accountability purposes as well as program assessment and improvement purposes.  In 
conjunction with expanding user access in the DEOCS dashboard (described above), OPA will 
be building unique views for senior commanders to easily compare units in their chain of 
command.  Furthermore, OPA will facilitate sharing of DEOCS data with OSD offices and 
Services for use in dashboard and data visualizations efforts aimed at allowing senior leaders to 
monitor command climate on a frequent basis and will incorporate DEOCS data with other data 
sources to create a holistic snapshot of the state of violence prevention progress.  Some of this 
work may also require aggregation, or roll-ups, of units at various levels of the command 
hierarchy.  As such, OPA will work with stakeholders to determine the appropriate levels of 
aggregation for accountability purposes and develop scientifically sound methods to create those 
aggregations. 

Although OPA believes in the potential of the DEOCS data as an important piece of the 
accountability puzzle, we approach such efforts with caution to ensure they do not dilute the 
primary purpose of the DEOCS to serve as a prevention tool for commanders.  If commanders 
and survey takers perceive that DEOCS results may trigger punitive actions, then it has the 
potential to have a chilling effect on responses.  Commanders may have greater incentive to 
pressure participants into providing favorable responses, and participants may be hesitant to 
provide information that will get their commander in trouble.  This would degrade the ability of 
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the DEOCS to measure the true command climate, which in turn would rob commanders of the 
opportunity to improve it.  For this reason, OPA does not recommend making major personnel or 
strategic planning decisions solely based on DEOCS data.  Rather, rigorous and thoughtful 
analysis of DEOCS data, together with additional data points, can serve as a warning sign that 
more serious problems may be occurring and trigger more in-depth and comprehensive 
evaluations to identify root causes and develop solutions.   

Translation to Action 

As we have repeated throughout this report, the primary purpose of the DEOCS is for 
commanders to use it as a tool, meaning they should be able to act on the results to improve 
climate.  Thus, a crucial objective of the dashboard is enabling this action.  When commanders 
get their survey results, see how they compare, see how the unit is trending over time, see what 
their biggest problems are, and where they may be “at risk,” the next question they should ask is 
“What next?”  Even knowing all of the data, even with risk scores that are data driven and 
accurate and with excellent predictive validity, what should a leader, EOA, or command climate 
specialist do?  Although this is perhaps one of the most important parts of the DEOCS process, it 
is one of the most underdeveloped.  

Our hope is that the DEOCS dashboard can serve not only as a results reporting mechanism, but 
also as a jumping-off point for action planning.  We aim to provide easy and targeted access to 
“tool kits,” or resources on policies, programs, and courses of action aligned to the survey 
content.  For example, the dashboard could flag that a unit is at risk for sexual assault based on 
their factor scores for “Sexually Harassing Behaviors” and immediately and seamlessly direct 
them to ways to prevent and respond to “Sexually Harassing Behaviors.”  Several Services 
require commanders to develop formal action plans to address issues identified in the DEOCS, 
and the dashboard can facilitate those requirements.   

The previous DEOCS system (Assessment to Solutions, or A2S) contained recommendations for 
action and follow-on guidance, but updates are needed to address the new factors included in 
DEOCS 5.0.  Additionally, stakeholder feedback suggested a need to make the resources more 
readily accessible and more tailored to unique needs of specific units/organizations.  Although 
the responsibility for developing these is not clearly in OPA’s sphere of responsibility, it is in the 
interest of the DEOCS program in general that these toolkits are developed.  OPA can serve as 
the curator of these resources, and ensure they are easily accessible in the dashboard through 
callouts, but will rely on the expertise of the OSD and Service policy and program offices with 
responsibility over the STOs to identify and develop them.  Along these lines, OPA will seek 
guidance from the relevant policy offices and Services regarding what sorts of interventions have 
been shown to be effective in response to problematic scores related to the STOs.  OPA and 
other research and evaluation organizations might be enlisted to assist with future evaluations to 
assess whether commanders implement action plans with fidelity, and, if they do, whether the 
expected improvements are seen in subsequent DEOCS results.  These types of evaluations will 
allow the Department to focus its resources on the most effective programs, as well as to identify 
potential improvements.  
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Conclusion 

The DEOCS is an important tool with deep roots in the Department’s mission to create an 
equitable and professional environment for all Service members (Chapter 1).  When the needs of 
the Force and Service members change, so too should the DEOCS.  As new or ancient prejudices 
emerge to influence or degrade the Department’s workforce and readiness, the DEOCS itself 
must remain agile enough to capture these climate impacts while remaining true to its core 
principals and never losing sight of its ultimate purpose.  To these ends, the work of the DEOCS 
is truly never done.  Further, the state of command climate research is in its infancy, and many 
organizational, operational, and interpersonal factors may emerge in the coming years that 
highlight new and promising constructs that may be of interest on the DEOCS.  Finally, feedback 
from the field is paramount in influencing the future of the DEOCS.  Through partnerships with 
OSD policy offices and the Services and many touchpoints with the field, we will work to ensure 
that the instrument is working as intended and producing the results required for the health and 
resilience of the Force, as it is constituted now, and into the future.   

Continuous User Feedback 

As we did in the first phase of the DEOCS redesign, OPA will continue to center the voices of 
DEOCS users in ongoing improvement efforts.  We receive informal feedback from users and 
stakeholders every day that we use to identify both immediate fixes and long-term 
enhancements.  We also plan to conduct surveys of survey takers, commanders, and survey 
administrators on a regular basis to evaluate already implemented changes, gather feedback on 
planned changes, and solicit ideas for further enhancements. 

Policy and Partnerships 

The DEOCS is only one part of the larger command climate assessment process.  OPA provides 
the survey tool to assess command climate, but many individuals and offices in the Department 
have an essential role in ensuring it is a useful prevention tool.  DEOCS data can inform policies, 
but they also require clear policies that dictate who and how units administer the DEOCS.  As it 
stands currently, some of these critical partnerships include the following entities.  The Office for 
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (ODEI) provides OSD-level policy guidance regarding 
command climate assessment.  The Services have the responsibility of implementing this 
guidance, and also responsibility for tracking compliance, which OPA can facilitate through 
easier access to DEOCS request information and reports.  DEOMI and the Service MEO offices 
train and equip the workforce not only to administer the DEOCS but also to use the survey to 
drive action.  Without any of these important partners, the DEOCS fails to reach its full potential.   

Informed by feedback from the field and DEOCS data itself, OPA will look for collaboration 
opportunities with all of these partners to ensure the DEOCS is meeting the ever-evolving needs 
of the Department.  Ensuring good communication across the parties is critical, and we recognize 
it is a current gap.  We plan to explore ways of formalizing a process for proposing, developing, 
and communicating changes to the DEOCS among all the various stakeholders.  Ensuring active 
participation of all stakeholders in the evolution of the DEOCS will be key to striking the 
delicate balance of preserving the DEOCS as a commander’s tool with the need for increased 
accountability and visibility. 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Discussion 351 
 

Perhaps the biggest and most critical gap for the Department in terms of the DEOCS program 
and its envisioned role in prevention of violence and harm is in translating results into action.  
This is also the area that OPA requires the most robust support from our partners.  Without a 
workforce that is trained and equipped to understand their survey results and act on them, the 
DEOCS will not lead to change.  The survey itself (no matter how well visualized, scientifically 
accurate, accessible to senior leaders, etc.) won’t solve problems; more resources and expertise 
are needed to make it an effective prevention tool.  The development of toolkits is a critical area 
that will require the expertise of policy and program offices across the Department.  
Additionally, as the Department continues to expand violence and harm prevention efforts, 
prevention personnel beyond EO professionals as well as commanders themselves will likely 
benefit from training in how the DEOCS can be used to help create a healthy command climate. 

Potential Future Research and Analysis 

The DEOCS is a rich data source with many research possibilities that we are just beginning to 
consider.  As the largest DoD survey, these data should be fully leveraged to understand drivers 
of command climate, identify emerging personnel issues, and develop effective violence and 
harm prevention solutions.  OPA will do some of this work but does not intend to have a 
monopoly on DEOCS data.  OPA believes in the potential benefits that can be gained when 
researchers from across the Department bring their unique perspectives, questions, and methods 
to bear on these data.  In addition to working directly with policy and program offices on 
identified analysis projects, OPA also plans to make data accessible for approved research 
purposes.  DEOCS data are already available within the Army’s Person-Event Data Environment 
(PDE), a data repository where researchers can obtain approval to conduct analyses with 
statistical software within a secure environment that ensures human subject protection 
regulations and privacy rules are followed and auditable.  As other data-sharing capabilities 
emerge, OPA will consider the most strategic way of making DEOCS data available for broader 
use.  

Conclusion 

This report describes OPA’s efforts to redesign the DEOCS in three main action areas: a new 
administration platform, new DEOCS content that measures risk and prevention factors for 
STOs, and a new Unit Commander Dashboard for viewing and using results.  There will be a 
Phase 2 report that describes the outcomes of several efforts that were begun in Phase 1, 
including the log in method experiment, weighting sensitivity and nonresponse bias analysis, and 
valid methods for creating comparisons, trends, and aggregations.  The Phase 2 report will also 
provide further evidence on the reliability and validity of the new DEOCS content.  Although 
this report describes a major change in the history of the DEOCS, this is not the first major 
change, and it almost certainly won’t be the last.  The DEOCS will continue to evolve in 
response to the needs of users and the guidance of senior leadership.  The DEOCS program must 
remain agile while continuing to adhere to the guiding principles of ensuring the DEOCS is data-
driven and reliable, prioritizing the needs of our end users, and ensuring the DEOCS is not just a 
survey for the sake of a survey, or a box to check in order to meet a requirement, but is used to 
directly drive action to foster a climate of dignity and respect for all members of the DoD 
community. 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

References 353 
 

References 

Adis, C., Byrd, C., Wisecarver, M., Horgen, K., Darrow, J.B., Hoffman, R., & Rahill, K.  (2020).  
Army command climate: The viability of single-item measures (Technical Report No. 1381).  
United States Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences.   

Adrian, A. L., Adler, A. B., Thomas, J. L., & Britt, T. W.  (2018).  Integrating new soldiers: The 
role of leaders and unit members.  Military Psychology, 30(2), 131–141.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/08995605.2018.1425064   

Alley, L., Gregorowicz, K., Turner, S., Rosenfeld, P., Williams, K., & McGrath, D.  (2018).  
DEOCS 4.1 evaluation report:  An evaluation of the defense equal opportunity management 
institute (DEOMI) organizational climate survey (Report No. 2018–045).  Office of People 
Analytics.   

American Association for Public Opinion Research (AAPOR).  (2003).  Interviewer falsification 
in survey research:  Current best methods for prevention, detection and repair of its effects, 
Ann Arbor Falsification Summit, Ann Arbor, MI.   

Anderson, K. B., Cooper, H., & Okamura, L.  (1997).  Individual differences and attitudes 
toward rape:  A meta-analytic review.  Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 23(3), 
295–315.   

Anestis, M. D., Khazem, L. R., Mohn, R. S., & Green, B. A.  (2015).  Testing the main 
hypotheses of the interpersonal–psychological theory of suicidal behavior in a large diverse 
sample of United States military personnel.  Comprehensive Psychiatry, 60, 78–85.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.comppsych.2015.03.006   

Antecol, H., & Cobb-Clark, D.  (2009).  Racial harassment, job satisfaction, and intentions to 
remain in the military.  Journal of Population Economics 22, 713–738.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00148-007-0176-1   

Ariely, D.  (2008).  Predictably irrational:  The hidden forces that shape our decisions.  
HarperCollins.   

Ashforth, B.E., & Mael, F.  (1989)  Social identity theory and the organization.  Academy of 
Management Review 14(1), 20–39.   

Avolio, B. J.  (1999).  Full leadership development: Building the vital forces in organizations.  
Sage.   

Banyard, V.  (2008).  Measurement and correlates of prosocial bystander behavior:  The case of 
interpersonal violence.  Violence and Victims, 23(1), 83–97.   

Barattucci, M., Teresi, M., Pietroni, D., Iacobucci, S., Lo Presti, A., & Pagliaro, S.  (2021).  
Ethical climate(s), distributed leadership, and work outcomes: The mediating role of 
organizational identification.  Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 564112.  
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.564112   



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

354 References 
 

Barnes, R.  (1996).  Toward a second generation MEOCS:  Recommendations for administration 
format and issue coverage.  Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute, Directorate of 
Research.   

Barry, A., Hill, A., Petusky, M., Klauberg, W.X., Davis, L., & Klahr, A.  (2020).  2019 Service 
Academy Gender Relations Focus Groups.  (Report No. 2019-068).  Office of People 
Analytics.   

Basile, K. C., DeGue, S., Jones, K., Freire, K., Dills, J., Smith, S. G., & Raiford, J. L.  (2016).  
STOP SV:  A technical package to prevent sexual violence.  National Center for Injury 
Prevention and Control, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.   

Bass, B.M.  (1990).  Bass and Stogdill's handbook of leadership:  Theory, research, and 
management applications (3rd ed).  Free Press.   

Bass, B.M.  (1990).  From transactional to transformational leadership:  Learning to share the 
vision.  Organizational Dynamics, 18(3), 19–31.   

Bass, B.M., Avolio, B.J., Jung, D.I., & Berson, Y.  (2003).  Predicting unit performance by 
assessing transformational and transactional leadership.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 
88(2), 207–218.  https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0021-9010.88.2.207   

Beck, A. T., Weissman, A., Lester, D., & Trexler, L.  (1974).  The measurement of pessimism: 
The hopelessness scale.  Journal Of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 42(6), 861–865  
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0037562   

Beck, A.T.  (1988).  Beck Hopelessness Scale.  The Psychological Corporation 

Benavides-Espinoza, C., & Cunningham, G. B.  (2010).  Bystanders’ reactions to sexual 
harassment.  Sex Roles:  A Journal of Research, 63(3–4), 201–213.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-010-9781-7   

Berdahl, J. L., & Moore, C.  (2006).  Workplace harassment:  Double jeopardy for minority 
women.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(2), 426–436.    

Bishop, G. F.  (1987).  Experiments with the middle response alternative in survey questions.  
Public Opinion Quarterly, 51(2), 220–232. 

Blumberg, H.H., Fuller, C., & Hare, A.P.  (1974).  Response Rates in Postal Surveys. Public 
Opinion Quarterly, 38(1), 113–123.  https://doi.org/10.1086/269030 

Boehm, S. A., Dwertmann, D. J. G., Kunze, F., Michaelis, B., Parks, K. M., & McDonald, D. P.  
(2014).  Expanding insights on the diversity climate-performance link:  The role of 
workgroup discrimination and group size.  Human Resource Management, 53(3), 379–402.  
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21589   



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

References 355 
 

Börjesson, M., Österberg, J., & Enander, A.  (2015).  Risk propensity within the military:  A 
study of Swedish officers and soldiers.  Journal of Risk Research, 18(1), 55–68.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2013.879489   

Bradburn, N.  (1978).  Respondent burden.  In JSM Proceedings of the Survey Research 
Methods Section, 35–40.  American Statistical Association  
http://www.asasrms.org/Proceedings/y1978f.html   

Breslin, R.A., Davis, L., Hylton, K., Hill, A., Klauberg, W. X., Petusky, M., & Klahr, A.  (2019).  
2018 Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty Members: Overview Report.  
U.S. Department of Defense Office of People Analytics.  
https://www.sapr.mil/sites/default/files/Annex_1_2018_WGRA_Overview_Report_0.pdf   

Breslin, R.A., Klahr, A., Hylton, K., Petusky, M., White, A. & Tercha, J.  (2020).  2019 
Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Reserve Component Members: Overview Report.  
U.S. Department of Defense Office of People Analytics.  
https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/citations/AD1097338   

Brick, M., & Williams, D.  (2013).  Explaining rising nonresponse rates in cross-sectional 
surveys.  The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 645(1), 36–
59.  https://doi.org/10.1177/0002716212456834   

Britt, T. W., Jennings, K. S., Cheung, J. H., Pury, C. L. S., & Zinzow, H. M.  (2015).  The role of 
different stigma perceptions in treatment seeking and dropout among active duty military 
personnel.  Psychiatric Rehabilitation Journal, 38(2), 142–149.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/prj0000120   

Brooks, S. K., & Greenberg, N.  (2018).  Non-deployment factors affecting psychological 
wellbeing in military personnel:  Literature review.  Journal of Mental Health, 27(1), 80–90.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638237.2016.1276536   

Brown, J., Gouseti, I., & Fife-Schaw, C.  (2018).  Sexual harassment experienced by police staff 
serving in England, Wales and Scotland:  A descriptive exploration of incidence, antecedents 
and harm.  The Police Journal, 91(4), 356–374.  https://doi.org/10.1177/0032258X17750325   

Bryan, C. J, McNaughton-Cassill M, & Osman A.  (2013).  Age and belongingness moderate the 
effects of combat exposure on suicidal ideation among active duty Air Force personnel.  
Journal of Affective Disorders, 150(3), 1226–1229.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2013.05.087   

Bryan, C. J.  (2011).  The clinical utility of a brief measure of perceived burdensomeness and 
thwarted belongingness for the detection of suicidal military personnel.  Journal of Clinical 
Psychology, 67(10), 981–992.  https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.20726   

Bryan, C. J., Griffith, J. E., Pace, B. T., Hinkson, K., Bryan, A. O., Clemans, T. A., & Imel, Z. E.  
(2015).  Combat exposure and risk for suicidal thoughts and behaviors among military 
personnel and veterans:  A systematic review and meta-analysis.  Suicide and Life-
Threatening Behavior, 45(5), 633–649.  https://doi.org/10.1111/sltb.12163   



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

356 References 
 

Buchanan, N. T., & Fitzgerald, L. F.  (2008).  Effects of racial and sexual harassment on work 
and the psychological well-being of African American women.  Journal of Occupational 
Health Psychology, 13(2), 137–151.  https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2008-03497-
005#:~:text=https%3A//doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.13.2.137   

Buchanan, N. T., Bergman, M. E., Bruce, T. A., Woods, K. C., Lichty, L. L.  (2009).  Unique 
and joint effects of sexual and racial harassment on college students’ well-being.  Basic and 
Applied Social Psychology, 31(3), 267–285.  https://doi.org/10.1080/01973530903058532   

Buchanan, N. T., Settles, I. H., Hall, A. T., & O’Connor, R. C.  (2014).  A review of 
organizational strategies for reducing sexual harassment:  Insights from the U. S. Military.  
Journal of Social Issues, 70(4), 687–702.  https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12086   

Bucklin, B. A., Valley, M., Welch, C., Tran, Z. V., & Lowenstein, S. R.  (2014).  Predictors of 
early faculty attrition at one Academic Medical Center.  BMC Medical Education, 14(27) . 
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-14-27   

Burchell, B., & Marsh, C.  (1992).  The effect of questionnaire length on survey response.  
Quality and Quantity, 26, 233–244.  https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00172427   

Burns, B., Grindlay, K., Holt, K., Manski, R., & Grossman, D.  (2013).  Military sexual trauma 
among U.S. servicewomen during deployment:  A qualitative study.  American Journal of 
Public Health, 104(2), 345–349.  https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2013.301576   

Bush, K., Kivlahan, D.R., McDonell, M.B., Fihn, S.D., & Bradley, K.A.  (1998).  The AUDIT 
alcohol consumption questions (AUDIT-C):  An effective brief screening test for problem 
drinking.  Archives of Internal Medicine, 158(16), 1789–1795.  
https://doi:10.1001/archinte.158.16.1789   

Buttner, E., Lowe, K., & Billings-Harris, L.  (2012).  An empirical test of diversity climate 
dimensionality and relative effects on employee of color outcomes.  Journal of Business 
Ethics, 110(3), 247–258.  https://doi:10.1007/s10551-011-1179-0   

Carless, S., Wearing, A., & Mann, L.  (2000).  A short measure of transformational leadership.  
Journal of Business and Psychology, 14(3), 389–405.  
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1022991115523   

Carr, J. Z., Schmidt, A. M., Ford, J. K., & Deshon, R. P.  (2003).  Climate perceptions matter: A 
meta-analytic path analysis relating molar climate, cognitive and affective states, and 
individual level work outcomes.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(4), 605–619.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.4.605   

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.  (2020).  Preventing suicide.   

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.  (2020).  WISQARS™—Web-based injury statistics 
query and reporting system.  Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.  
http://www.cdc.gov/injury/wisqars/index.html   



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

References 357 
 

Cervantes, I. F., Sigman, R., & Al Nassir, F.  (2015).  Defense Equal Opportunity Management 
Institute Consultant Support Final Report.  SRA & Westat.   

Chan, D. K-S., Chow, S. Y., Lam, C. B., & Cheung, S. F.  (2008).  Examining the job related, 
psychological, and physical outcomes of workplace sexual harassment: A meta-analytic 
review.  Psychology of Women Quarterly, 32(4), 362–376.  https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-
6402.2008.00451.x   

Charmaz, K.  (2014).  Constructing grounded theory (2nd ed.).  SAGE Publications Ltd.   

Cheung, H. K., Goldberg, C. B., King, E. B., & Magley, V. J.  (2018).  Are they true to the 
cause?  Beliefs about organizational and unit commitment to sexual harassment awareness 
training.  Group & Organization Management, 43(4), 531–560.  
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1059601117726677   

Cho, Y. J., & Sai N.  (2013).  Does Organizational Justice Matter in the Federal Workplace?  
Review of Public Personnel Administration, 33(3), 227–251.  
https://doi:10.1177/0734371X12458126   

Christian, L. M., & Dillman, D. A.  (2004).  The influence of graphical and symbolic language 
manipulations on responses to self-administered questionnaires.  Public Opinion Quarterly, 
68(1), 57–80.  https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfh004   

Christian, L. M., Parsons, N. L., & Dillman, D. A.  (2009).  Designing scalar questions for web 
surveys.  Sociological Methods and Research, 37(3), 393–425.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124108330004   

Chu, C., Buchman-Schmitt, J. M., Hom, M. A., Stanley, I. H., & Joiner, T. E.  (2016).  A test of 
the interpersonal theory of suicide in a large sample of current firefighters.  Psychiatry 
Research, 240, 26–33.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2016.03.041   

Chu, C., Buchman-Schmitt, J. M., Stanley, I. H., Hom, M. A., Tucker, R. P., Hagan, C. R., 
Rogers, M. L., Podlogar, M. C., Chiurliza, B., Ringer, F. B., Michaels, M. S., Patros, C., & 
Joiner, T. E.  (2017).  The interpersonal theory of suicide:  A systematic review and meta-
analysis of a decade of cross-national research.  Psychological Bulletin, 143(12), 1313–1345.  
https://doi: 10.1037/bul0000123   

Cialdini, R.  (2016).  Pre-Suasion: A revolutionary way to influence and persuade.  Simon & 
Schuster.   

Cohen, J.  (1988).  Statistical Power Analysis For The Behavioral Sciences (2nd ed.).  Lawrence 
Erlbaum Associates, Publishers.   

Cohen, S.  (1988).  Perceived stress in a probability sample of the United States.  In S. Spacapan 
& S. Oskamp (Eds.), The social psychology of health (pp 31–67). SAGE Publications, Ltd.   

Cohen, S., & Williamson, G. M.  (1991).  Stress and infectious disease in humans.  
Psychological Bulletin, 109(1), 5–24.  https://doi.org/0033-2909/91   



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

358 References 
 

Cohen, S., Kamarck, T., & Mermelstein, R.  (1983).  A global measure of perceived stress.  
Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 24(4), 385–396.  https://doi.org/10.2307/2136404   

Colquitt, J.A.  (2001).  On the dimensionality of organizational justice:  A construct validation of 
a measure.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(3), 386–400.  https://doi.org/10.1037.//0021-
9010.86.3.386   

Congressional Research Service.  (2020).  Defense primer:  Active duty enlisted retention (CRS 
In Focus, IF11274).  Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress.  
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/IF/IF11274/3   

Conley, A. H., Overstreet, C. M., Hawn, S. E., Kendler, K. S., Dick, D. M., & Amstadter, A. B.  
(2017).  Prevalence and predictors of sexual assault among a college sample.  Journal of 
American College Health: J of ACH, 65(1), 41–49.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2016.1235578   

Cox, D. W., Holloway, M. G., Greene-Palmer, F., Bakalar, J., Schendel, C., Nademin, E., Jobes, 
D. A., Englert, D. R., Kindt, M.  (2011).  Suicide in the United States Air Force:  Risk factors 
communicated before and at death.  Journal of Affective Disorders, 133(3), 398–405.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2011.05.011   

Cunha-Cruz, J., Milgrom, P., Huebner, C. E., Scott, J., Ludwig, S., Dysert, J., Mitchell, M. 
Allen, G., & Shirtcliff, R. M.  (2017).  Care delivery and compensation system changes:  A 
case study of organizational readiness within a large dental care practice organization in the 
United States.  BMC Oral Health, 17(1), 157.  
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.rice.edu/10.1186/s12903-017-0448-4   

Dahl, J. L., Destro, L. M., Tuskeviciute, R., Wynn, R. M., Severance, L., Davis, E. H., Barry, A., 
& Klahr, A. M.  (In preparation).  2020 Longitudinal suicide ideation survey: Wave 1 report.  
Office of People Analytics.   

Dahl, J. L., Klahr, A., Severance, L., Barry, A., & Wynn, R.  (2020).  2020 Military career and 
quality of life survey instrument.  Office of People Analytics.   

Daniel, S., Claros, Y., Namrow, N., Siebel, M., Campbell, A., McGrath, D, & Klahr, A.  (2019).  
2017 Workplace and equal opportunity survey of active-duty members:  Executive report 
(Report No. 2018-023).  Office of People Analytics.   

Daniel, S., Breslin, R., Clare, R., Klahr, A., McKeever, B., & Brown, S.  (2021, October 16).  
Correlates of racial/ethnic harassment and discrimination in the military [Conference 
session].  2021 Biennial International Conference of the Inter-University Seminar on Armed 
Forces and Society, Reston, VA, United States.   

Das, B. L., & Baruah, M.  (2013).  Employee retention: A review of literature.  IOSR Journal of 
Business and Management, 14(2), 8–16.   



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

References 359 
 

David, E. M., Avery, D. R., Witt, L. A., Tonidandel, S., McKay, P. F., Brown, L., & Crepeau, L.  
(2019).  Helping misfits to commit:  How justice climate attenuates the effects of personality 
dissimilarity on organizational commitment.  Journal of Business and Psychology, 34(4), 
503–517.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-018-9556-7   

Davis, L., Grifka, A., Williams, K., & Coffey, M.  (2017).  2016 Workplace and gender relations 
survey of active duty members.  U.S. Department of Defense Office of People Analytics.  
https://www.sapr.mil/public/docs/reports/FY17_Annual/FY16_Annual_Report_on_Sexual_A
ssault_in_the_Military_Full_Report_Part2_4.pdf   

Davis, L., Klauberg, W. X., Namrow, N., Petusky, M., Claros, Y., Hylton, K., Creel, A., & 
Klahr, A.  (2019).  2018 Service academy gender relations survey: Overview report.  (Report 
No. 2018-075).  Office of People Analytics.  
https://www.airforcemag.com/PDF/Features/Documents/SAGR1801_Report_1.29.2019_FIN
AL(1).pdf   

DeBell, M., Wilson, C., Jackman, S., & Figueroa, L.  (2021).  Optimal response formats for 
online surveys: branch, grid, or single item?  Journal of Survey Statistics and Methodology, 
9(1), 1–24.   

Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute.  (2018a).  Defense organizational climate 
survey (DEOCS) 4.1.  United States Department of Defense.   

Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute.  (2018b).  Sexual assault prevention and 
response climate report:  Dod results FY18. 

DeJoy, D. M., Smith, T. D., & Dyal, M-A.  (2017).  Safety climate and firefighting: Focus group 
results.  Journal of Safety Research, 62, 107–116.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsr.2017.06.011   

DeMaio, T. J. and Bates, N.  (1992).  Social desirability and survey measurement: A review.  In 
C.F. Turner and E Martin (eds.) Surveying Subjective Phenomena, 2, 57–282. 

Denneson, L. M., Teo, A. R., Ganzini, L., Helmer, D. A., Bair, M. J., & Dobscha, S. K.  (2015).  
Military veterans’ experiences with suicidal ideation: Implications for intervention and 
prevention.  Suicide and Life-Threatening Behavior, 45(4), 399–414.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/sltb.12136   

Department of Defense, Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness (2020).  
Annual suicide report for calendar year 2019.  
https://www.dspo.mil/Portals/113/Documents/CY2019%20Suicide%20Report/DoD%20Calen
dar%20Year%20CY%202019%20Annual%20Suicide%20Report.pdf?ver=YOA4IZVcVA9m
zwtsfdO5Ew%3D%3D   

Department of Defense.  (2015, January 15).  DoD S\surveys (DOD Instruction 1100.13).  
https://www.esd.whs.mil/Portals/54/Documents/DD/issuances/dodi/110013p.pdf   



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

360 References 
 

Department of Defense.  (2020, September 11).  DOD policy on integrated primary prevention 
of self-directed harm and prohibited abuse or harm (DOD Instruction 6400.09).  
https://www.esd.whs.mil/Portals/54/Documents/DD/issuances/dodi/640009p.pdf   

DeTienne, K. B., Agle, B. R., Phillips, J. C., & Ingerson, M. C.  (2012).  The impact of moral 
stress compared to other stressors on employee fatigue, job satisfaction, and turnover:  An 
empirical investigation.  Journal of Business Ethics, 110(3), 377–391.   

Dillman, D. A.  (2000).  Mail and internet surveys: The tailored design method (2nd ed.).  Wiley.   

Dillman, D. A.  (2017).  The promise and challenge of pushing respondents to the web in mixed-
mode surveys.  Survey Methodology, Statistics Canada, 43(1).   

Dillman, D. A.  (2019).  Toward survey response theories that no longer pass like strangers in 
the night [Conference session].  The European Survey Research Association Biennial 
Conference, Zagreb, Croatia.   

Dillman, D. A., & Christian, L. M.  (2003).  The influence of words, symbols, numbers and 
graphics on answers to self-administered questionnaires:  Results from experimental 
comparisons [Conference session].  The American Association for Public Opinion Research 
Annual Conference, Nashville, TN.   

Dillman, D. A., Lesser, V., Mason, R. G., Carlson, J., Willits, F., Robertson, R., Burke, B.  
(2007).  Personalization of mail surveys for general public and populations with a group 
identity:  Results from nine studies.  Rural Sociology, 72(4), 632–646.   

Dillman, D. A., Phelps, G., Tortora, R., Swift, K., Kohrell, J., & Berck, J.  (2005).  Response rate 
and measurement differences in mixed-mode surveys:  Using mail, telephone, interactive 
voice response and the internet.  Social Science Research, 38(1), 1–18.   

Dillman, D. A., Sinclair, M. D., & Clark, J. R.  (1993).  Effects of questionnaire length, 
respondent-friendly design, and a difficult question on response rates for occupant-addressed 
census mail surveys.  Public Opinion Quarterly, 57(3), 289–304.   

Dillman, D. A., Smyth, J. D., & Christian, L. M.  (2014).  Internet, phone, mail, and mixed-mode 
surveys:  The tailored design method (4th ed.).  Wiley.   

Dillman, D. A., Virginia, L., Mason, R. G., Willits, F., Carlson, J., & Robertson, R.  (2002).  
Personalization of mail surveys on general public and other populations: results from nine 
experiments.  Proceedings of the section on survey methods, The American Statistical 
Association.   

Doty, J., & Gelineau, J.  (2008).  Command climate.  Army Magazine, 58(7), 22–23.   

Dragioti, E., Karathanos, V., Gerdle, B., & Evangelou, E.  (2017).  Does psychotherapy work?  
An umbrella review of meta‐analyses of randomized controlled trials.  Acta Psychiatrica 
Scandinavica, 136(3), 236–246.   



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

References 361 
 

Dupre, K. E. &  Day, A. L.  (2007).  The effects of supportive management and job quality on 
the turnover intentions and health of military personnel.  Human Resource Management, 
46(2), 185–201.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hrm.20156   

Edwards, P. J., Roberts, I., Clarke, M. J., DiGuiseppi, C., Wentz, R., Kwan, I., Cooper, R., Felix, 
L., & Pratap, S.  (2009).  Methods to increase response to postal and electronic questionnaires.  
Cochrane Database Of Systematic Reviews, 3.  
https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.MR000008.pub4   

Erickson, A., Shaw, B., Murray, J., & Branch, S.  (2015).  Destructive leadership.  
Organizational Dynamics, 44(4), 266–272.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2015.09.003   

Evans, M. A., & Rosen, L.  (1997).  Women in the military:  Pregnancy, command climate, 
organizational behavior, and outcomes.  United States Army Medical Department Center and 
School.    

Farris, C., Schell, T., Tankard, M., Jaycox, L., Bicksler, B., Clague, A., & Barnes-Proby, D.  
(2019).  Measures of performance and effectiveness for the Marine Corps’ sexual assault 
prevention programs.  RAND Corporation.  https://doi.org/10.7249/RR2220   

Fedrigo, J.A. (2020, September 9).  Air Force Guidance Memorandum (AFGM) to Air Force 
Instruction (AIF) 36-2710, Equal Opportunity Program [Memorandum].  Department of the 
Air Force.  https://www.af.mil/Portals/1/afi36-2710%20-%20AFGM2020-
01%20Guidance%20Changes.pdf?ver=UiYs6U7znlLzkA0vxpI8WQ%3D%3D%27 

Firestone, J. M., Hackett, J. D., & Harris, R. J.  (2012).  Testing relationships between sex of 
respondent, sexual harassment and intentions to reenlist in the US military.  Public 
Administration Research, 1(1), 1.   

Fischer, M. V.  (2015).  Motivational climate in United States Army Reserve officer training 
corps physical training:  Implications for leadership development, retention, and intervention.  
Procedia Manufacturing, 3, 1595–1602.   

Fitzgerald, L. F., Shullman, S. L., Bally, N., Richards, M., Swecker, J, Gold, Y., Ormerod, M., & 
Weitzman, L.  (1988).  The incidence and dimensions of sexual harassment in academia and 
the workplace.  Journal of Vocational Behavior, 32(2), 152–175.   

Fobia, A. C., Holzberg, J., & Childs, J. H.  (2017).  Communicating data and privacy use 
[Conference session].  Presented at the Association of Public Data Users Annual Conference, 
August 13, Arlington, VA. 

Fosse, T. H., Skogstad, A., Einarsen, S. V., & Martinussen, M.  (2019).  Active and passive 
forms of destructive leadership in a military context:  A systematic review and meta-analysis.  
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 28(5), 708–722.   

Fowler, F. J.  (2009).  Survey Research Methods (4th ed.).  SAGE Publications Ltd.  
https://www.doi.org/10.4135/9781452230184   



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

362 References 
 

Franklin, J. C., Ribeiro, J. D., Fox, K. R., Bentley, K. H., Kleiman, E. M., Huang, X., 
Musacchio, K. M., Jaroszewski, A. C., Chang, B. P., & Nock, M. K.  (2017).  Risk factors for 
suicidal thoughts and behaviors:  A meta-analysis of 50 years of research.  Psychological 
Bulletin, 143(2), 187–232.  https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000084   

Fricker, S., Gonzalez, J., & Tan, L.  (2011).  Are you burdened?  Let’s find out [Conference 
session].  The Annual Conference of the American Association for Public Opinion Research, 
Phoenix, AZ.   

Fricker, S., Kreisler, C., & Tan, L.  (2012).  An exploration of the application of PLS path 
modeling approach to creating a summary index of respondent burden.  Proceedings of the 
Survey Research Methods Section of the American Statistical Association, 4141–55.  Bureau 
of Labor Statistics.   

Fricker, S., Yan, T., & Tsai, S.  (2014).  Response burden: What predicts it and who is burdened 
out?  [Conference session].  American Association for Public Opinion Research, Anaheim 
Annual Conference, Anaheim, CA. 

Frone, M. R., & Blais, A.-R.  (2019).  Work fatigue in a non-deployed military setting: 
Assessment, prevalence, predictors, and outcomes.  International Journal of Environmental 
Research and Public Health, 16(2892).  https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16162892   

Furnham, Adrian.  (1986).  Response bias, social desirability and dissimulation.  Personality and 
Individual Differences, 7(3), 385–400.   

Furr, M.  (2011).  Scale construction and psychometrics for social and personality psychology.  
SAGE Publications Ltd.   

Galesic, M.  (2006).  Dropouts on the web: Effects of interest and burden experiences during an 
online survey.  Journal of Official Statistics, 22(2), 313–28.   

Galesic, M. and Bosnjak, M.  (2009).  Effects of questionnaire length on participation and 
indicators of response quality in a web survey.  Journal of Official Statistics, 73(2), 349–60.   

Gallus, J. A., Walsh, B. M., van Driel, M., Gouge, M. C., & Antolic, E.  (2013).  Intolerable 
cruelty:  A multilevel examination of the impact of toxic leadership on U.S. military units and 
service members.  Military Psychology, 25(6), 588–601.   

Germain, M. L.  (2014).  Work-related suicide: An analysis of US government reports and 
recommendations for human resources.  Employee Relations; Bradford, 36(2), 148–164.  
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.rice.edu/10.1108/ER-01-2013-0009   

Ghahramanlou-Holloway, M., LaCroix, J. M., Koss, K., Perera, K. U., Rowan, A., VanSickle, 
M. R., Trieu, T. H.  (2018).  Outpatient mental health treatment utilization and military career 
impact in the united states marine corps.  International Journal of Environmental Research 
and Public Health, 15(4).  https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph15040828   



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

References 363 
 

Glaser, B. G. & Strauss A.  (1967).  The discovery of grounded theory:  Strategies for qualitative 
research.  Aldine. 

Glenn, C. R., Kleiman, E. M., Cha, C. B., Deming, C. A., Franklin, J. C., & Nock, M. K.  (2018).  
Understanding suicide risk within the research domain criteria (RDoC) framework:  A meta-
analytic review.  Depression and Anxiety, 35(1), 65–88.  https://doi.org/10.1002/da.22686   

Goodman, D., Cohen, G., & Blake, R.  (2015).  Does turnover intention matter?  Evaluating the 
usefulness of turnover intention rate as a predictor of actual turnover rate.  Review of Public 
Personnel Administration, 36(3).  https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X15581850   

Greenwald, A. G.  (1980).  The totalitarian ego: Fabrication and revision of personal history.  
American Psychologist, 35(7), 603–618.   

Greenwald, A. G., Smith, C. T., Sriram, N., Bar‐Anan, Y., & Nosek, B. A.  (2009).  Implicit race 
attitudes predicted vote in the 2008 US presidential election.  Analyses of Social Issues and 
Public Policy, 9(1), 241–253.   

Griffeth, R. W., Hom, P. W., & Gaertner, S.  (2000).  A meta-analysis of antecedents and 
correlates of employee turnover:  Update, moderator tests, and research implications for the 
next millennium.  Journal of Management, 26(3), 463–488.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630002600305   

Griffith, J.  (2019).  The sexual harassment–suicide connection in the U.S. military:  Contextual 
effects of hostile work environment and trusted unit leaders.  Suicide and Life-Threatening 
Behavior, 49(1), 41–53.  https://doi.org/10.1111/sltb.12401   

Grossman, D. C., Mueller, B. A., Riedy, C., Dowd, M. D., Villaveces, A., Prodzinski, J., 
Nakagawara, J., Howard, J., Thiersch, N., & Harruff, R.  (2005).  Gun storage practices and 
risk of youth suicide and unintentional firearm injuries.  Jama, 293(6), 707–714.   

Gutek, B. A., Cohen, A. G., & Tsui, A.  (1996).  Reactions to perceived sex discrimination.  
Human Relations, 49(6), 791–813.  https://doi.org/10.1177/001872679604900604   

Handley, M. A., Gorukanti, A., & Cattamanchi, A.  (2016).  Strategies for implementing 
implementation science:  A methodological overview.  Emergency Medicine Journal, 33(9), 
660–664.   

Harris, R. J., McDonald, D. P., & Sparks, C. S.  (2018).  Sexual harassment in the military:  
Individual experiences, demographics, and organizational contexts.  Armed Forces & Society, 
44(1), 25–43.  https://doi.org/10.1177/0095327X16687069   

Haslam, S. A.  (2004).  Psychology in organizations:  The social identity approach.  SAGE 
Publications Ltd.   

Heberlein, T., & Baumgartner, R.  (1978).  Factors affecting response rates to mailed 
questionnaires:  A quantitative analysis of the published literature.  American Sociological 
Review, 43(4), 447–62.   



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

364 References 
 

Henley, J. R. Jr.  (1976).  Response rate to mail questionnaires with a return deadline.  Public 
Opinion Quarterly, 40, 374–375.   

Hiett, R. L., McBride, R. S., Fiman, B. G., Thomas, J. A., O'Mara, E. E., & Sevilla, E.  (1978).  
The racial attitudes and perceptions survey (Technical paper 338).  U.S. Army Research 
Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences.   

Higgins-Biddle, J. C., & Babor, T. F.  (2018).  A review of the alcohol use disorders 
identification test (AUDIT), AUDIT-C, AND USAUDIT for screen in the United States:  Past 
issues and future directions.  American Journal of Drug and Alcohol Abuse, 44(6), 578–586.   

Hilbert, M.  (2012).  Toward a synthesis of cognitive biases:  How noisy information processing 
can bias human decision making.  Psychological Bulletin, 138(2), 211.   

Hill, R., Rey, Y., Marin, C., Sharp, C., Green, K., Pettit, J.  (2015).  Evaluating the interpersonal 
needs questionnaire:  Comparison of the reliability, factor structure, and predictive validity 
across five versions.  Suicide and Life Threatening Behavior, 45(3), 302–314.   

Hinkin T. R.  (1995).  A review of scale development practices in the study of organizations.  
Journal of Management, 21(5), 967–988.   

Hinkin, T. R., Tracey, J. B., & Enz, C. A.  (1997).  Scale construction:  Developing reliable and 
valid measurement instruments.  Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, 21(1), 100–120.   

Hoffman, D. D.  (2000).  Visual intelligence:  How we create what we see.  Norton.   

Hohne, J., Lenzner, T., Neuert, C., & Yan, T.  (2021).  Re-examining the middle means typical 
and the left and top means first heuristics using eye-tracking methodology.  The Journal of 
Survey Statistics and Methodology, 9(1), 25–50.   

Holden, R. B.  (2010).  Face validity.  In I. B. Weiner, & W. E. Craighead (Eds.), The corsini 
encyclopedia of psychology (4th ed.).  Wiley.  
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9780470479216.corpsy0341   

Holland, K. J., Rabelo, V. C., & Cortina, L. M.  (2014).  Sexual assault training in the military:  
Evaluating efforts to end the “invisible war.”  American Journal of Community Psychology, 
54(3), 289–303.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-014-9672-0   

Holland, K. J., Rabelo, V. C., & Cortina, L.  (2016).  See something, do something:  Predicting 
sexual assault bystander intentions in the U.S. military.  American Journal of Community 
Psychology, 58(1–2), 3–15.  https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12077   

Holland, K. J., Rabelo, V. C., & Cortina, L. M.  (2016).  Collateral damage:  Military sexual 
trauma and help-seeking barriers.  Psychology of Violence, 6(2), 253–261.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039467   



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

References 365 
 

Hourani, L. L., Williams, J., Lattimore, P. K., Morgan, J. K., Hopkinson, S. G., Jenkins, L., & 
Cartwright, J.  (2018).  Workplace victimization risk and protective factors for suicidal 
behavior among active duty military personnel.  Journal of Affective Disorders, 236, 45–51.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2018.04.095   

Hu, Y. Y., Parker, S. H., Lipsitz, S. R., Arriaga, A. F., Peyre, S. E., Corso, K. A., Roth, E. M., 
Yule, S. J., & Greenberg, C. C.  (2016).  Surgeons’ leadership styles and team behavior in the 
operating room.  Journal of the American College of Surgeons, 222(1), 41–51.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jamcollsurg.2015.09.013   

Huang, X., Ribeiro, J. D., Musacchio, K. M., & Franklin, J. C.  (2017).  Demographics as 
predictors of suicidal thoughts and behaviors: A meta-analysis.  PLoS ONE, 12(7).  
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0180793  

Hutagalung, F., & Ishak, Z.  (2012).  Sexual harassment:  A predictor to job satisfaction and 
work stress among women employees.  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 65, 723–
730.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.11.190   

Hyllengren, P., Nilsson, S., Ohlsson, A., Kallenberg, K., Waaler, G., & Larsson, G.  (2016).  
Contextual factors affecting moral stress:  A study of military and police officers.  
International Journal of Public Leadership, 12(4), 275–288.  https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPL-04-
2016-0019   

Israel, G.D.  (2013).  Combining mail and e-mail contacts to facilitate participation in mixed-
mode surveys.  Journal of Official Statistics,  26(2), 271–285.   

Ivey, G. W., Blanc, J.-R. S., & Mantler, J.  (2015).  An assessment of the overlap between 
morale and work engagement in a nonoperational military sample.  Journal of Occupational 
Health Psychology, 20(3), 338–347.  https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038559   

Jahnke, S. A., Haddock, C. K., Jitnarin, N., Kaipust, C. M., Hollerbach, B. S., & Poston, W. S. 
C.  (2019).  The prevalence and health impacts of frequent work discrimination and 
harassment among women firefighters in the US fire service.  BioMed Research International, 
2019, 1–13.  https://doi.org/10.1155/2019/6740207   

Jaiswal, R. K., Dash, S., Sharma, J. K., Mishra, A., & Kar, S.  (2015).  Antecedents of turnover 
intentions of officers in the Indian military: a conceptual framework.  Vikalpa, 40(2), 145–
164.  https://doi.org/10.1177/0256090915590335   

James, W.  (1890).  Principles of psychology.  Holt.  
http://psychclassics.yorku.ca/James/Principles/   

Jo, Y., & Shim, H. S.  (2015).  Determinants of police job satisfaction:  Does community matter?  
International Journal of Law, Crime and Justice, 43(2), 235–251.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlcj.2014.09.002   

Johannesson, R. E.  (1973).  Some problems in the measurement of organizational climate.  
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 10, 118–144.   



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

366 References 
 

Jones, N., Seddon, R., Fear, N. T., McAllister, P., Wessely, S., & Greenberg, N.  (2012).  
Leadership, cohesion, morale, and the mental health of UK armed forces in Afghanistan.  
Psychiatry:  Interpersonal and Biological Processes, 75(1), 49–59.  
https://doi.org/10.1521/psyc.2012.75.1.49   

Judge, T. A., & Piccola, R. F.  (2004).  Transformational and transactional leadership:  A meta-
analytic test of their relative validity.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 755–789.   

Kahneman, D.  (2011).  Thinking, fast and slow.  Farrar, Straus and Giroux. 

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A.  (1972).  Subjective probability:  A judgment of 
representativeness.  Cognitive Psychology, 3(3), 430–454.  https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-
0285(72)90016-3 

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A.  (1996).  On the reality of cognitive illusions.  Psychological 
Review, 103(3), 582–91.   

Kalliath, T., & Brough, P.  (2008).  Work-life balance:  A review of the meaning of the balance 
construct.  Journal of Management & Organization, 14(3), 323–327.   

Kaplan, R. & Fricker, S.  (2017).  Objective and subjective burden measures: which survey 
features and respondent characteristics contribute to both?  [Conference session].  Presented 
at the annual meeting of the American Association for Public Opinion Research, New 
Orleans, LA. 

Kelloway, E. K., Mullen, J., & Francis, L.  (2006).  Divergent effects of transformational and 
passive leadership on employee safety.  Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 11(1), 
76–86.  https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.11.1.76   

Khan, A., Li, Y., Dinh, J., Donalson, R., Hebenstreit, C., & Maguen, S.  (2019).  Examining the 
impact of different types of military trauma on suicidality in women veterans.  Psychiatry 
Research, 274, 7–11.   

Khazem, L. R., Law, K. C., Green, B. A., & Anestis, M. D.  (2015).  Examining the relationship 
between coping strategies and suicidal desire in a sample of United States military personnel.  
Comprehensive Psychiatry, 57, 2–9.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.comppsych.2014.11.009   

Kim, H. M., Levine, D. S., Pfeiffer, P. N., Blow, A. J., Marchiondo, C., Walters, H., & 
Valenstein, M.  (2017).  Post deployment suicide risk increases over a 6-month period:  
Predictors of increased risk among midwestern Army National Guard soldiers.  Suicide and 
Life-Threatening Behavior, 47(4), 421–435.   

Kline, A., Ciccone, D. S., Falca-Dodson, M., Black, C. M., & Losonczy, M.  (2011).  Suicidal 
ideation among National Guard troops deployed to Iraq:  The association with 
postdeployment readjustment problems.  The Journal of Nervous and Mental Disease, 
199(12), 914–920.   



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

References 367 
 

Klonsky, E., & May, A.  (2010).  Rethinking impulsivity in suicide.  Suicide and Life‐
Threatening Behavior, 40(6), 612–619.  https://doi.org/10.1521/suli.2010.40.6.612   

Knapp, D. J.  (1993).  Prediction of Military Turnover Using Intentions, Satisfaction, and 
Performance [Conference session].  Annual Meeting of the American Psychological 
Association, Ontario, Canada.  https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED375332   

Knox, K. L., Pflanz, S., Talcott, G. W., Campise, R. L., Lavigne, J. E., Bajorska, A., Tu, X., & 
Caine, E. D.  (2010).  The US Air Force suicide prevention program:  Implications for public 
health policy.  American Journal of Public Health, 100(12), 2457–2463.  
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2009.159871   

Kralj, M. M., Sadacca, R., Campbell, C. H., & Kimmel, M.  (1991).  Definition and measures of 
individual and unit readiness and family phenomena affecting it.  U.S. Army Research 
Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences.   

Krosnick, J. A. & Fabrigar, L. R.  (1997).  Designing rating scales for effective measurement in 
surveys.  In L. Lyberg, P. Beimer, M. Collins, E. de Leeuw, C Dippo, N Schwartz, & D. 
Terwin (Eds.), Survey measurement and process quality.  John Wiley.   

Krosnick, J. A., Holbrook, A. L., Berent, M. K., Carson, R. T., Hanemann, W. M., Kopp, R. J., 
Mitchell, R. C., Presser, S., Ruud, P.A., Smith, V. K., Moody, W. R., Green, M. C., & 
Conaway, M.   (2002).  The impact of “no opinion" response options on data quality:  non-
attitude reduction or an invitation to satisfice?  Public Opinion Quarterly, 66(3), 371–403.   

Kunda, Z.  (1990).  The case for motivated reasoning.  Psychological Bulletin.  108(3), 480–98.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.108.3.480.   

Landis, D.  (1990).  Military equal opportunity climate survey:  Reliability, construct validity, 
and preliminary field test (Final report for contract F08606-89-C-007).  Defense Equal 
Opportunity Management Institute.   

Landis, D., & Dansby, M. R.  (1991).  Measuring equal opportunity climate in the military 
environment.  International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 15(1), 389–405.   

Landis, D., & Fisher, G.  (1987).  Construction and preliminary validation of an instrument to 
measure equal opportunity climate (Contract No. F49620-85-C-0013).  Air Force Office of 
Scientific Research.   

Landis, D., Dansby, M. R, & Faley, R. H.  (1993).  The military equal opportunity climate 
survey:  An example of surveying in organizations.  In P. Rosenfeld, J. E. Edwards, and M. D. 
Thomas (Eds.) Improving organizational surveys:  New directions, methods, and 
applications.  Sage Publications Ltd.   

Langhinrichsen-Rohling J, Snarr J. D., Slep, A. M., United States Air Force Family Advocacy 
Program.  (2011).  Risk for suicidal ideation in the non-deployment predictors of wellbeing 
U.S. Air Force: An ecological perspective.  Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 
79(5), 600–12.   



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

368 References 
 

Lapierre, L. M., Spector, P. E., & Leck, J. D.  (2005).  Sexual versus nonsexual workplace 
aggression and victims overall job satisfaction: a meta-analysis.  Journal of Occupational 
Health Psychology, 10(2), 155–169.   

Larsen, S. E., Nye, C. D., Ormerod, A. J., Ziebro, M., & Siebert, J. E.  (2013).  Do actions speak 
louder than words?  A comparison of three organizational practices for reducing racial/ethnic 
harassment and discrimination.  Military Psychology, 25(6), 602–614.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/mil0000024   

Laws, H., Mazure, C. M., McKee, S. A., Park, C. L., & Hoff, R.  (2016).  Within-unit 
relationship quality mediates the association between military sexual trauma and 
posttraumatic stress symptoms in veterans separating from military service.  Psychological 
Trauma:  Theory, Research, Practice, and Policy, 8(5), 649–656.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/tra0000118   

Lebares, C. C., Guvva, E. V., Ascher, N. L., O’Sullivan, P. S., Harris, H. W., & Epel, E. S.  
(2018).  Burnout and stress among us surgery residents:  Psychological distress and resilience.  
Journal of the American College of Surgeons, 226(1), 80–90.   

Lee, C.-H., Wang, M., & Liu, M.  (2017).  When and how does psychological voice climate 
influence individual change readiness?  The mediating role of normative commitment and the 
moderating role of work engagement.  Frontiers in Psychology, 8(1737).  
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01737   

Lee, J.  (2018).  Passive leadership and sexual harassment:  Roles of observed hostility and 
workplace gender ratio.  Personnel Review, 47(3), 594–612.   

Lengyel, J.L. (2018, August 6).  National Guard Command Climate Assessment Policy 
[Memorandum].  National Guard Bureau. 

Lewis, P. S., & Malecha, A.  (2011).  The impact of workplace incivility on the work 
environment, manager skill, and productivity.  The Journal of Nursing Adminstration, 41(1), 
41–47.  https://www.doi.org/10.1097/nna.0b013e3182002a4c   

Liden, R. C., Wayne, S. J., Zhao, H., & Henderson, D.  (2008).  Servant leadership: 
Development of a multidimensional measure and multi-level assessment.  The leadership 
quarterly,19(2), 77.   

Lindsey, A. P., Avery, D. R., Dawson, J. F., & King, E. B.  (2017).  Investigating why and for 
whom management ethnic representativeness influences interpersonal mistreatment in the 
workplace.  Journal of Applied Psychology, 102(11), 1545–1563.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000238   

Lundquist, J. H.  (2008).  Ethnic and gender satisfaction in the military:  The effect of a 
meritocratic institution.  American Sociological Review, 73(3), 477–496.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240807300306   



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

References 369 
 

Lynch, D., Laws, K., & McKenna, P.  (2010).  Cognitive behavioral therapy for major 
psychiatric disorder:  Does it really work?  A meta-analytical review of well-controlled trials.  
Psychological Medicine, 40(1), 9–24.  https://doi.org/10.1017/S003329170900590X   

Manning, F. J.  (1994).  Morale and cohesion in military psychiatry.  Textbook of military 
medicine, part I: Military psychiatry: Preparing in peace for war.  U.S. Department of the 
Army, Office of the Surgeon General.  

Marquis, J. P., Farris, C., Hall, K. C., Kamarck, K. N., Lim, N., Shontz, D., Steinberg, P. S., 
Stewart, R., Trail, T. E., Wenger, J. W., Wong, A, & Wong, E. C.  (2017).  Improving 
oversight and coordination of department of defense programs that address problematic 
behaviors among military personnel:  Final Report.  RAND Corporation.  (No. RR1352).  
https://apps.dtic.mil/docs/citations/AD1025364   

Marquis, R., Cadola, L., Mazzella, W. D., & Hicks, T.  (2017).  What is the error margin of your 
signature analysis?  Forensic Science International, 281, e1–e8.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forsciint.2017.11.012   

McCord, M. A., Joseph, D. L., Dhanani, L. Y., & Beus, J. M.  (2018).  A meta-analysis of sex 
and race differences in perceived workplace mistreatment.  The Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 103(2), 137–163.  https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000250   

McDonald, D. P.  (2018).  Validation of DEOCS 4.1:  A confirmatory factor analysis.  Defense 
Equal Opportunity Management Institute, Directorate of Research Development and Strategic 
Initiatives.   

McGrath, D., Williams, K., & Daniel, S.  (2019).  Effect of declining response rates on OPA 
survey estimates.  Executive Note 2019-077.  Office of People Analytics.   

McIntyre, R., Albright, R., Pace, A., & Dansby M.  (1996).  The development and construct 
validation of the small unit equal opportunity climate survey.  (Grant Number N00014-94-
0515).  Defense Equal Management Institute. 

McKay, P. F., Avery, D. R., Tonidandel, S., Morris, M. A., Hernandez, M., & Hebl, M. R.  
(2007).  Racial differences in employee retention: Are diversity climate perceptions the key?  
Personnel Psychology, 60(1), 35–62.   

McLean, C. P., Zang, Y., Zandberg, L., Bryan, C. J., Gay, N., Yarvis, J. S., & Foa, E. B.  (2017).  
Predictors of suicidal ideation among active duty military personnel with posttraumatic stress 
disorder.  Journal of Affective Disorders, 208, 392–398.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2016.08.061   

McMahon, S., Farmer, G. L.  (2009).  The bystander approach: strengths-based sexual assault 
prevention with at-risk groups.  Journal of Human Behavior in the Social Environment, 19(8), 
1042–1065.   

Mendes, F., & Stander, M. W.  (2011).  Positive organisation:  The role of leader behaviour in 
work engagement and retention.  SA Journal of Industrial Psychology, 37(1), 1–13.   



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

370 References 
 

Meredith, L. S., Sherbourne, C. D., Gaillot, S. J., Hansell, L., Ritschard, H. V., Parker, A. M., & 
Wrenn, G.  (2011).  Promoting psychological resilience in the U.S. military.  Rand Health 
Quarterly, 1(2).  https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4945176/   

Meredith, L. S., Sims, C. S., Batorsky, B. S., Okunogbe, A. T., Bannon, B. L., & Myatt, C. A.  
(2017).  Identifying promising approaches to U.S. Army institutional change: a review of the 
literature on organizational culture and climate.  RAND Corporation.  
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR1588.html.   

Mete, E. S., & Sökmen, A.  (2016).  The influence of workplace bullying on employee’s job 
performance, job satisfaction and turnover intention in a newly established private hospital.  
International Review of Management and Business Journal, 5(1).  
https://www.irmbrjournal.com/papers/1455099676.pdf   

Millegan, J., Milburn, E. K., LeardMann, C. A., Street, A. E., Williams, D., Trone, D. W., & 
Crum‐Cianflone, N. F.  (2015).  Recent sexual trauma and adverse health and occupational 
outcomes among U.S. Service women.  Journal of Traumatic Stress, 28(4), 298–306.   

Miller, D. C., & Medalia, N. Z.  (1955).  Efficiency, leadership, and morale in small military 
organizations.  The Sociological Review, 3(1), 93–107.   

Mishara, B. L., & Martin, N.  (2012).  Effects of a comprehensive police suicide prevention 
program.  Crisis, 33(3), 162–168.  https://doi.org/10.1027/0227-5910/a000125   

Mitchell, M., Gallaway. M., Millikan A., & Bell M.  (2012).  Interaction of combat exposure and 
unit cohesion in predicting suicide-related ideation among post-deployment soldiers.  Suicide 
Life Threat Behavior, 42(5), 486–94.   

Montgomery, A., Spânu, F., Băban, A., & Panagopoulou, E.  (2015).  Job demands, burnout, and 
engagement among nurses:  A multi-level analysis of ORCAB data investigating the 
moderating effect of teamwork.  Burnout Research, 2(2), 71–79.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.burn.2015.06.001   

Moradi, B., & Subich, L. M.  (2003).  A concomitant examination of the relations of perceived 
racist and sexist events to psychological distress for African American women.  The 
Counseling Psychology, 31(4), 451–469.   

Mulki, J. P., & Jaramillo, F.  (2011).  Workplace isolation: Salespeople and supervisors in USA.  
The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 22(04), 902–923.   

Mullen, B., & Smyth, J. M.  (2004).  Immigrant suicide rates as a function of ethnophaulisms:  
Hate speech predicts death.  Psychosomatic medicine, 66(3), 343–348.  
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.psy.0000126197.59447.b3   

Murdoch, M., Pryor, J. B., Polusny, M. A., Gackstetter, G. D., & Ripley, D. C.  (2009).  Local 
social norms and military sexual stressors: do senior officers' norms matter?  Military 
medicine, 174(10), 1100–1104.  https://doi.org/10.7205/milmed-d-04-2308   



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

References 371 
 

National Defense Authorization Act, Public Law 112-239 § 572.  (2013).  
https://www.congress.gov/112/plaws/publ239/PLAW-112publ239.pdf   

National Defense Authorization Act, Public Law 113-66 § 587 & 1721.  (2014).  
https://www.congress.gov/113/plaws/publ66/PLAW-113publ66.pdf   

National Defense Authorization Act, Public Law 116-92 § 540D.  (2019).  
https://www.congress.gov/bill/116th-congress/senate-bill/1790/text   

National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism.  (2004).  NIAAA Newsletter.  
https://pubs.niaaa.nih.gov/publications/Newsletter/winter2004/Newsletter_Number3.pdf   

National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism.  (2019).  Interrupted memories:  Alcohol 
induced blackouts [Fact sheet].  https://www.niaaa.nih.gov/publications/brochures-and-fact-
sheets/interrupted-memories-alcohol-induced-blackouts   

National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism.  (2020).  Binge Drinking [Fact sheet].  
https://www.niaaa.nih.gov/publications/brochures-and-fact-sheets/binge-drinking 

Nelson, D. A., Wolcott, V. L., & Kurina, L. M.  (2016).  Prediction of all-cause occupational 
disability among US Army soldiers.  Occupational and Environmental Medicine, 73(7), 442–
451.  https://doi.org/10.1136/oemed-2015-103436   

Newton, M. A., & Raftery, A. E.  (1994).  Approximate Bayesian inference with the weighted 
likelihood bootstrap.  Journal of the Royal Statistical Society:  Series B (Methodological), 
56(1), 3–26.   

Ng, T. W.  (2017).  Transformational leadership and performance outcomes:  Analyses of 
multiple mediation pathways.  Leadership Quarterly, 28, 385–417.   

Nock, M. K., Park, J. M., Finn, C. T., Deliberto, T. L., Dour, H. J., & Banaji, M. R.  (2010).  
Measuring the suicidal mind: implicit cognition predicts suicidal behavior.  Psychological 
Science, 21(4), 511–517.  https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610364762   

Nock, M. K., Stein, M. B., Heeringa, S. G., Ursano, R. J., Colpe, L. J., Fullerton, C. S., Hwang, 
I., Naifeh, J. A., Sampson, N. A., Schoenbaum, M., Zaslavsky, A. M., Kessler, R. C., & Army 
STARRS Collaborators.  (2014).  Prevalence and correlates of suicidal behavior among 
soldiers.  JAMA Psychiatry, 71(5), 514.  https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2014.30   

North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Science and Technology Organization.  (2018).  Military 
suicide prevention:  Report prepared for NATO leadership (TR-HRM-218).  
https://bit.ly/2rbkOZs   

Nowlis, S. M., Kahn, B. E., & Dahr, R.  (2002).  Coping with ambivalence:  The effect of 
removing a neutral option on consumer attitude and preference judgments.  Journal of 
Consumer Research, 29(3) 319–334  . 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

372 References 
 

Nunnally, J. C.  (1978).  An overview of psychological measurement.  Clinical Diagnosis of 
Mental Disorders, 97–146.   

O’Brien, C., Keith, J., & Shoemaker, L.  (2015).  Don’t tell:  military culture and male rape.  
Psychological Services, 12(4), 357–365.  https://doi.org/10.1037/ser0000049   

O’Neill, J., & Davis, K.  (2011).  Work stress and well-being in the hotel industry.  International 
Journal of Hospitality Management, 30(2), 385–390.   

O’Reilly, J., & Robinson, S. L.  (2009).  The negative impact of ostracism on thwarted 
belongingness and workplace contributions.  Academy of Management Annual Meeting 
Proceedings, 2009(1), 1–7.   

Oberfield, Z. W.  (2016).  Why are some agencies perceived as more committed to diversity than 
others?  An analysis of public-sector diversity climates.  Public Management Review, 18(5), 
763–790.  https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2015.1045017   

Offermann, L. R., & Malamut, A. B.  (2002).  When leaders harass:  The impact of target 
perceptions of organizational leadership and climate on harassment reporting and outcomes.  
Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(5), 885–893.  https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.5.885   

Office of Management and Budget.  (2006).  Standards and guidelines for statistical surveys.  
https://www.ftc.gov/system/files/attachments/data-quality-
act/standards_and_guidelines_for_statistical_surveys_-_omb_-_sept_2006.pdf   

Office of People Analytics.  (2018).  2017 Workplace and equal opportunity survey of active 
duty members dataset [Data file].  Office of People Analytics.   

Office of People Analytics.  (2019a).  2018 Status of forces survey of active duty members:  
Administration, datasets, and codebook (Report No. 2019-015).  Author. 

Office of People Analytics.  (2020).  2019 Workplace and equal opportunity survey of reserve 
component members dataset [Data file].  Office of People Analytics. 

Office of People Analytics.  (2018).  2017 Workplace and equal opportunity survey of active 
duty members tabulations of responses.  Office of People Analytics. 

Office of People Analytics.  (2013).  2012 Workplace and gender relations survey of active duty 
members.  
https://www.sapr.mil/sites/default/files/Annex_1_2018_WGRA_Overview_Report_0.pdf   

Office of People Analytics.  (2019b).  2018 Workplace and gender relations survey of active 
duty members dataset.  
https://www.sapr.mil/public/docs/research/WGR_ActiveDuty_2012_Report.pdf   

Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness  (2016).  Implementation 
of the Department of Defense survey burden action plan–reducing survey burden, cost and 
duplication [Memorandum].  https://apps.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/1038400.pdf   



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

References 373 
 

Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness.  (2018).  Realignment of 
force resiliency elements of the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and 
Readiness [Memorandum].  

Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness.  (2020).  DoD policy on 
integrated primary prevention of self-directed harm and prohibited abuse or harm.  DoD 
instruction 6400.09 [Memorandum].  
https://www.esd.whs.mil/Portals/54/Documents/DD/issuances/dodi/640009p.pdf?ver=2020-
09-11-104936-223   

Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness.  (2018).  Harassment 
prevention and response in the Armed Forces.  DoD instruction 1020.03.  
https://www.esd.whs.mil/Portals/54/Documents/DD/issuances/dodi/102003.pdf   

Oliver, B. E., Heimel, S. K., & Schreiner, J. P.  (2017).  Strategic framework for messaging in 
the American community survey mail materials.  American Community Survey Research and 
Evaluation Report Memorandum Series# ACS17-RER-14.  U.S. Census Bureau. 

Ostroff, C., Kinicki, A., & Muhammad, R.  (2012).  Organizational culture and climate.  In I. B. 
Weiner, N. W. Schmitt, & S. Highhouse (Eds.), Handbook of Psychology: Vol. 12.  Industrial 
and Organizational Psychology, (2nd ed., pp. 643–676).  Wiley 

Oswald, F. L., Mitchell, G., Blanton, H., Jaccard, J., & Tetlock, P. E.  (2013).  Predicting ethnic 
and racial discrimination:  A meta-analysis of IAT criterion studies.  Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 105(2), 171–192.  https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032734   

Oudejans, M., & Christian, L.M.  (2011).  Using interactive features to motivate and probe 
responses to open-ended questions.  In M. Das, P. Ester, & L. Kaczmirek (eds.)  Social and 
behavioral research and the internet:  Advances in applied methods and research strategies, 
215–244.  Rourtledge.   

Paniagua, F. A., Black, S. A., & Gallaway, M. S.  (2016).  Psychometrics of behavioral health 
screening scales in military contexts.  Military Psychology, 28(6), 448–467.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/mil0000140   

Paper Reduction Act, 44 U.S.C. § 3501 et seq.  (1995).  https://bja.ojp.gov/program/it/privacy-
civil-liberties/authorities/statutes/1289   

Parks, K. M., Knouse, S. B., Crepeau, L. J., & McDonald, D. P.  (2008).  Latina perceptions of 
diversity climate in the military.  Business Journal of Hispanic Research, 2, 48–61.   

Pelletier, K. L.  (2010).  Leader toxicity:  An empirical investigation of toxic behavior and 
rhetoric.  Leadership, 6(4), 373–389.   

Pflanz, S. E., & Ogle, A. D.  (2006).  Job stress, depression, work performance, and perceptions 
of supervisors in military personnel.  Military medicine, 171(9), 861–865.  
https://doi.org/10.7205/milmed.171.9.861   



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

374 References 
 

Presser, S., & Shuman, H.  (1980).  The measurement of middle positions in attitude surveys.  
Public Opinion Quarterly, 44(1), 70–85.  https://doi.org/10.1086/268567   

Presser, S., Couper, M. P., Lessler, J. T., Martin, E., Martin, J., Rothgeb, J. M., & Singer, E.  
(2004).  Methods for testing and evaluating survey questions.  Public Opinion Quarterly, 
68(1), 109–130.  https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfh008   

Quevillon, R. P., Gray, B. L., Erickson, S. E., Gonzalez, E. D., & Jacobs, G. A.  (2016). Helping 
the helpers:  Assisting staff and volunteer workers before, during, and after disaster relief 
operations.  Journal of Clinical Psychology, 72(12), 1348–1363.  
https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.22336   

Ratcliff, N. J., Key-Roberts, M., Simmons, M. J., & Jimnez-Rodrguez, M.  (2018).  Inclusive 
Leadership Survey Item Development.  U.S. Army Research Institute for Behavioral and 
Social Science.   

Ratkowska, K., & De Leo, D.  (2013).  Suicide in immigrants:  An overview.  Open Journal of 
Medial Psychology, 2(3), 123–133.  https://doi.org/10.4236/ojmp.2013.23019   

Raver, J. L., & Nishii, L. H.  (2010).  Once, twice, or three times as harmful?  Ethnic harassment, 
gender harassment, and generalized workplace harassment.  The Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 95(2), 236–254.   

Reed, G. E.  (2004).  Toxic leadership.  Military Review, 84(4), 67–71.   

Reed, G. E., & Bullis, R. C.  (2009).  The impact of destructive leadership on senior military 
officers and civilian employees.  Armed Forces & Society, 36(1), 5–18.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095327X09334994   

Reed-Fitzke, K., & Lucier-Greer, M.  (2020).  The buffering effect of relationships on combat 
exposure, military performance, and mental health of U.S. military soldiers: a vantage point 
for cfts.  Journal Of Marital And Family Therapy, 46(2), 321–336.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/jmft.12402   

Relyea, M., & Ullman, S. E.  (2017).  Predicting sexual assault revictimization in a longitudinal 
sample of women survivors: variation by type of assault.  Violence Against Women, 23(12), 
1462–1483.  https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801216661035   

Revilla, M., Toninelli, D., & Ochoa, C.  (2017).  An experiment comparing grids and item-by-
item formats in web surveys completed through PCs and smartphones.  Telematics and 
Informatics, 34(1), 30–42.   

Riley, R., Cavanaugh, K., Jones, R., & Fallesen, J.  (2017).  2016 Center for Army Leadership 
Annual Survey of Army Leadership (CASAL): Military Leader Findings.  Technical Report 
2017-01.  
https://usacac.army.mil/sites/default/files/documents/cal/2016CASALMilitaryLeaderTechnica
lReport.pdf   



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

References 375 
 

Ringer, F. B., Soberay, K. A., Rogers, M. L., Hagan, C. R., Chu, C., Schneider, M., Podlogar, M. 
C., Witte, T., Holm-Denoma, J., Plant, E. A., Gutierrez, P. M., & Joiner, T. E.  (2018).  Initial 
validation of brief measures of suicide risk factors:  Common data elements used by the 
Military Suicide Research Consortium.  Psychological Assessment, 30(6), 767–778.  
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000519   

Robins, C., Steiger, D., Folz, J., Stein, K., & Stapleton, M.  (2016).  2016 American community 
survey respondent burden testing.  U.S. Census Bureau.  
www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/working-papers/2016/acs/ 2016_Westat_01.pdf   

Rock, L.  (2013).  2012 Workplace and gender relations survey of active duty members (Survey 
Note No. 2013-002).  Defense Manpower Data Center.   

Rolstad, S., Adler, J., & Ryden, A.  (2011).  Response burden and questionnaire length:  Is 
shorter better?  A Review and Meta-analysis.  Value in Health, 14(8), 1101–08.   

Rose, M., & Grant, J.  (2010).  Alcohol-induced blackout:  Phenomenology, biological basis, and 
gender differences.  Journal of Addition Medicine, 4(2), 61–73.   

Rosellini, A. J., Street, A. E., Ursano, R. J., Chiu, W. T., Heeringa, S. G., Monahan, J., Naifeh, J. 
A., Petukhova, M. V., Reis, B. Y., Sampson, N. A., Dliese, P. D., Stein, M. B., Zaslavsky, A. 
M., & Kessler, R. C.  (2017).  Sexual assault victimization and mental health treatment, 
suicide attempts, and career outcomes among women in the us army.  American Journal of 
Public Health, 107(5), 732–739.  https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2017.303693   

Rubino, C., Avery, D. R., McKay, P. F., Moore, B. L., Wilson, D. C., Van Driel, M. S., Witt, L. 
A., & McDonald, D. P.  (2018).  And justice for all:  How organizational justice climate 
deters sexual harassment.  Personnel Psychology, 71(4), 519–544.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12274   

Ruggeri, K., van der Linden, S., Wang, Y. C., Papa, F., Riesch, J., & Green, J.  (2020).  
Standards for evidence in policy decision-making.  Nature Research Social and Behavioural 
Sciences, 399005.  go.nature.com/2zdTQIs   

Russell, B. L., & Oswald, D.  (2016).  When sexism cuts both ways:  Predictors of tolerance of 
sexual harassment of men.  Men and Masculinities, 19(5), 524–544.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184X15602745   

Sachau, D. A., Gertz, J., Matsch, M., Palmer, A. J., & Englert, D.  (2012).  Work-life conflict 
and organizational support in a military law enforcement agency.  Journal of Police and 
Criminal Psychology, 27(1), 63–72.   

Sadler, A. G., Booth, B. M., Cook, B. L., & Doebbeling, B. N.  (2003).  Factors associated with 
women's risk of rape in the military environment.  American Journal of Industrial Medicine, 
43(3), 262–273.   



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

376 References 
 

Sadler, A. G., Mengeling, M. A., Booth, B. M., O’Shea, A. M. J., & Torner, J. C.  (2016).  The 
relationship between US military officer leadership behaviors and risk of sexual assault of 
reserve, National Guard, and active component servicewomen in nondeployed locations.  
American Journal of Public Health, 107(1), 147–155.  
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2016.303520   

Samuelson, H., Trump-Steele, R., Severance, L., Sieble, M., Luchman, J., Doston, H.,& Klahr, 
A.  (2021).  2018 Contextual Risk Factors Associated with Sexual Assault and Sexual 
Harassment in Active Duty.(Report No. 2021-06).  U.S. Department of Defense Office of 
People Analytics.   

Saris, W. E., & Gallhofer, I. N.  (2014).  Design, evaluation, and analysis of questionnaires for 
survey research (2nd ed.).  Wiley.   

Saris, W. E., Revilla, M., Krosnick, J. A., & Schaeffer, E. M.  (2010).  Comparing questions with 
agree/disagree response options to questions with item-specific response options.  Survey 
Research Methods, 4(1), 61–79. 

Saunders, J. B., Aasland, O. G., Babor, T. F., de la Fuente, J. R., & Grant, M.  (1993).  
Development of the Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test (AUDIT):  WHO collaborative 
project on early detection of persons with harmful alcohol consumption--II. Addiction, 88(6), 
791–804.  https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1360-0443.1993.tb02093.x   

Sawyer, K., Young, S. F., Thoroughgood, C., & Dominguez, K. M.  (2018).  Does reducing male 
domination in teams attenuate or intensify the harmful effects of perceived discrimination on 
women’s job satisfaction?  A test of competing hypotheses.  Applied Psychology, 69(2).  
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12180   

Saxena, S., Krug, E. G., and Chestnov, O.  (2014).  Preventing suicide: A global imperative.  
World Health Organization.  https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/131056   

Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., & Salanova, M.  (2006).  The measurement of work 
engagement with a short questionnaire:  A cross-national study.  Educational And 
Psychological Measurement, 66(4), 701–716.   

Schaufeli, W. B., Salanova, M., González-Romá, V., & Bakker, A. B.  (2002).  The 
measurement of engagement and burnout:  A two sample confirmatory factor analytic 
approach.  Journal of Happiness Studies, 3(1), 71–92.   

Schell, T. L., Cefalu, M., Farris, C., & Morral, A.R.  (2021).  The relationship between sexual 
assault and sexual harassment in the U.S. military:  Findings from the RAND military 
workplace study.  RAND Corporation.  
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR3162.html.   

Schmidt, A. A.  (2008).  Development and validation of the toxic leadership scale, [Doctoral 
dissertation, University of Maryland, College Park].   



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

References 377 
 

Schneider, B., Ehrhart, M. G., & Macey, W. M.  (2013).  Organizational climate and culture.  
Annual Review of Psychology, 64, 361–38.   

Schneider, B., Ehrhart, M., & Macey, W.  (2011).  Perspectives on organizational climate and 
culture.  In S. Zedeck, (Ed.), APA Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology.  
American Psychological Association.   

Schreiner, J.  (2019).  Review of how current ACS mail materials mesh with strategic 
framework, and next steps.  In the  National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and 
Medicine: Committee on National Statistics Workshop (Eds.), Improving the American 
Community Survey (pp. 134– 141).  The National Academies Press.  
https://doi.org/10.17226/25387   

Schreiner, J., Oliver, B., & Poehler, E.  (2020).  An Assessment of Messaging in the 2018 
American Community Survey Mail Communication Materials.  U.S. Census Bureau.  
https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/working-
papers/2020/acs/2020_Schreiner_01.pdf   

Schuh, S. C., Van Quaquebeke, N., Göritz, A. S., Xin, K. R., De Cremer, D., & Van Dick, R.  
(2016).  Mixed feelings, mixed blessing?  How ambivalence in organizational identification 
relates to employees’ regulatory focus and citizenship behaviors.  Human Relations, 69(12), 
2224–2249.   

Schwartz, N.  (1996).  Cognition and communication:  Judgmental biases, research methods, 
and the logic of conversation.  Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.   

Selby, E. A., Anestis, M. D., Bender, T. W., Ribeiro, J. D., Nock, M. K., Rudd, M. D., Bryan, C. 
J., Lim, I. C., Baker, M. T., Gutierrez, P. M., & Joiner, T. E.  (2010).  Overcoming the fear of 
lethal injury:  Evaluating suicidal behavior in the military through the lens of the 
Interpersonal–Psychological Theory of Suicide.  Clinical Psychology Review, 30(3), 298–307.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2009.12.004   

Selden, M. P., & Downey, R. G.  (2012).  Workplace hostility: Defining and measuring the 
occurrence of hostility in the workforce.  Work, 42(1), 93–105.  https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-
2012-1332.   

Shenassa, E. D., Rogers, M. L., Spalding, K. L., & Roberts, M. B.  (2004).  Safer storage of 
firearms at home and risk of suicide: a study of protective factors in a nationally 
representative sample.  Journal of Epidemiology & Community Health, 58(10), 841–848.  
https://doi.org/10.1136/jech.2003.017343   

Simon, R. I.  (2007).  Gun safety management with patients at risk for suicide.  Suicide and Life-
Threatening Behavior, 37(5), 518–526.   

Sims, C., Miller, L., Trail, T. E., Woods, D., Kofner, A., Rutter, C. M., Posard, M. N., Hall, O., 
& Kleykamp, M.  (2019).  2017 U.S. Air Force community feedback tool:  Key results report 
for Air Force headquarters.  RAND Corporation.  https://doi.org/10.7249/RR3084   



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

378 References 
 

Singer, E., von Thurn, D. R., & Miller, E.R.  (1995).  Confidentiality assurances and response:  
A quantitative review of the experimental literature.  Public Opinion Quarterly, 59(1), 66–77.   

Sisask, M., Värnik, A., Kõlves, K., Konstabel, K., & Wasserman, D.  (2008).  Subjective 
psychological well-being (WHO-5) in assessment of the severity of suicide attempt.  Nordic 
Journal of Psychiatry, 62(6), 431–435.  https://doi.org/10.1080/08039480801959273   

Smith, T. D., Eldridge, F., & DeJoy, D. M.  (2016).  Safety-specific transformational and passive 
leadership influences on firefighter safety climate perceptions and safety behavior outcomes.  
Safety Science, 86, 92–97.   

Smyth, J., Dillman, D.A., Christian, L.M., & Mcbride, M.  (2009).  Open-ended questions in web 
surveys:  Can increasing the size of answer spaces and providing extra verbal instructions 
improve response quality?  Public Opinion Quarterly, 73(2), 325–337.  
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfp029   

Smyth, J., Dillman, D. A., Christian, L. M., & Stern, M. J.  (2006).  Comparing check-all and 
force-choice formats in web surveys.  Public Opinion Quarterly, 70(1), 66–77.  
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfj007   

Smyth, J. M.  (2008).  Unresolved Issues in Multiple-answer questions [Conference session].  
American Association for Public Opinion Research Annual Conference, New Orleans, LA.   

Snape, E., & Redman, T.  (2003).  Too old or too young?  The impact of perceived age 
discrimination.  Human Resource Management Journal, 13(1), 78–89.   

Solazzo, A., Brown, T. N., & Gorman, B. K.  (2018).  State-level climate, anti-discrimination 
law, and sexual minority health status:  An ecological study.  Social Science & Medicine, 196, 
158–165.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2017.11.033   

Stander, V. A., & Thomsen, C. J.  (2016).  Sexual harassment and assault in the U.S. military:  A 
review of policy and research trends.  Military Medicine, 181(suppl_1), 20–27.  
https://doi.org/10.7205/MILMED-D-15-00336   

Stanley, I. H., Hom, M. A., & Joiner, T. E.  (2016).  A systematic review of suicidal thoughts 
and behaviors among police officers, firefighters, EMTs, and paramedics.  Clinical 
Psychology Review, 44, 25–44.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2015.12.002   

Steele, J.P.  (2011).  Antecedents and consequences of toxic leadership in the US Army:  A two 
year review and recommended solutions (Technical Report 2011–3).  Fort Leavenworth, KS: 
Center for Army Leadership.   

Stewart, R., Volpone, S. D., Avery, D. R., & McKay, P.  (2011).  You support diversity, but are 
you ethical?  Examining the interactive effects of diversity and ethical climate perceptions on 
turnover intentions.  Journal of Business Ethics, 100(4), 581–593.   



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

References 379 
 

Stone, D. M., Holland, K., Bartholow, B., Crosby, A., Davis, S., & Wilkins, N.  (2017).  
Preventing suicide: A technical package of policy, programs, and practices (p. 62).  National 
Center for Injury Prevention and Control, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.   

Suliman, M., Aljezawi, M., Almansi, S., Musa, A., Alazam, M., & Ta'an, W. F.  (2020).  Effect 
of nurse managers' leadership styles on predicted nurse turnover.  Nursing Management 
(Harrow, London, England:  1994), 27(5), 20–25.   

Swann, A. C., Lijffijt, M., O’Brien, B., & Mathew, S. J.  (2020).  Impulsivity and suicidal 
behavior.  Current Topics in Behavioral Neurosciences, 47, 179–195.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/7854_2020_144   

Tagiuri, R.  (1968).  The concept of organizational climate.  In R. Tagiuri & G. H. Litwin (Eds.), 
Organizational Climate: Explorations Of A Concept.  Harvard Graduate School of Business 
Administration.   

Tepe, V., Yarnell, A., Nindl, B. C., Van Arsdale, S., & Deuster, P. A.  (2016).  Women in 
combat:  Summary of findings and a way ahead.  Military Medicine, 181(1S), 109–118.  
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.rice.edu/10.7205/MILMED-D-15-00409   

Thompson, A. M., & Adelman, W. P.  (2017).  Winning the war on tobacco through leadership 
at the lowest level.  Military Medicine, 182(5), 1584–1586.  https://doi.org/10.7205/milmed-
d-16-00357   

Tinkler, J. E., & Zhao, J.  (2019).  The sexual harassment of federal employees:  Gender, 
leadership status, and organizational tolerance for abuses of power.  Journal of Public 
Administration Research and Theory, 30(3).  https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/muz037   

Toepoel, V., & Dillman, D. A.  (2011).  How visual design affects the interpretability of survey 
questions.  In M. Das, P. Ester, & L. Kaczmirek (Eds.), Social and behavioral research and 
the Internet.  Advances in applied methods and research strategies (pp. 165–190).  Routledge   

Tortora, R. D.  (2017).  Respondent burden, reduction of.  In S. Kotz, C. B. Read, N. 
Balakrishnan, B. Vidakovic, & N. L. Johnson (Eds.), Encyclopedia of Statistical Sciences.  
John Wiley and Sons.   

Tourangeau, R., & Yan, T.  (2007).  Sensitive questions in surveys.  Psychological Bulletin, 
133(5), 859–883.  https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.133.5.859   

Tourangeau, R., Couper, M. P, & Conrad, F. G.  (2004).  Spacing, position, and order 
interpretive heuristics for visual features of survey questions.  Public Opinion Quarterly, 
68(3), 368–393.   

Tourangeau, R., Rips, L. J., & Rasinski, K.  (2000).  The psychology of survey response.  
Cambridge University Press.  https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511819322   

Towler, A., Watson, A., & Surface, E.  (2014).  Signaling the importance of training.  Journal of 
Managerial Psychology, 29(7), 829–849.  https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-03-2012-0092   



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

380 References 
 

Treubner, M.  (2021).  The dynamics of “Neither Agree not Disagree” answers in attitudinal 
questions.  The Journal of Survey Statistics and Methodology, 9(1), 51–72.   

Truhon, S. A.  (2000).  Shortening the MEOCS using item response theory.  Defense Equal 
Opportunity Management Institute, Directorate of Research.   

Truhon, S. A.  (2008).  Equal opportunity climate in the United States military:  Are differences 
in the eye of the beholder?  European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 17(1) 
153–169.   

Truhon, S. A., & Parks, K. M., (2005).  Norming the DEOMI organizational climate survey.  
Defense Equal Opportunity Management Institute, Directorate of Research.   

Tversky A., & Kahneman, D.  (1974).  Judgment under uncertainty:  Heuristics and biases.  
Science, 185(4157), 1124–31.  https://doi.org/10.1126/science.185.4157.1124.   

U.S. Department of Defense.  (1963).  Equal opportunity in the Armed Forces.  DoD directive 
5120.36. 

U.S. Department of Defense.  (2015).  Department of Defense military equal opportunity (MEO) 
program.  DoD Directive 1350.02.  
https://www.esd.whs.mil/Portals/54/Documents/DD/issuances/dodd/135002p.pdf   

U.S. Department of Defense.  (2017).  Sexual assault prevention and response (SAPR) program.  
DoD Directive 6495.01.  
https://www.esd.whs.mil/Portals/54/Documents/DD/issuances/dodd/649501p.pdf   

U.S. Department of Defense.  (2020a).  Department of Defense dictionary of military and 
associated terms.  
https://www.jcs.mil/Portals/36/Documents/Doctrine/pubs/dictionary.pdf#page=180   

U.S. Department of Defense.  (2020b).  Report of the Fort Hood independent review committee.  
https://www.army.mil/e2/downloads/rv7/forthoodreview/2020-12-
03_FHIRC_report_redacted.pdf   

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) Office of the Surgeon General and 
National Action Alliance for Suicide Prevention.  (2012).  2012 National strategy for suicide 
prevention:  Goals and objectives for action (p. 184).  Health and Human Services.  
www.surgeongeneral.gov/library/reports/national-strategy-suicide-prevention/index.html   

U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission.  (2021a).  Harassment.  
https://www.eeoc.gov/harassment   

U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission.  (2021b).  Race/Color discrimination.  
https://www.eeoc.gov/racecolor-discrimination   



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

References 381 
 

U.S. Secretary of Defense Memorandum.  (2019).  Actions to address and prevent sexual assault 
in the military.  https://media.defense.gov/2019/May/02/2002126804/-1/-1/1/ACTIONS-TO-
ADDRESS-AND-PREVENT-SEXUAL-ASSAULT-IN-THE-MILITARY.PDF   

Under Secretary for Defense for Personnel and Readiness.  (2020) Preserving our competitive 
advantage: Personnel and readiness strategy 2030.  Department of Defense.  
https://prhome.defense.gov/Portals/52/Documents/Strategy/PR_Strategy_FINAL_.pdf?ver=K
Y6Vacn3kT1Gd9fNxnR34w%3D%3D   

Ursano, R. J., Colpe, L. J., Heeringa, S. G., Kessler, R. C., Schoenbaum, M., & Stein, M. B.  
(2014).  The army study to assess risk and resilience in servicemembers (Army STARRS).  
Psychiatry:  Interpersonal and Biological Processes, 77(2), 107–119.  
https://doi.org/10.1521/psyc.2014.77.2.107   

U.S. Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences.  (2014).  Report on the 
analysis of command climate assessment and army baseline assessment.   

Van Brunt, B., Murphy, A., Pescara-Kovach, L., & Crance, G.  (2018).  Early identification of 
grooming and targeting in predatory sexual behavior on college campuses.  Violence and 
Gender, 6(1), 16–24.   

Van Dick, R., Christ, O., Stellmacher, J., Wagner, U., Ahlswede, O., Grubba, C., Hauptmeier, 
M., Höhfeld, C., Moltzen, K., & Tissington, P.A.  (2004).  Should I stay or should I go?  
Explaining turnover intentions with organizational identification and job satisfaction.  British 
Journal of Management, 15(4), 351–360.  https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8551.2004.00424.x   

Van Vaerenbergh, Y., & Thomas, T.  (2013).  Response styles in survey research: A literature 
review of antecedents, consequences, and remedies.  International Journal of Public Opinion 
Research, 25(2), 195–217.  https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/eds021   

VanSickle, M., Tucker, J., Daruwala, S., & Ghahramanlou-Holloway, M.  (2016).  Development 
and psychometric evaluation of the Military Suicide Attitudes Questionnaire (MSAQ).  
Journal of Affective Disorders, 203, 158–165.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2016.03.065   

Vasterling, J. J., Proctor, S. P., Aslan, M., Ko, J., Jakupcak, M., Harte, C. B., Concato, J.  (2015).  
Military, demographic, and psychosocial predictors of military retention in enlisted army 
soldiers 12 months after deployment to Iraq.  Military Medicine, 180(5), 524–532.   

Wai, P. Y., Dandar, V., Radosevich, D. M., Brubaker, L., & Kuo, P. C.  (2014).  Engagement, 
workplace satisfaction, and retention of surgical specialists in academic medicine in the 
United States.  Journal of the American College of Surgeons, 219(1), 31–42.   

Walker, A., McKune, A., Ferguson, S., Pyne, D. B., & Rattray, B.  (2016).  Chronic occupational 
exposures can influence the rate of PTSD and depressive disorders in first responders and 
military personnel.  Extreme Physiology & Medicine, 5(1), 8.   



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

382 References 
 

Wallach, H. M., Murray, I., Salakhutdinov, R., & Mimno, D.  (2009).  Evaluation methods for 
topic models [Conference Session].  26th Annual International Conference On Machine 
Learning. Montreal Quebec Canada. 

Walsh, K., Galea, S., Cerda, M., Richards, C., Liberzon, I., Tamburrino, M. B., Calabrese, J., & 
Koenen, K. C.  (2014).  Unit support protects against sexual harassment and assault among 
national guard soldiers.  Women’s Health Issues, 24(6), 600–604.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.whi.2014.05.006   

Weberg D.  (2010).  Transformational leadership and staff retention: an evidence review with 
implications for healthcare systems.  Nursing Administration Quarterly, 34(3), 246–258.  
https://doi.org/10.1097/NAQ.0b013e3181e70298   

Weingarten, E., Chen, Q., McAdams, M., Yi, J., Hepler, J., & Albarracín, D.  (2016).  From 
primed concepts to action:  A meta-analysis of the behavioral effects of incidentally presented 
words.  Psychological Bulletin, 142(5), 472–97.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/bul0000030   

Weisberg, H.  (2005).  The total survey error approach: A guide to the new science of survey 
research.  University of Chicago Press.  
https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226891293.001.0001   

Willits, F. K., & Janota, J.  (1996).  A matter of order: Effects of response order on answer to 
surveys [Conference session].  Rural Sociological Society Meeting, Des Moines, IA.   

Wellness, C. R., Steel, P., & Lee, K.  (2007).  A meta-analysis of the antecedents and 
consequences of workplace sexual harassment.  Personnel Psychology, 60(1), 127–162.  
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2007.00067.x   

Wolff, K. B., & Mills, P.D.  (2016).  Reporting military sexual trauma:  A mixed-methods study 
of women veterans’ experiences who served from World War II to the War in Afghanistan.  
Military Medicine, 181(8), 840–848.  https://doi.org/10.7205/milmed-d-15-00404   

Wu, D., Vennemeyer, S., Brown, K., Revalee, J., Murdock, P., Salomone, S., France, A., Clarke-
Myers, K., & Hanke, S. P.  (2019).  Usability testing of an interactive dashboard for surgical 
quality improvement in a large congenital heart center.  Applied Clinical Informatics, 10(5), 
859–869.  https://doi.org/10.1055/s-0039-1698466   

Yammarino, F. J., Skinner, S. J., & Childers, T. J.  (1991).  Understanding mail survey response 
behavior:  A meta-analysis.  Public Opinion Quarterly, 55(4), 613–39.  
https://doi.org/10.1086/269284   

Yeo, H. L., Abelson, J. S., Symer, M. M., Mao, J., Michelassi, F., Bell, R. H. Sedrakyan, A., & 
Sosa, J. A.  (2018).  Association of time to attrition in surgical residency with individual 
resident and programmatic factors.  JAMA Surgery, 153(6), 511–517.  
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamasurg.2017.6202   

Yip, P. S., Caine, E., Yousuf, S., Chang, S. S., Wu, K. C. C., & Chen, Y. Y.  (2012).  Means 
restriction for suicide prevention.  The Lancet, 379(9834), 2393–2399.   



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

References 383 
 

Yu, E. C., Fricker, S., & Kopp, B.  (2015).  Can survey instructions relieve respondent burden? 
[Conference session].  Annual Conference of the American Association for Public Opinion 
Research, Hollywood, FL.  www.bls.gov/osmr/research-papers/2015/pdf/st150260.pdf   

Yu, H., & Lee, D.  (2019).  Gender and public organization:  A quasi-experimental examination 
of inclusion on experiencing and reporting wrongful behavior in the workplace.  Public 
Personnel Management, 49(1), 3–28.  https://doi.org/10.1177/0091026019836196   

Zapf, D., & Gross, C.  (2001).  Conflict escalation and coping with workplace bullying:  A 
replication and extension.  European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 10(4), 
497–522.   

Zaragoza, J.G.  (2015).  A moderated mediation model examining work group racial 
demographic differences in the relations between race discrimination climate, team cohesion, 
and work group effectiveness [Unpublished doctoral dissertation or master's thesis].  
University of Houston, Houston, TX. 

 

 





 

 

Appendix A. 
2014 Memorandum: DEOCS Usage 
and Data Sharing 

 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

2014 Memorandum:  DEOCS Usage and Data Sharing 387 
 

 

 





 

 

Appendix B. 
2018 Action Memo: DEOCS 
Realignment and Transfer to OPA 

 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

2018 Action Memo:  DEOCS Realignment and Transfer to OPA 391 
 

 

 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

392 2018 Action Memo:  DEOCS Realignment and Transfer to OPA 
 

 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

2018 Action Memo:  DEOCS Realignment and Transfer to OPA 393 
 

 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

394 2018 Action Memo:  DEOCS Realignment and Transfer to OPA 
 

 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

2018 Action Memo:  DEOCS Realignment and Transfer to OPA 395 
 

 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

396 2018 Action Memo:  DEOCS Realignment and Transfer to OPA 
 

 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

2018 Action Memo:  DEOCS Realignment and Transfer to OPA 397 
 

 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

398 2018 Action Memo:  DEOCS Realignment and Transfer to OPA 
 

 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

2018 Action Memo:  DEOCS Realignment and Transfer to OPA 399 
 

 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

400 2018 Action Memo:  DEOCS Realignment and Transfer to OPA 
 

 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

2018 Action Memo:  DEOCS Realignment and Transfer to OPA 401 
 

 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

402 2018 Action Memo:  DEOCS Realignment and Transfer to OPA 
 

 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

2018 Action Memo:  DEOCS Realignment and Transfer to OPA 403 
 

 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

404 2018 Action Memo:  DEOCS Realignment and Transfer to OPA 
 

 
 
 



 

 

Appendix C. 
2019 Memorandum: Development of 
a New Climate Assessment Tool 

 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

2019 Memorandum:  Development of a New Climate Assessment Tool 407 
 

 

 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

408 2019 Memorandum:  Development of a New Climate Assessment Tool 
 

 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

2019 Memorandum:  Development of a New Climate Assessment Tool 409 
 

 
 
 





 

 

Appendix D. 
Focus Groups: Military Focus Group 
Participant Breakdowns 

 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Focus Groups:  Military Focus Group Participant Breakdowns 413 
 

 

 





 

 

Appendix E. 
Focus Groups: Command Climate 
Assessment Summit Protocol 

 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Focus Groups:  Command Climate Assessment Summit Protocol 417 
 

 

 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

418 Focus Groups:  Command Climate Assessment Summit Protocol 
 

 

 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Focus Groups:  Command Climate Assessment Summit Protocol 419 
 

 

 





 

 

Appendix F. 
Focus Groups: Command Climate 
Assessment Summit Handouts 

 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Focus Groups:  Command Climate Assessment Summit Handouts 423 
 

 

 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

424 Focus Groups:  Command Climate Assessment Summit Handouts 
 

 

 



 

 

Appendix G. 
Focus Groups: Command Climate 
Assessment Summit Word Cloud 
Activity 

 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Focus Groups:  Command Climate Assessment Summit Word Cloud Activity 427 
 

 

 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

428 Focus Groups:  Command Climate Assessment Summit Word Cloud Activity 
 

 

 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Focus Groups:  Command Climate Assessment Summit Word Cloud Activity 429 
 

 

 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

430 Focus Groups:  Command Climate Assessment Summit Word Cloud Activity 
 

 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Focus Groups:  Command Climate Assessment Summit Word Cloud Activity 431 
 

 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

432 Focus Groups:  Command Climate Assessment Summit Word Cloud Activity 
 

 
 
 



 

 

Appendix H. 
Focus Groups: Service Member 
Protocol 

 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Focus Groups:  Service Member Protocol 435 
 

 

 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

436 Focus Groups:  Service Member Protocol 
 

 

 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Focus Groups:  Service Member Protocol 437 
 

 

 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

438 Focus Groups:  Service Member Protocol 
 

 

 



 

 

Appendix I. 
Focus Groups: Commander and 
EOA Protocol 

 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Focus Groups:  Commander and EOA Protocol 441 
 

 

 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

442 Focus Groups:  Commander and EOA Protocol 
 

 

 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Focus Groups:  Commander and EOA Protocol 443 
 

 

 





 

 

Appendix J. 
Focus Groups: NVivo Codes 

 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Focus Groups:  NVivo Codes 447 
 

 

 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

448 Focus Groups:  NVivo Codes 
 

 

 



 

 

Appendix K. 
DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 

 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 451 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

452 DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 453 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

454 DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 455 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

456 DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 457 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

458 DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 459 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

460 DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 461 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

462 DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 463 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

464 DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 465 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

466 DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 467 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

468 DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 469 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

470 DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 471 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

472 DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 473 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

474 DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 475 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

476 DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report 477 
 

 
 





 

 

Appendix L. 
DEOCS Redesign Survey Instrument 

 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Redesign Survey Instrument 481 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

482 DEOCS Redesign Survey Instrument 
 

 
 

 



 

 

Appendix M. 
DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 

 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 485 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

486 DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 487 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

488 DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 489 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

490 DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 491 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

492 DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 493 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

494 DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 495 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

496 DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 497 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

498 DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 499 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

500 DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 501 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

502 DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 503 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

504 DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 505 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

506 DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 507 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

508 DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 509 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

510 DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 511 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

512 DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 513 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

514 DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 515 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

516 DEOCS Redesign Survey Results 
 

 
 

 



 

 

Appendix N. 
Stakeholder Conversations: 
Structured Guide 

 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Stakeholder Conversations: Structured Guide 519 
 

 
 

 





 

 

Appendix O. 
DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey 
Bank Items 

 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 523 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

524 DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 525 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

526 DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 527 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

528 DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 529 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

530 DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 531 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

532 DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 533 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

534 DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 535 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

536 DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 537 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

538 DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 539 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

540 DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 541 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

542 DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 543 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

544 DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 545 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

546 DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 547 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

548 DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items 549 
 

 
 

 





 

 

Appendix P. 
Process for Submitting 
Customizable Survey Bank 
Questions 

 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Process for Submitting Customizable Survey Bank Questions 553 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

554 Process for Submitting Customizable Survey Bank Questions 
 

 
 

 



 

 

Appendix Q. 
DEOCS 5.0 Survey Communications 

 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 5.0 Survey Communications 557 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

558 DEOCS 5.0 Survey Communications 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

DEOCS 5.0 Survey Communications 559 
 

 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

560 DEOCS 5.0 Survey Communications 
 

 

 



 

 

Appendix R. 
Toxic Leadership 

 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Toxic Leadership 563 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

564 Toxic Leadership 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Toxic Leadership 565 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

566 Toxic Leadership 
 

 
 

 



 

 

Appendix S. 
Inclusion 

 





Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Inclusion 569 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

570 Inclusion 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Inclusion 571 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

572 Inclusion 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Inclusion 573 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

574 Inclusion 
 



Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign OPA 
 

Inclusion 575 
 



OPA Defense Organizational Climate Survey (DEOCS) Redesign 
 

576 Inclusion 
 

 

 



 

 

This page is reserved for insertion of Standard Form 298, page 1 -- this is best accomplished by 
replacing this page after the document has been converted to PDF 
 



 

 

This page is reserved for insertion of Standard Form 298, page 2 -- this is best accomplished by 
replacing this page after the document has been converted to PDF 
 





 

 

 
 
 


	Acknowledgments
	OPA Research Team
	Chapter 1:  Introduction and Background
	Introductory Chapter

	What is Climate?
	Foundational Research
	Command Climate

	Defense Organizational Climate Survey Background
	Beginnings of Equal Opportunity Pre-1980s
	Research and Development of the Military Equal Opportunity Climate Survey 1980s–2005
	Defense Organizational Climate Survey and the Computerized Era 2005–2016
	Assessment to Solutions

	DEOCS 4.1
	Defense Organizational Climate Survey Realignment to OPA
	Secretary of Defense Memorandum Directing Enhanced Climate Assessment Tools

	Defense Organizational Climate Survey Redesign Plan of Actions and Milestones
	Action Area 1:  Create Defense Organizational Climate Survey Administration Platform
	Action Area 2:  Redesign Defense Organizational Climate Survey Content
	Action Area 3:  Create Defense Organizational Climate Survey Reporting Tool and Toolkits


	Defense Organizational Climate Survey Redesign Approach
	The Purpose of the Defense Organizational Climate Survey
	Strategic Target Outcomes
	Guiding Principles
	Accurate and Data Driven
	User Friendly
	Actionable

	Summary of Information-Gathering Efforts
	Literature Review
	Focus Groups
	Stakeholder Interviews
	Defense Organizational Climate Survey Redesign Survey


	The Organization of the Rest of the Report
	Chapter 2:   Defense Organizational Climate Survey Focus Groups
	Introduction
	Methodology
	Protocol Development
	Summit Focus Group Protocol Development
	Military Focus Group Protocol Development

	Qualitative Analysis
	Step 1:  Prepare
	Step 2:  Code
	Step 3:  Analyze
	1. Text Search.
	2. Coding Search.
	3. Matrix Coding.

	Step 4:  Identify and Report

	Research Gaps and Limitations
	Results
	Overall Perceptions of the Defense Organizational Climate Survey
	Perceptions of the Purpose and Goals of the Defense Organizational Climate Survey
	Perceived Value of the Defense Organizational Climate Survey

	Perceptions of the Defense Organizational Climate Survey Administration Process
	Initial Survey Request and Development
	Survey Timing
	Outreach and Messaging Strategies
	Impact of Outreach and Messaging

	Barriers to Completing the Survey
	Limited Computer Access
	Limited Time to Take the Survey

	Data Accuracy Concerns
	Data Falsification
	Neutral Default Responses
	Skewed Results to the Highly Positive or Negative
	Response Rates

	Anonymity Concerns

	DEOCS 4.1 Content
	Survey Length and Repetition
	Response Options
	Specification Errors
	Negative Question Priming
	Perceived Measurement Effectiveness

	Command Climate Insights
	Positive Command Climate
	Negative Command Climate

	DEOCS 4.1 Results Reporting
	Analysis and Interpretation
	Demographic Data
	Short Answer and Locally Developed Questions
	Assessment to Solutions
	Additional Assessments to Support DEOCS 4.1 Results
	Briefing Results

	Actionability and Impact of Results
	Actionability of Short Answer and Locally Developed Questions
	Disciplinary Action as a Result of Defense Organizational Climate Survey


	Discussion
	Chapter 3:   Defense Organizational Climate Survey Redesign Survey
	Introduction
	Methods
	Participants
	Defense Organizational Climate Survey Redesign Survey Items
	Defense Organizational Climate Survey Demographic Variables
	Component
	Service
	Paygrade
	Gender
	Race/Ethnicity

	Defense Organizational Climate Survey Redesign Survey Analyses
	Convenience Sample Considerations
	Descriptive Statistics
	Text Analysis
	Data Preparation
	Data Set Creation
	Topic Extraction
	Model Evaluation
	Results Summary
	Qualitative Analysis
	Sample Qualitative Process with Topic Model Output and Themes



	Results
	Closed-Ended Results
	Survey Administration and User Experience
	Survey Access
	Survey Burden and Survey Response
	Privacy and Anonymity
	Follow-On Actions and Accountability

	Survey Content

	Open-Ended Comment Results
	Survey Administration and User Experience
	Survey Access
	Survey Length and Survey Burden
	Privacy and Anonymity
	Follow-On Actions and Accountability

	Survey Content
	Sexual Assault and Sexual Harassment
	Morale
	Work-Life Balance
	Leadership
	Mental Health, Stress, and Substance Use
	Other Key Topics
	Civilian vs. Military Considerations



	Discussion
	Chapter 4:  Stakeholder Conversations
	Introduction
	Methodology
	Participants
	Protocol
	Data Analysis

	Results
	Survey Administration Process
	Anonymity Concerns
	Respondent Survey Burden

	Survey Content
	Performance-Oriented Questions
	Additional Topics of Interest

	Survey Results
	Analysis and Interpretation
	Equal Opportunity Advisor Survey Burden
	Report Breakdown
	Sharing Results
	Data Falsification
	Actionability and Impact


	Conclusion
	Chapter 5:  Defense Organizational Climate Survey Administration
	Policies Governing Defense Organizational Climate Survey Administration
	Congressional Requirement
	Department of Defense Level Policy and Memorandum
	Service Level Policy


	Survey Administration Process
	Administrator Process
	Population Frame Development
	Survey Fielding Window
	Data Collection
	Registering an Account
	Survey Administrator
	Commanders/Leaders
	Commanders’/Leaders’ Supervisor
	One-Stop Shop


	Preparing to Register
	Roster

	Registering a Survey
	Historical Registration Information
	Custom Question Bank
	Approving/Denying a Survey

	Taking a Survey
	Secure Log-In Experiment
	Legacy Log-in Condition
	Secure Log-in Condition
	Benefits of Secure Log-In
	Finalizing the Experiment

	Managing a Survey in the Field
	Survey Communications
	Results Reporting

	Follow-On Actions
	Training and Outreach on the Defense Organizational Climate Survey Redesign
	Summary
	Chapter 6:  DEOCS 5.0 Construct Selection
	Introduction
	Accurate and Data Driven
	User Friendly
	Actionable

	Method
	Step 1:  Screening Preliminary Constructs.
	Step 2:  Scoring Preliminary Themes and Constructs.
	Step 3:  Selecting Initial Constructs.
	Step 4:  Selecting Final Constructs.
	Initial Literature Review
	Article Selection
	Identify Preliminary Themes and Constructs
	Step 1:  Identified Preliminary Constructs
	Step 2:  Consolidated Preliminary Constructs
	Step 3:  Identified Preliminary Themes
	Step 4:  Developed Preliminary Theme and Construct Definitions
	Summary

	Method Step 1:  Screening Preliminary Constructs
	Minimum Criteria
	Preliminary Construct Minimum Criteria Screening Example
	Summary

	Method Step 2:  Scoring Preliminary Themes and Constructs
	Scientific Evidence Scoring Criteria
	Qualitative Evidence Scoring
	Total Preliminary Construct Scores
	Preliminary Theme Construct Scoring Example
	Summary

	Method Step 3: Selecting Initial Constructs
	Method Step 4: Selecting Final Construct
	Stakeholder Feedback.
	Survey Development.
	Secondary Scientific and Qualitative Evidence Review.
	Summary


	Results
	Unit Risk Factors
	“Alcohol Impairing Memory” and “Binge Drinking”64F
	Definition.
	Scientific Evidence.
	Qualitative Evidence.

	“Passive Leadership”
	Definition
	Scientific Evidence.
	Qualitative Support.

	“Racially Harassing Behaviors”
	Definition.
	Scientific Evidence.
	Qualitative Evidence.

	“Sexist Behaviors”
	Definition.
	Scientific Evidence.
	Qualitative Evidence.

	“Sexually Harassing Behaviors”
	Definition.
	Scientific Evidence.
	Qualitative Evidence.

	“Stress”
	Definition.
	Scientific Evidence
	Qualitative Support.

	“Toxic Leadership”
	Definition.
	Scientific Evidence.
	Qualitative Support.

	“Workplace Hostility”
	Definition.
	Scientific Evidence.
	Qualitative Support.


	Unit Protective Factors
	“Cohesion”
	Definition.
	Scientific Evidence.
	Qualitative Support.

	“Connectedness”
	Definition.
	Scientific Evidence.
	Qualitative Support.

	“Engagement and Commitment”
	Definition.
	Scientific Evidence.
	Qualitative Support.

	“Fairness”
	Definition.
	Scientific Evidence.
	Qualitative Support.

	“Inclusion”
	Definition.
	Scientific Evidence.
	Qualitative Support.

	“Leadership Support”
	Definition.
	Scientific Evidence.
	Qualitative Support.

	“Morale”
	Definition.
	Scientific Evidence.
	Qualitative Support.

	“Safe Storage of Lethal Means”
	Definition.
	Scientific Evidence.
	Qualitative Evidence.

	“Transformational Leadership”
	Definition.
	Scientific Evidence.
	Qualitative Support.

	“Work-Life Balance”
	Definition.
	Scientific Evidence.
	Qualitative Support.



	Discussion
	Chapter 7:  Defense Organizational Climate Survey 5.0 Item Selection
	Introduction
	Accurate and Data Driven
	User Friendly

	Methods
	Identification of Data Sources
	Data Sources, Constructs, and Strategic Target Outcomes
	Longitudinal Suicidal Ideation Survey.

	Status of Forces Surveys
	2018 Status of Forces Survey of Active Duty Members (2018 SOFS-A).

	Workplace and Equal Opportunity Surveys
	2017 Workplace Equal Opportunity Survey of Active Duty Members (2017 WEOA).
	2019 Workplace Equal Opportunity Survey of Reserve Component Members.

	Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty Members
	2012 Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty Members (2012 WGRA).
	2018 Workplace and Gender Relations Survey of Active Duty Members (2018 WGRA).

	Research Block Data Collection

	Item Reduction Analyses
	Step 1:  Descriptive Statistics
	Step 2: Item Correlations
	Step 3:  Item Modeling
	Step 4:  Reliability
	Step 5:  Scale Correlations

	Final Item Selection Process

	Results
	Unit Risk Factors
	“Alcohol Impairing Memory” and “Binge Drinking” (Alcohol Misuse)88F
	Data Source.
	Item Reduction Analysis: Alcohol Misuse and Sexual Assault.
	Final Selection.

	“Passive Leadership”
	Data Source.
	Item Reduction Analysis.
	Final Selection.

	“Racially Harassing Behaviors”
	Data Source.
	Final Selection.

	“Sexually Harassing Behaviors” and “Sexist Behaviors”
	Data Source.
	Item Reduction Analysis.
	Final Selection.

	“Stress”
	Data Source.
	Item Reduction Analysis: “Stress” and Suicidal Behavior.
	Final Selection.

	“Toxic Leadership”
	Final Selection.

	“Workplace Hostility”
	Data Source.
	Item Reduction Analysis: “Workplace Hostility” and Sexual Assault.
	Item Reduction Analysis: “Workplace Hostility” and Sexual Harassment.
	“Workplace Hostility” and Racial/Ethnic Harassment/Discrimination.
	Final Selection.


	Unit Protective Factors
	“Cohesion”
	Data Source.
	Item Reduction Analysis: "Cohesion" and Retention.
	Item Reduction Analysis: "Cohesion" and Readiness.
	Item Reduction Analysis: "Cohesion" and Suicide Attempts.
	Item Reduction Analysis: “Cohesion” and Sexual Assault.
	Final Selection.

	“Connectedness”
	Data Source.
	Item Reduction Analysis: “Connectedness” and Suicidal Behavior.
	Final Selection.

	“Inclusion”
	Data Source.
	Final Selection.

	“Engagement and Commitment”
	Data Source.
	Item Reduction Analysis.
	Final Selection.

	“Fairness”
	Data Source.
	Final Selection.

	“Leadership Support”
	Data Source.
	Item Reduction Analysis.
	Final Selection.

	“Morale”
	Data Source.
	Item Reduction Analysis.
	Final Selection.

	“Safe Storage of Lethal Means”
	Data Source.
	Final Selections.

	“Transformational Leadership”
	Data Source.
	Item Reduction Analysis.
	Final Selection.

	“Work-Life Balance”
	Data Source.



	Discussion
	Chapter 8:  DEOCS 5.0 Survey Instrument Development
	Selecting and Standardizing Response Scales
	Frequency Response Scale
	Semantic Difference
	Removing the Perceived “Midpoint”
	Balanced Response Options
	Four-Point Frequency Scale
	Frequency Scale Options
	Frequency Scale Instructions

	Agree/Disagree Response Scale
	Agree/Disagree Item Selection
	Agree/Disagree Instructions
	All Other Scales
	“Morale”
	“Alcohol Impacting Memory” and “Binge Drinking”
	“Safe Storage of Lethal Means”


	Open-Ended Questions

	Writing the DEOCS Instrument
	Ordering the DEOCS
	Standardization of Selected Survey Item Stems
	Tense and Recall Period
	Format
	Standardizing Phrasing

	Writing the DEOCS
	Logistic Questions
	Section I.  Work/Academy Experience—Part 1. Protective Factors
	Section II.  Work/Academy Experience—Part 2. Risk Factors
	Section III. Leadership
	Standardizing Leadership Phrasing and Assigning Leadership Factors
	Military instructions and definitions for immediate supervisor
	Civilian instructions and definitions for immediate supervisor
	MSA instructions and definitions for first cadet/midshipman in your chain of command
	Military unit instructions and definitions for commander
	Civilian organization instructions and definitions for senior leader
	MSA instructions and definitions for permanent party command team
	Military unit and Civilian Organization instructions and definitions for Senior Non-Commissioned Officer (NCO)/Senior Enlisted Leader (SEL)

	Writing Leadership Items
	General Leadership Items
	Immediate Supervisor.

	Unit Commanders, Organization Leaders, and Permanent Party Command Teams
	Senior NCO/SEL
	Open-Ended Leadership Feedback


	Section IV.  Behaviors and Personal Experiences
	Section V. Demographics

	Discussion

	Chapter 9:  DEOCS Analysis and Reporting
	Goals for Action Area 3: Unit Commander DEOCS Dashboard
	Accurate and Data Driven
	User Friendly
	Actionable

	Statistical Methods
	Eligible Respondents
	Response Rates
	Generalizability
	Calculation of Factor Scores
	Multi-Item Factors
	Single-Item Factors
	Problematic Behaviors

	Demographic Reporting Categories
	Suppression Rules

	Reporting DEOCS Unit-Level Results
	About Tab
	Response Rates Tab
	Summary Tab
	Protective Factors Tab
	Risk Factors Tab
	Custom Items Tab
	Item Summary Tab
	Download Tab
	DEOCS 4.1 Downloads Tab
	Quick Links Tab

	Discussion
	Context for Factor Scores
	Nonresponse Bias and Representativeness of Results
	Aggregations and Comparisons
	Conclusion

	Chapter 10:  Discussion
	DEOCS Redesign Philosophy
	The Purpose of the DEOCS
	Strategic Target Outcomes
	Guiding Principles
	Accurate and Data Driven
	User Friendly
	Actionable


	Action Area One:  New DEOCS Platform
	Accurate and Data Driven
	Unit Rosters
	Secure Log-In

	User Friendly
	One-Stop Shop
	Mobile Optimization

	Next Steps
	Support for Survey Administrators
	Improving Communications to Increase Response Rates


	Action Area Two: New DEOCS Content
	Accurate and Data Driven
	Data-Driven Construct Selection
	Data-Driven Item Selection

	User Friendly
	Efficiency of Factors
	Survey Burden

	Actionable
	Actionable Risk and Protective Factors
	Specificity of Leadership Results

	Next Steps
	Predictive Validity of Factors
	Increasing Customization


	Action Area Three:  Unit Commander Dashboard
	Accurate and Data Driven
	Comparisons and Thresholds

	User Friendly
	Data Visualization

	Actionable
	Drill-Down Features

	Next Steps
	Expanding User Access
	Comparisons and Trends
	Benchmarks
	Senior Leader Views
	Translation to Action


	Conclusion
	Continuous User Feedback
	Policy and Partnerships
	Potential Future Research and Analysis
	Conclusion

	References
	Appendix A.  2014 Memorandum: DEOCS Usage and Data Sharing
	Appendix B.  2018 Action Memo: DEOCS Realignment and Transfer to OPA
	Appendix C.  2019 Memorandum: Development of a New Climate Assessment Tool
	Appendix D.  Focus Groups: Military Focus Group Participant Breakdowns
	Appendix E.  Focus Groups: Command Climate Assessment Summit Protocol
	Appendix F.  Focus Groups: Command Climate Assessment Summit Handouts
	Appendix G.  Focus Groups: Command Climate Assessment Summit Word Cloud Activity
	Appendix H.  Focus Groups: Service Member Protocol
	Appendix I.  Focus Groups: Commander and EOA Protocol
	Appendix J.  Focus Groups: NVivo Codes
	Appendix K.  DEOCS 4.1 Sample Report
	Appendix L.  DEOCS Redesign Survey Instrument
	Appendix M.  DEOCS Redesign Survey Results
	Appendix N.  Stakeholder Conversations: Structured Guide
	Appendix O.  DEOCS 5.0 Customizable Survey Bank Items
	Appendix P.  Process for Submitting Customizable Survey Bank Questions
	Appendix Q.  DEOCS 5.0 Survey Communications
	Appendix R.  Toxic Leadership
	Appendix S.  Inclusion



