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Preface

The purpose of this study, “Strategically Aligned Family Research,” was to improve knowledge
management and its application by the Army to address simultaneously soldier and family
quality of life needs and achieve the Army’s strategic goals in recruiting, retention, and readi-
ness. The Army wants to make better assessments of continuing and changing soldier and
family needs for support programs. The Army also wants a process to develop a research agenda
to identify quality support services to soldiers and families while making best use of available
resources and to improve oversight, management, and accountability.

This report presents final results from the research study, and its findings may interest
those involved in providing quality of life services for soldiers and their families by the Army,
as well as by the sister services and the Office of the Secretary of Defense. Those who set poli-
cies in this area may also be interested.

This project was sponsored by the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management
(ACSIM) and conducted within RAND Arroyo Center’s Manpower and Training Program.
RAND Arroyo Center, part of the RAND Corporation, is a federally funded research and
development center sponsored by the United States Army.

The Project Unique Identification Code (PUIC) for the project that produced this docu-
ment is HQD115806.
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For more information on RAND Arroyo Center, contact the Director of Operations
(telephone 310-393-0411, extension 6419; fax 310-451-6952; email Marcy Agmon@rand.

org), or visit Arroyo’s website at http://www.rand.org/ard. html.
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Summary

Background

The Army spends more than $2.3 billion annually on soldier and family support or quality of
life (QOL) programs that are intended to ease the stress of military life and thus enhance well-
being, improve readiness, and sustain recruiting and retention. However, research in support
of these programs to determine needs, access, and effectiveness is fragmented, duplicative, and
at times lacking in quality or depth of analysis.

The Army leadership wants to develop a research agenda to inform policy and program
decisionmaking to align its strategic goals in recruiting, retention, and readiness with the needs
of soldiers and families. Such an agenda is expected to inform the Army of the QOL needs
of soldiers and families, help gauge the success of programs, improve coordination of research
efforts, and determine how best to allocate resources.

Purpose

The Army asked RAND Arroyo Center to help improve its use of research on soldier and
family quality of life matters to inform policy and programming decisions. The Army wanted
a better assessment of the support programs that soldiers and families need and a research
agenda to determine effective support services in light of resource availability and the need
for accountability. The Army asked Arroyo to pay particular attention to recruiting, retention,
and readiness as strategic outcomes for QOL. The goal of this study is to take a first, high-level
look at how QOL research is currently used, to identify gaps in knowledge to suggest areas for
new research, and to consider how the Army should think strategically about using research,
including its investment in new research. The ultimate objective is an organizational mecha-
nism that strategically aligns research. This first phase can begin to address the Army’s objec-
tive to make research-informed QOL policy and program decisions and support its research
needs. In some ways, the course we undertook for this analysis is similar to the process the
Army itself will need to undertake in greater depth and represents the first iteration of a QOL
policy and program agenda-setting or roadmapping exercise.

Conclusions and Recommendations

We reviewed of a wide range of literature on QOL, its measurement and linkage to strategic
g g g

goals, as well as literature on research roadmapping. We also interviewed various policy and

program officials to determine how and why they used research. We summarize our findings

xiii



xiv  Strategically Aligned Family Research

from these approaches below and provide references to relevant chapters for more detailed
discussion.

The relationship between strategic goals and QOL is not well established (see Chap-
ter Two). The Army’s strategic goals for QOL lie in the areas of recruiting, retention, and
readiness. Assessing the relationship between QOL and these outcomes is complicated by the
lack of precision surrounding just how QOL is defined and measured. Nevertheless, it is pos-
sible to discern relationships between QOL and the Army’s goals.

With regard to recruiting, the evidence is scarce. The Army offers many benefits, from
monetary bonuses to join the military to free or subsidized access to health, recreation, educa-
tion, housing, relationship counseling, and childcare and youth services. These benefits, which
can affect individual views of QOL, are seen by the Army leadership as important to recruit-
ing. Also, how soldiers and their spouses perceive and experience Army life can affect their
children’s consideration of the Army as a potential future employer.

Research reviewed indicates that how well families adapt to the stresses associated with
Army life, in part by using QOL programs and services, can affect retention. For example, the
relationship between spousal support and retention is strong, and programs that help spouses
cope with the demands of Army life can foster such support.

“Readiness” is a multidimensional concept, with little consensus on its definition. Because
readiness is difficult to define, it is difficult to identify what influences it. Nevertheless, some
research indicates that the same factors that influence spousal support promote readiness.
Other work also shows that satisfied families have higher levels of readiness (however defined).

Beyond the Army’s strategic goals, research on other QOL topics indicates relatively con-
sistent findings. For example, junior enlisted members and their households tend to experience
more stress and are less able to address problems.

Research currently does not meet the needs of users (see Chapter Three). Typically,
policymakers and those who run programs are the users of research. They need research to
inform budget decisions, to evaluate programs, and to serve purposes such as identifying the
best practices in given areas. They are generally not satisfied with what is available to them.
It is also difficult for them to find our what research is available that might help them make
informed decisions.

Research alignment can help improve decisionmaking (see Chapter Four). Road-
mapping is a technique that can help align goals and strategies, and it has been used effec-
tively in a range of venues. The practice would likely benefit the Army as it attempts to match
research with its strategic goals. The Army itself is best positioned to construct such a road-
map, since it will require substantial work across multiple organizational boundaries to con-
struct one. Additionally, it will take a collaborative effort and a mandate (and new resources)
to develop and implement a roadmap that would involve and affect a number of organiza-
tions within the Army and across the Department of Defense that have roles and responsi-

bilities for QOL policy and programs.

Conclusions
Our analysis of the data resulted in four overarching conclusions:

Some prerequisites for a rigorous roadmapping exercise are missing. A thorough
understanding of the current state of the art and established findings is missing. Also absent
is an agreed-upon definition of the key terms relevant to a discussion of QOL for soldiers and
families and strategic goals for the Army. Resources are needed to enable major organizations
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involved in promoting QOL for soldiers and families in various domains to undertake an
active roadmapping process. The resulting research agenda would reflect their concerns and
would be designed to achieve their objectives at the program level and support strategic Army
vision at the policy level.

Domain-specific research remains central to developing solutions and assessing
their effectiveness. Even though QOL requires a big-picture understanding, domain-specific
research remains critical. “Domain-specific research” refers to data and analysis covering a
defined area, e.g., health, childcare, and spouse employment. This type of research offers the
best practices to respond to issues and to measure the effectiveness of programs.

Assessing QOL needs requires a big-picture understanding of stressors within and
across multiple domains in life. QOL is a cumulative expression of wellness, and it cuts
across multiple domains, from physical and emotional health to wellness in relationships, per-
sonal finance, and other areas. The relationship of these domains to one another and the inter-
actions among them are complex; thus, research that improves the big-picture view is especially
valuable.

Current needs assessments are not broad enough. Current soldier and family needs
assessments do not provide the holistic perspective and rigorous evidence-based research that
policy and program officials need to inform planning and budgeting decisions. A needs assess-
ment that tries to understand what support services are needed from the beneficiary’s perspec-
tive rather than a program-centric one will offer insight into potential redundancies and gaps
in what is currently offered by the Army and the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD).

Recommendations
Therefore, we offer the following recommendations.

Develop an agreed-upon QOL lexicon, outcomes, and metrics. The Army needs to
identify within and across domains the key terms and agree on their meanings. When different
terms are used to talk about the same thing and, conversely, the same terms are used but with
different meanings, it hinders communication among Army leaders, QOL policy and program
officials, and soldiers and families. Similarly, there should be explicit agreement among these
stakeholders on the desired outcomes for QOL programs and activities. After there is agree-
ment on the lexicon and desired outcomes, metrics can be developed to measure effectiveness
in ways that all can find meaningful and reflective of their goals.

Focus research on individual domains to build the big picture. QOL research should
not merely take an amalgamated approach. Domain-specific research is critical to tease out
complexities. For a big-picture view, a holistic perspective encompassing multiple domains is
essential to appreciate the complexity of relationships between stressors, problems, needs, and
effective solutions. Moreover, simultaneous examination of multiple domains enables consid-
eration of coordinated solutions.

Take a comprehensive approach to needs assessment. This approach should be less
program-based and focus more on individual soldiers and families. Soldiers do not tend to
deal with problems in terms of programs. Soldiers and their families, like their civilian peers,
approach life as a set of interrelated issues. Relationship stress, for example, may result from
multiple issues including finances, childcare issues, and marital discord. Thus, assessments
need to take into account multiple influences and their linkages to determine what the needs
are, e.g., for relationship counseling, personal finance education, and the right QOL support
services to provide in terms of quality and quantity.
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Improve knowledge management to expand research use and identify important
areas for new research. A deliberate approach supported by adequate resources will help the
Army determine what research is available, how well it answers questions about needs, and
what constitutes effective responses in a given domain. A sense for the relative impact of vari-
ous domains on QOL and even on strategic goals would enable more targeted research to areas
where policy programs and services can have the most potential influence.

Make Army QOL research roadmapping a socialization and knowledge-sharing
process. The process of building a roadmap is as important as the roadmap itself. The road-
mapping process would bring together different viewpoints and organizations relevant to the
building, implementation, and evaluation of a research roadmap. For some of these partic-
ipants, the roadmapping process may be the first time they meet other relevant organiza-
tional representatives and learn about their viewpoints. Their interaction over time could foster
common understanding of problems, lead to agreement on lexicon, desired outcomes, and
metrics for evaluation, and help them to leverage resources for coordinated actions. Other
important benefits include increased professional networking and knowledge sharing, which
can help engender a community of interest in QOL research and its application to inform
policy and programming decisions.

Target research in areas where the Army can make a difference. Some things are
beyond what the Army can influence. The Army should focus its research efforts where it can
make a difference. This includes interventions in the form of policies, programs, or services to
mitigate stressors. It should also take steps to manage QOL expectations among soldiers and
families when Army resources are finite and priorities should be given to areas where wide-
spread and unmet needs can negatively affect the Army’s strategic interests in recruitment,
retention, and readiness.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

Background

The Army spends more than $2.3 billion annually on soldier and family support or quality
of life (QOL) programs intended to mitigate the stress of military life and thus enhance well-
being, improve readiness, and sustain recruiting and retention.! In the past decade, long and
frequent deployments in particular have motivated the Army to expand significantly its com-
mitment to support QOL programs. These QOL programs cover a broad spectrum from health
care, relationship counseling, and personal finance training to recreation activities, child and
youth services, and spousal employment counseling, to name a few. However, research con-
ducted in support of these programs, e.g., to determine needs, efficiency of access, and efficacy,
has been fragmented, duplicative, and at times lacking in quality or depth of analysis. In the
face of severe budgetary constraints and the Army’s desire to know that the needs of soldiers
and families are being met in effective and efficient ways, the Army leadership wants stronger
evidence to inform, justify, and shape its provision of QOL programs.

For these reasons, Army leadership wants to develop an agenda of research to inform it
of the QOL needs of soldiers and families, provide evidence-based data on the success of sup-
port programs, improve the coordination of research efforts, and determine how best to allo-
cate resources to support programs that meet the Army’s need to recruit soldiers, retain them,
and have a ready fighting force. Since these Army needs were also underscored by our research
sponsor, we refer to “recruiting, retention, and readiness” as the Army’s strategic goals in this
report.

Study Issues

Given these issues, the Army asked RAND to help improve its knowledge management? in
this area to facilitate its application to deal with soldier and family QOL needs and simulta-
neously achieve the Army’s strategic goals in recruiting, retention, and readiness. The Army
wants a better assessment of soldier and family needs for support programs, with particular
emphasis on meeting continuing and changing soldier and family needs. It also wants a pro-
cess to develop a research agenda—or a research roadmap—to lead to effective support services

' Note that this estimate is informal; a formal estimate is complicated by the fact that the Army has no set definition of

what constitutes a “program.”

2 Demarest (1997, p. 379) defines knowledge management as “the systematic underpinning, observation, instrumenta-
tion, and optimization of [a firm’s] knowledge” exchange systems.
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for soldiers and families while making best use of available resources, as well as to improve
oversight, management, and accountability. The purpose of this study is first to take a high-
level look at how QOL research is currently used, identify possible gaps in knowledge, suggest
potential areas for new research, and subsequently consider how the Army should think stra-
tegically about using research, including its investment in new research. This first phase can
begin to address the Army’s objective to make research-informed QOL policy and program
decisions and support its research needs. In some ways, the course we undertook for this analy-
sis is similar to the process the Army itself will need to undertake in greater depth and repre-
sents the first iteration of a QOL policy and program agenda-setting or roadmapping exercise.

Overview of Research Approach and Organization of the Report

Our approach to this study was driven by the desired final objective: an organizational mecha-
nism that strategically aligns research (in other words, a process to develop a research agenda
or roadmap). Figure 1.1 describes our intellectual approach to the problem. The first task was
to define QOL: that is, what “QOL” as a domain or subject matter should cover for the pur-
pose of this research. Our definition of QOL and its scope informed our three major research
activities: (1) a high-level literature review, (2) interviews with program/policy officials, and
(3) a roadmapping literature review. Our analysis led us to conclude that while research road-
mapping is one route to knowledge management, the overall problem frame was knowledge
management rather than research roadmapping per se. With this in mind, we recommend
initial steps to align research strategically. These steps in knowledge management will prepare
the Army for a more in-depth and dynamic process in knowledge management, including the
possible development and implementation of an Army soldier and family QOL research road-
map. In some ways, the course we undertook for this analysis is similar to the process the Army
itself will need to undertake in greater depth and represents the initial iteration of the agenda
setting or roadmapping exercise.

As shown in Figure 1.1, this report has five chapters. Chapter Two reports results of our
high-level literature review, with emphasis on defining research and QOL and understand-
ing linkages between Army strategic goals and QOL for soldiers and families. Chapter Three
reports what we learned from Army and Office of Secretary of Defense (OSD) officials about
how they use research in their work, what they use, and challenges to using research to inform
decisionmaking. Chapter Four describes lessons learned and insights in research roadmapping
and their relevance to developing strategically aligned QOL research for the Army. These three
chapters also represent stages in developing a strategically aligned Army QOL research agenda
or roadmap. Chapter Five presents our conclusions and recommends initial steps for the Army
to consider in its effort to improve knowledge management and apply research to better inform
Army policy and programs for soldier and family QOL and to achieve the strategic goals of
the Army leadership.

Research Methods

We conducted our three major research activities concurrently. We took what we learned from
one activity to inform activities in another.
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Figure 1.1
RAND Arroyo Center Approach to and Analysis of Army QOL Soldier and Family Research
Knowledge Management

Objective: develop an

organizational mechanism — High-level literature —_
to build a research roadmap review
Focus on QOL, strategic goals
l (Chapter Two)

Program/policy official . .
Conclusion: problem is

interviews -
Focus on QOL knowledge use, needs » knowledge mar?agement
(Chapter Three) (Chapter Five)
Literature review on l
roadmapping
Focus on research roadmaps Recommend initial steps to

— build an Army knowledge
management roadmap
(Chapter Five)

(Chapter Four)

RAND TR17256-1.1

High-Level QOL Literature Review

We conducted a high-level review of literature that looks broadly at QOL for soldiers and fami-
lies and paid particular attention to studies and reviews that attempted to link QOL to the
Army strategic goals. We also examined research on QOL for the military and civilian popula-
tions. High-level reviews are more common in military-centered literature because they tend to
identify and assess a broad catalog of factors affecting QOL. (Civilian-focused research tends
to focus on QOL within specific domains, e.g., on marriage, health, childcare, and personal
finance.)

As noted, our general topic area is “quality of life.” The Army historically has defined this
quite broadly, starting with White Paper 1983: The Army Family, when Army Chief of Staff
General John A. Wickham noted that the Army’s QOL program addressed issues of “adequate
housing, health care, education, pay, facilities maintenance, safe and healthful working condi-
tions, and essential community morale, welfare, and recreation activities” (U.S. Army, 1983).
This same breadth of perspective appears in subsequent writings, such as the 2010 Army Pos-
ture Statement and Army Family Covenant, which described a commitment to provide sol-
diers and their families with a “quality of life commensurate with their service” (U.S. Depart-
ment of the Army, 2010; and Lorge, 2007) through family programs and services, health care,
education, and family member employment initiatives.

In addition, we reviewed research that examined the relationship between QOL fac-
tors and the Army’s strategic goals of recruiting, retention, and readiness. The definitions for
recruiting and retention are self-explanatory, while readiness has varied definitions that center
on the individual soldier’s and unit’s abilities to meet mission requirements (e.g., Burnam et
al., 1992; Sadacca and DiFazio, 1991; and Tucker, Sinclair, and Thomas, 2005). These have

3 htep://www.army.mil/article/5641/army-leaders-sign-covenant-with-families offers an overview of the Army Family
Covenant.
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historically concerned the Army; the Army’s concern for soldier and family quality of life has
also traditionally been rooted at least in part in concerns pertaining to the Army’s strategic
goals (see U.S. Army, 1983; U.S. Department of the Army, 2010).

Program/Policy Official Interviews

Since this study focuses on improving the Army’s management and application of knowledge
about soldier and family QOL, one of our key research activities was to identify major Army
and OSD ofhices that produce or use data and analysis on QOL for soldiers and families. We
also included some subject matter experts in academia and nonprofit organizations. The Assis-
tant Chief of Staff for Installation Management (ACSIM), our research sponsor, helped us
with the initial identification of appropriate programs and ofhices, and facilitated introductions
to policy and program officials for interviews.

Army and OSD officials we spoke with included those involved in Army community
services, childcare, education, suicide prevention and resilience, transition, and other gen-
eral domains covering both appropriated and nonappropriated funded activities.* These ofh-
cials were mostly senior-level policymakers and program managers. Overall, we considered
these interlocutors consumers of soldier and family QOL research and refer to them as “users”
throughout this report (compared with soldiers and families who are “beneficiaries” of support
services). In some cases, our interaction with an official at one organization led to suggestions
for discussions with others in the same or different organizations, including academic experts
conducting research-based support for the Army and OSD and experts with nonprofit groups
that help the Army provide QOL support services to soldiers and families or are interested
in promoting QOL for soldiers and families. Resources permitting, we spoke with as many
experts as we could. (Appendix A lists the organizations we visited.)

Broad semistructured protocols guided our discussions: one for Army and OSD offi-
cials and a modified protocol for experts in civilian organizations. (These protocols are in
Appendixes B and D, respectively.) We used these protocols to answer the following research
questions:

How do users define QOL or apply it in their work?

How do users assess needs of soldiers and families? [We were keen to understand, in
particular, needs associated with deployment for soldiers and families who are geo-
graphically distanced from the soldier’s assigned unit and installation.]

How do users use research in their work?

What research do users find useful or not useful, and why?

What are challenges to their use of research?

What do users think will improve strategic development and use of research to promote

QOL for soldiers and families?

e

AT SN

Also, we developed a selective list of data collection and research efforts by the Army and
OSD as well as several research syntheses to facilitate discussions with Army and OSD offi-
cials. (Appendix C contains this list.) We viewed research in these discussions in a very broad

4 In consultation with ACSIM, we decided to exclude housing and health from this study. Although both are relevant to
QOL, soldiers and families have not cited housing as a major issue, and health is by and large a matter under the jurisdiction
of the Army Medical Command.
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sense because a considerable variety of data and analysis is used in these organizations. Exam-
ples include Army and non-Army surveys and peer- and non-peer-reviewed studies. Interlocu-
tors were asked to review the list, check those they had used or found useful, add others not
listed, and tell us how such data and research serve them.

Discussions typically lasted from 60 to 90 minutes and were treated as confidential. With
few exceptions, discussions involved a single participant. We took notes and later analyzed
them to identify relevant themes. Some themes were explicit in our protocol, e.g., definition of
QOL, which is a question we asked every participant because it is central to this study. Prior
to starting the interview process, we had also considered potential uses that these policy and
program officials might have for research: we hypothesized it could be used to support a big-
picture perspective to predict what service needs and demands might result based on demands
on the force and policy changes; that is, it might help these officials foresee and forestall prob-
lems. It might also help forecast needs for workforce development, as well as estimate budget
requests. It might help officials determine what current beneficiary population needs are and
provide evidence that programs are working or need adjustment. Research could also be used
to justify current budgets. Finally, research could be undertaken to help program develop-
ment based on best practices and existing evidence. We coded for these themes as well as other
potential uses. Other themes were more implicit in participant responses, e.g., their criteria for
assessing availability, quality, and utility of research to inform decisionmaking regarding QOL
programs for soldiers and families.

Also, some themes emerged as a consistent topic area across discussions, which we regarded
more as spontaneous content than specifically solicited information. Nevertheless, when one
topic area was mentioned frequently enough to become a theme or appeared key to the issues,
we integrated it into subsequent discussions. For example, numerous users cited difficulties
distinguishing between “wants” and “needs” among soldiers and families.

In all, we developed 25 categories to code or classify passages relevant to this study. To
develop these categories, we began with an initial set of coding categories, and one researcher
applied it to all our discussion notes. Output from this effort informed our refinement of these
categories, followed by a second round of coding the passages by the same researcher. Output
from this second round was reviewed, and the coding categories were further refined. A second
researcher then used these new categories to code a 10 percent subset of discussion notes to
determine inter-rater agreement. Overall, analysis indicates that codes for 81 percent of the
coded passages were in agreement. This result is quite acceptable considering the exploratory
nature of the research and absence of an initial theoretically based coding scheme (Lombard,
Snyder-Duch, and Bracken, 2002). Subsequently, the second researcher applied the new cat-
egories to all discussion notes. Whenever the two researchers differed in their ratings, they
reconciled each discrepancy by consensus.

Literature Review on Roadmapping

Roadmapping can help organizations to understand at a broad strategic level their current
position, where they want to be in the future, and the path to that future (Phaal, Farrukh, and
Probert, 2007). The Army wants to develop a roadmap for future QOL research to support
soldiers and families in an environment of tightening resources. It wants to support programs
that best meet the Army’s strategic goals while supporting the needs of soldiers and their fami-
lies or, as the Army puts it, “strategically aligned research.”
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The body of research on roadmapping, from developing roadmaps to implementing them
and evaluating their effectiveness, is considerable. Industry, government, and academia all use
some form of roadmapping to assist the implementation of their strategic plans. Research road-
mapping is a subset or type of roadmap, and it is this type that we focused on in our literature
review. We looked at roadmapping experiences reported by many organizations. Many, like
those sponsored by the National Science Foundation, resemble visioning exercises involving
experts in a particular field or specialty to articulate areas of research priority and deliberate
why and how researchers should tackle them. In most instances, advancement of knowledge is
the ultimate goal. On the other end of the spectrum are corporate endeavors that seek to iden-
tify research gaps and priorities to meet a particular technological challenge that is identified
or anticipated. The ultimate goal is practical and narrowly defined.

What the Army aspires to do falls between these two extremes: it needs broader knowl-
edge across many domains in QOL and to understand the relationships between them, e.g.,
soldier well-being, spouse well-being, financial health, and marital relations; it also needs appli-
cation-driven knowledge that will inform policy and programming decisions for QOL activi-
ties, e.g., what soldiers and family need, what works, and what can be done better or cheaper.
With this in mind, our roadmapping literature review focused on experiences that speak to
these concerns of the Army. We also drew insights from experiences that show how varied
organizations and interests can work together to develop and implement a single and coherent
research roadmap. Implementing roadmaps can also require new resources and new processes,
and the involvement of those with interest in the process and its outcomes is critical (Pierce,
Kostova, and Dirks, 2001). For this reason, feedback from the Army and OSD officials pro-
vided useful insight into potential prerequisites for building an Army QOL research roadmap
and potential challenges to its implementation.



CHAPTER TWO

Linking Army Strategic Goals and QOL

All military organizations must be able to attract and maintain a ready fighting force, and
the Army is no exception. Thus, recruiting, retention, and readiness are the Army’s strategic
goals in human resource management. To achieve these strategic goals with a volunteer force,
the Army has to be an attractive employer in a competitive labor market. Apart from provid-
ing financial incentives in the form of pay and bonuses, the Army also offers a comprehensive
benefits package including health care, life insurance, and support programs to soldiers and
family members. Support services cover a broad range from relationship counseling to child-
care, libraries, financial literacy training, education counseling, physical fitness facilities, and
recreational activities. All these support services aim at enhancing the quality of life of soldiers
and families by helping them deal more effectively with the stress associated with their jobs and
life in the military, including deployment, relocations (known formally as “permanent change
of station” or PCS in the Army) and new job assignments for soldiers once every few years.

Defining Research and QOL

To examine linkages between QOL and Army strategic goals, we need first to determine
what qualifies as research and, within that category, what is included in the domain of QOL,
because these two terms are central to delineating the scope of this study. While these terms
are broadly used, they can mean different things to different people due to academic orienta-
tion or specialty, professional responsibility, and organizational perspective.

Considering the diversity of research users in the Army, we defined both terms in a suf-
ficiently broad manner and grounded them in academic, policy, and legal foundations to make
sure we addressed user needs within practical boundaries. Research should not only meet
specific quality requirements (it uses the scientific method, it focuses on methodological rigor,
and it advances knowledge), but also be useful to users. A definition of QOL, too, must be suf-
ficiently broad but with some specificity on the domains in life that are covered, e.g., marriage,
health, and finances. This is because policy and bureaucratic considerations dictate what the
Army can do to affect change in research and QOL programs and services. Between these two
terms, defining research is somewhat easier as the following discussion demonstrates.

Defining our Context: Research

We define research as “a systematic, rigorous investigation that answers a relevant question or
describes a relevant process.” We wanted to include the majority of information that the Army
would consider helpful to meet its decisionmaking needs, be it Army-specific or not and peer-
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reviewed or not. Also, “research” can vary in methodological rigor, and some may not meet the
standards upheld by the research community. Nevertheless, we recognize that such data collec-
tion and analysis can inform Army decisionmaking. Thus, we chose not to exclude or discrimi-
nate such efforts in our definition of research to acknowledge the full spectrum of data and
analytical resources used by Army officials in general and by our interlocutors in particular.

For these users who seek to understand a problem and apply data and analysis to practi-
cal purposes such as determining a program’s resource requirements, the utility of any research
goes beyond merely a question of methodological rigor. While methodological rigor is impor-
tant, a determination of utility should also include the availability and accessibility of the
research (e.g., cost, security classification, software to read the data), and the timeliness of the
research and its dissemination. These are a broader set of issues with direct implications for
users’ ability to utilize research.

To inform our definition of research, we turned to several sources for guidance. As Army
QOL research will invariably involve use of federal funds, we looked to federal regulations.
These generally characterize research as systematic investigation with the goal of greater knowl-
edge or understanding of the topic of study. Department of Defense (DoD) regulations also
include guidance on types of funding appropriate for subsets of research, and are frequently
based on how far an innovation or finding is from specific applicability. Other regulations
include guidance on the presence of some quality indicators such as the reliability and validity
of findings. (Interested readers should refer to Appendix E for more details.)

We also looked to the general research literature, which typically stresses application
of the scientific method to include observation and description, hypothesis formulation, and
hypothesis testing (Eby, Hurst, and Butts, 2009). Research that adheres to the scientific method
attempts to describe the relevant factors affecting a process or the process itself. It also seeks to
develop and address relevant questions. The effort to impose methodological rigor reflects the
extent to which a given research effort provides evidence that supports the conclusions drawn
and, ultimately, real-world application of the research. Rigorous research provides data that
accurately measure reality and are adequate to the desired purpose; that is to say, all key factors
are included and alternative explanations are addressed. Thus, rigorous research that produces
valid and reliable conclusions more readily allows generalization and a cumulative knowledge
base (Eby, Hurst, and Butts, 2009; Campbell and Stanley, 1963).

This discussion of how research is defined underscores the notion that a definition of
research to meet the needs of Army decisionmakers—the users of research—must encompass
both quality and utility of data and analysis. Thus, our definition includes data collected for
descriptive and hypothesis-testing purposes, peer-reviewed or not, but excludes information
collected without a clear purpose in mind. Quality without utility would not serve these users.
From this foundation, we examine the information and analysis needs of users and determine
relevant issues across that spectrum. We address the following: how users define the domain of
QOL, the types of research they say they need for their work, what characterizes usefulness in
users’ eyes, and what characterizes unhelpfulness. In some cases, usefulness overlaps with char-
acteristics of methodological rigor; in other cases, other aspects of utility and accessibility are
highlighted. Our end goal is to identify options to improve knowledge management in QOL
research, and determine what kind of research agenda would help the Army to better assess the
QOL needs of soldiers and families and determine what kind of support services would best
meet those needs. Thus, once we had a sense for what constituted research for purposes of our
study, we turned to a consideration of the research domain itself: quality of life.
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Defining Our General Research Domain: Quality of Life

The common view of QOL in the Army is that it includes anything that can help to reduce or
prevent stress and alleviate the difficulties inherent in an Army lifestyle. As noted in Chapter
One, the Army’s official writings on the topic of QOL cover considerable ground. Our lit-
erature review and feedback from Army officials indicate that there is no single official Army
definition. “QOL covers everything” is the common refrain. The linkage between stressors
and QOL in general and how stressors in any one domain, e.g., personal finance, can affect
QOL in another, e.g., marriage, can be very complex and not always direct or explicit. Also, the
Army is interested in the overall QOL of soldiers and families, even though support programs
tend to focus on needs in a single domain, e.g., marriage, childcare, or personal finance.

The Army and OSD ofhicials we met represent the broad spectrum of QOL domains from
soldier well-being to child and youth services, education, recreation, suicide prevention, and
resilience. When we asked them what their definition of QOL was, they concurred that there
is no single standardized ofhicial definition for the term in the Army or DoD. QOL, we were
told, covers virtually all aspects of a person’s life, and preventing or alleviating stress in any
domain where it occurs serves to improve a person’s QOL. Furthermore, some interlocutors
noted that people differ in how they define what QOL means to them. There is no fixed “ideal
amount” of QOL for everyone, and QOL perceptions and the effects of stressors on QOL can
be cumulative in one or more domains in a person’s life. Finally, issues that affect QOL for
soldiers and families can occur both inside and outside their military lives. These observations
hold important implications for determining what the Army needs to know to provide effective
support services to soldiers and families and to do so in an efficient manner.

Our literature review also emphasized research that looks broadly at the military or the
Army instead of focusing on a specific domain such as marital relations. Examples include
research by the Military Family Research Institute at Purdue University, the Military Family
Institute at Marywood University, the Army Family Research Program and its heirs, the Qua-
drennial Quality of Life Review reports conducted under the auspices of OSD, and research
that explicitly attempted to link QOL domains with the Army’s strategic goals. We believe
these documents provide the syntheses necessary to illustrate the current status of soldier and
family QOL and suggest potential knowledge gaps, although these documents and the litera-
ture review overall in large part exclude the wealth of research available for other branches of
the military itself and within the civilian QOL domain.

First, as noted, our literature search did not yield a cohesive or consistent definition of
“quality of life.” Indeed, the issue was often dodged by providing exemplar domains or speak-
ing in very general terms (as we do here in this study to enable assessment of our researcher
users’ experience). At the OSD level, the 2004 Quadrennial Quality of Life Review described
QOL as encompassing numerous domains (OSD, 2004):

Family support

Counseling services

Financial planning

Housing

Childcare

Military spouse employment and career opportunities

DoD schools
Educational transitions among military children

PO N AR =
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9. Commissary and military exchange systems
10. Support for victims of domestic violence

11. Support during the deployment cycle

12. Morale, welfare, and recreation opportunities
13. Tuition assistance for voluntary education

14. Partnerships with the states.

In fact, the report explicitly notes that military usage of the term QOL is usually pro-
gram- and policy-centric and that it can include anything that can support families. A defi-
nition of QOL is also reflected in a three-factor index that operationalizes the metrics to be
applied to the domain. The three factors are a measure of perceived soldier and family satisfac-
tion with several of the domains listed above; a measure of “commitment to the military life”
based on the organizational commitment framework developed by Allen and Meyer (1996);!
and a metric using the amount of funds devoted per capita to QOL initiatives. The first two
of these factors are fielded as survey items in the Status of Forces Surveys, while the last relies
on administrative data.

The 2009 Quadrennial Quality of Life Review took a similar broad definitional tack.
Although it was clear that the Status of Forces Surveys and the Surveys of Active Duty Spouses
still contained some of the same items and that the measure of commitment to military life was
discussed in the context of its planned validation against actual attrition data, the full three-
factor operationalized definition from the 2004 Quadrennial Quality of Life Review was not
explicitly addressed in the more recent work.

Large overviews of the Army domain also avoid defining QOL. The Military Family
Research Institute at Purdue University produced an extensive annotated bibliography of vari-
ous QOL domains including job outcomes as related to communities, employment, marriage,
social support, parenting, and well-being (Schwarz et al., 2003). Like the Quadrennial Quality
of Life Review reports, this work did not offer an overall definition of QOL or an explicit syn-
thesis of the various domains. McClure (1999) provides an overview of the work done by the
Military Family Institute at Marywood University. This overview did not specify a definition
of QOL in its comprehensive review of military family literature.

Segal and Harris (1993) documented research findings of the Army Family Research
Program in a review titled Whar We Know About Army Families. (White Paper 1983: The Army
Family originally precipitated this program of research.) Their review also avoided a specific
definition of QOL, although some exemplars (such as satisfaction with facets of work and
Army family life for the soldier, spousal satisfaction with Army family life, and perceptions of
the quality of family programs and services) were provided to narrow the field somewhat. In
2007, the Army produced an update to Segal and Harris” seminal work (Booth et al., 2007).
Although this updated literature review defined QOL as a subset of well-being, it persists in
a more domain-oriented approach to characterize QOL for soldiers and families while also
advancing a subjective well-being orientation for QOL.

This overall lack of a single, definitive, and official definition presents challenges for
consideration of the overall domain. A more operationalized and less amorphous perspective
enables clarification that interested researchers and policy decisionmakers are indeed discussing

1 Note that similar measures of commitment are treated as retention intentions in some cases, readiness in some others,

and indicators of “quality of life” as in the Quadrennial Quality of Life Review reports.
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the same concept or set of interrelated domains. While there is no single, well-defined, official
definition for QOL in the Army or the literature, a broad perspective of QOL is appropriate.
This is because QOL covers multiple domains of life and can be affected by multiple stressors.
Conceptually, stressors do not occur in a vacuum, and they induce similar responses, involv-
ing processes of appraisal and coping (Lazarus and Folkman, 1984; Folkman and Moskowitz,
2004). For this reason, we treated definitions of QOL given to us by all our interlocutors as
valid. These interlocutors work across a spectrum of domains from childcare to education, rela-
tionship counseling, and leisure and recreation. However, the inclusion of multiple domains
under the umbrella of QOL means that the definitional specifics and accompanying streams of
research within each domain are relevant. The domain-specific approach to defining QOL is,
in turn, essential to disentangle the web of relationships across domains that collectively repre-
sent or affect QOL, and possibly the achievement of the Army’s strategic goals.

Linking QOL to Army Strategic Goals

While QOL is broadly viewed to cover virtually all domains of life from health (physical and
mental wellness) to marriage and childcare (relationship and family wellness), leisure (social
wellness), and employment (job satisfaction), the motivation to improve QOL among the three
groups most directly concerned differs. This is the interaction space of quality of life for the
various stakeholders in the Army QOL arena. For the Army leadership, QOL is a means to the
end of achieving the Army strategic goals of recruiting, retention, and readiness. Their concern
is to improve the overall QOL of soldiers and families and gauge how much that contributes
to achieving the Army strategic goals. Also, for top Army leaders, their concern about funding
for support programs is in the broad sense of all the dollars that the Army spends on them,
making little distinction between appropriated and nonappropriated funds.? For policy and
program officials (the “users” of research that we emphasize in this study), QOL is the reason
for providing support services to soldiers and families. Their work typically focuses them on
soldier and family problems in one domain, e.g., childcare or relationships, because it is how
programs are defined or demarcated in the organization (and, incidentally, often within the
research literature). Policy and program officials try to gauge specific needs for given programs,
decide how best to meet identified needs with the resources available, and typically evaluate
effectiveness in terms of meeting soldier and family needs within that domain. Program and
policy officials in practice also distinguish between programs supported by appropriated and
nonappropriated funds because of direct implications on program planning and budgeting. As
the latter covers fee-for-service activities, beneficiary use rates and satisfaction are proxies for
“demand” (if not need per se). Soldiers and families look to support programs to address needs.
They might need information or an advocate, a specific service, or simply a helping hand. Their
needs may be one or many within a single domain, such as health. Also, their needs and the
appropriate ways to address them can cut across domains. For example, financial problems may
be a source of tension in a couple’s marital relationship. But to enable them to attend financial

2 The Army pays the full cost of activities using appropriated funds, as they are deemed essential to soldier readiness,
e.g., use of physical fitness facilities and library. In contrast, the Army does not pay the full cost for nonappropriated-funds
activities, which are fee-for-service, e.g., yoga classes and recreational outdoor adventures, that are not deemed directly rel-
evant to soldier readiness.
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training classes and relationship counseling, the couple may need childcare assistance. Their
choice of what support program(s) to use would also be affected by considerations such as ease
of access, cost, time and duration, quality of the program and staff, and referral by a trusted
source. Distinctions between programs supported by appropriated and nonappropriated funds
are generally irrelevant to beneficiaries, other than how they influence cost. Ultimately, soldier
and family interest in QOL is personal and preferences are not influenced by the strategic goals
of the Army or the policy and programmatic concerns of Army officials. Figure 2.1 reflects
these different perspectives.

Our literature review indicates that a growing body of research seeks to understand sol-
dier and family QOL needs, use of support services (both Army and non-Army) and issues sol-
diers and families encounter in support service access and usage, and how well support services
meet their needs. This information increases awareness among the Army leadership and policy
and program officials of the needs of soldiers and families. (Input from Army officials in previ-
ous RAND research on the Deployment Cycle Support process also indicates that they apply
data on soldier and family use of support services and their satisfaction with them as a way to
gauge soldier and family QOL needs and the effectiveness of support services; we also heard
this from the interlocutors in the current study.) Army officials also use basic demographic
data about the force, e.g., number of junior enlisted personnel and number of married soldiers
with dependents, in combination with research about the problems common to particular
subgroups to gauge potential soldier and family demand for type and volume of support ser-
vices, as discussed below. However, it is less clear how Army officials use such information to
inform decisions on program design, delivery, and budgeting. Finally, research that links QOL
directly with Army strategic goals is relatively sparse, as we describe in the sections below.

The Link Between QOL and Recruiting Is Uncertain

Recruiting is the first Army strategic goal, albeit one that was not truly addressed in the QOL
literature reviews examined here. Segal and Segal (2006) concluded that an appealing slate of
benefits (including much of what falls under the broad QOL rubric) is considered essential for
the Army to compete effectively with civilian employers. Sackett and Mavor (2003) reviewed
a wealth of research on recruiting, including comparisons of benefits in the civilian and mili-

Figure 2.1
Differences in Motivations for QOL

Achieve Army strategic goals
(Army leadership)

QOL

Assess needs, resource programs, Enhance personal/family
and evaluate effectiveness well-being
(Policy and program officials) (Soldiers and family)

RAND TR1256-2.1
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tary sectors, and indicate overall comparability. They note that propensity to enlist is a strong
predictor of actual enlistment, but suggest that individual-level research on what affects this
propensity remains to be done. Some work focuses on “endo-recruitment” (the recruitment of
soldiers from Army families). Work by Leitzel and Zaler (1999) shows that the Army histori-
cally draws a high proportion of recruits from military families. Booth et al. (2007) note that
because this recruiting pool is traditionally a strong source of soldiers, making the Army a
good place for child dependents is important. They describe some research that seems to imply
that endo-recruitment is potentially on the wane: when asked how they would respond to a
child asking about career advice, soldiers recommended college or vocational school far more
frequently than joining the service. However, QOL is not specifically mentioned as a causal
factor. Although the literature reviews cited here clearly assume that QOL and the availability
of benefits would affect recruiting, they do not provide in-depth research to support this asser-
tion. We currently have little insight into what degree QOL considerations influence recruit-
ment decisions, and the mechanics of this relationship are difficult to track. Therefore, this is
an area for additional investigation.

The Link Between QOL and Retention Is Typically Indirect

Retention, the second strategic Army goal, has long been a concern for the Army. The Army
must compete with other employers with attractive pay and benefits packages to retain person-
nel, and the Army must also adjust to changing social expectations of QOL. Today’s Army
demands a skilled workforce (see, e.g., U.S. Army (2012) on Army training and education
budget request). Increased spending on training soldiers also means a greater interest in retain-
ing them. As these changes occurred, so did a demographic shift: today, 56 percent soldiers are
married, and many single soldiers marry while on active duty.? In other words, QOL takes on
a scope beyond self and greater significance in their lives.

Direct linkages between Army programs and services and retention are rare in the lit-
erature reviews and research examined here, but indirect linkages mediated by factors such as
organizational commitment are common. (However, this may not be as much of a problem
in sister service research; one study on the Navy, for example, empirically supports a direct
linkage; see Hansen and Wenger, 2002.) The general link between organizational commit-
ment among job incumbents (in this case soldiers) and retention is itself very well established
(e.g., Marshall-Mies, Westhuis, and Fafara, 2011; Heffner and Gade, 2003; and Hom and
Griffeth, 1995), but these QOL studies suggest that keeping the soldier happy professionally
is not enough. The Army must also ensure that dependents—spouses and children—are satis-
fied with their QOL in the Army to better retain soldiers in service. It is not surprising that
Segal and Harris (1993) found that research on QOL for family, prior to the switch to an all-
volunteer force, was relatively sparse, in part because Army families were a far smaller part of
the Army. Importantly, though, they concluded that spousal support for an Army career has
a clear and positive effect on both retention intentions and soldiers’ actual retention decisions.
Burnam et al. (1992) also found that a spouse’s commitment to the Army predicts the soldier’s
commitment and retention intentions. More recently, Schumm (1999) reported that spouse
support, too, was important for retention among reservists (see also Castaneda et al., 2008).

3 From the Strong Bonds Program website: http://www.strongbonds.org as of May 18, 2012.
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Other research reported that perceptions of care for families by the unit leadership can
affect the sense of commitment soldiers and families have for the Army as well as their ability
to cope with the demands of Army life, including deployments (Bowen and McClure, 1999;
and Burke, 1999; see also Huffman, Culbertson, and Castro, 2008), though the effect sizes
tend to be modest (Bowen and McClure, 1999). The level of Army funding for support ser-
vices and other actions for QOL may also affect soldier and family perceptions of care (e.g.,
Castaneda et al., 2008).

Since deployment is an integral part of being a soldier, researchers have also tried to
understand linkages between deployment and retention. While there is no consensus in the
research, it offers a more nuanced understanding of the linkages. Also, while deployment is
not a QOL domain per se, it is clearly a factor in how well families adapt to Army life. For
example, Segal and Harris (1993) indicated that the literature (at that time) showed separation
from the spouse for deployment to be detrimental to retention. A summary of more recent lit-
erature by Booth et al. (2007) suggested that work-family issues related to deployments were
a major reason cited for leaving the Army. This study also noted that while deployments are
a continuing stressor, established Army families cope well with this stressor—at least up to a
point. Repeated, long, unpredictable deployments can impede Army family adaptation. Hosek
(2011), for example, observed a negative relationship between cumulative time (in months)
deployed and Army reenlistment (though retention bonuses likely had a mitigating effect on
reenlistment rates?). Booth et al. (2007) note that Army families can draw upon a variety of
social support resources, both formal and informal, and that this social support is key to their
successful adaptation to the military way of life. As noted by Orthner (1990) and cited by others
(e.g., Segal and Harris, 1993), family adaptation is important because factors such as spouse
support for retention affects retention decisions, and Russo (1999) cited evidence that family
adaptation to the Army supported both retention and readiness goals. Hosek, Kavanagh, and
Miller (2006) concluded that a certain level of deployment actually led to Aigher reenlistment.
As may be inferred from the less positive findings above, however, the positive effect of deploy-
ments on reenlistment is not always consistent (see also Bell and Schumm, 1999).

The Link Between QOL and Readiness Is Typically Indirect

Readiness, the third goal the Army asked us to consider, is no less important than recruiting
or retention; arguably, it is the most important. The Army needs a force ready to achieve its
mission in peacetime and in war. Segal and Harris (1993) noted that defining readiness was
quite a task in and of itself and highlighted some of the difficulties in reconciling individual
and unit definitions of readiness (see also Buddin, 1998). As noted more recently by Tucker,
Sinclair, and Thomas (2005), difficulties defining this construct persist (see also McGonigle et
al., 2005). This makes statements of findings necessarily equivocal and dependent on the defi-
nition of “readiness” used in a particular study.

Nonetheless, there are some illustrative findings using a variety of definitions of readiness.
Segal and Harris (1993) noted that the same leader behaviors that influence spousal support
(i.e., those that engender perceptions in soldier and spouse that the Army supports them and
their families) also promote readiness. Soldier perceptions of this support affect readiness even

4 Hosek and Martorell (2009) discuss the effects of bonuses in more depth, and note that other benefits and services,
including support programs and mental health services, would need to be considered in order to truly tease out the unique
effect.
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after many individual and family factors (such as gender, years of service, number of dependent
children, and spouse support for Army career) are taken into account. Sadacca, McCloy, and
DiFazio (1993) found that spousal support did not affect soldier readiness, though it affected
retention, while unit support predicted both. Burnam et al. (1992) indicated that emotional
well-being is related to some readiness metrics. Burke’s (1999) summary of the family readi-
ness literature indicated that regardless of potential vulnerabilities associated with younger
and less experienced members of the force, families that are satisfied with the Army way of life
have a higher level of readiness. A relatively recent model-driven review of the literature for the
military services (McGonigle et al., 2005) hypothesized only mediated effects of varieties of
support services and a multidimensional conceptualization of readiness. It argued that inclu-
sion of mediators illuminates the explanatory mechanisms, that is, the reasons why programs
and services might be expected to have an effect. In addition, they did note that some evidence
suggested that direct effects could be supported empirically as well. Marshall-Mies, Westhuis,
and Fafara (2011) (see also Fafara, Marshall-Mies, and Westhuis, 2009) did find such a direct
effect of QOL in the Army context (operationalized by Army Morale, Welfare and Recreation
program usage) on career issues and unit teamwork/esprit de corps (operationalized by items
from the Sample Survey of Military Personnel). Booth et al’s (2007) review of recent research,
including an early version of the study by Fafara, Westhuis, and colleagues, suggests that there
is a relationship between Army support programs such as Morale, Welfare and Recreation
(MWR) and aspects of readiness. Nevertheless, findings may vary depending on the defini-
tion of readiness used, and it was rare to find a direct linkage between program usage and this
strategic goal. Thus, there is yet no strong, conclusive evidence of direct linkages between QOL
and readiness.

Variations in Individual Needs and Demand for Program Evaluation Also
Affect the Context for QOL Research

Although not directly pertinent to the literature on the Army’s strategic goals, two other find-
ings appear to be relatively consistent across our high-level review and may be pertinent to our
analysis of the research needs of users who have responsibility for developing policy, allocating
resources, and evaluating program effectiveness in soldier and family QOL.

The first is that some families have more needs than others, which is pertinent to under-
standing and predicting beneficiary demand for services and determining how best to target
policies and programs as well as to determine allocation of resources in general—all issues
potentially of concern to users of research. Aldridge et al. (1997) reported that servicemembers
with vulnerability factors (such as being dual-military families or junior enlisted) had more
problems responding to a short-notice alert than did servicemembers without comparable vul-
nerabilities. Dougherty (1999) summarized research, including research conducted as part of
the Army Family Research Program, and found that families of junior enlisted personnel have
a higher need for support services. She noted that part of the issue was perceptual: even when
junior enlisted and senior enlisted spouses used the same services while their soldiers were
deployed (the 1993 study she cited examined deployment for Operation Restore Hope), the
former perceived the deployment itself as more stressful. Dougherty also indicated that some
research findings regarding success in resource utilization and the retention effect of being a
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junior enlisted soldier with a family were conflicting. Finally, she noted a need to focus on
family adaptation throughout the family life cycle.

Bell and Schumm (1999) discuss some types of families that are more vulnerable to the
negative effects of deployment. Booth et al. (2007) indicate that some Army families, such
as those of junior enlisted soldiers, have vulnerabilities that make coping with the stressors
of life in general and of Army life in particular (permanent change of station moves, deploy-
ments) more difficult. Despite the evident assistance needs of some Army families, Bowen and
McClure (1999) summarized research suggesting that families did not want a support system
that is too “institutional.” These consistent findings suggest contextual factors that must be
taken into account when examining relationships between programs and services, QOL, and
the Army’s strategic goals.

The second consistent finding does not affect the relationships between variables of inter-
est per se, but is directly relevant to the nature of research that is perceived as useful by both the
research community and research users themselves. This finding is a repeated call for program
evaluation. The 2004 Quadrennial Quality of Life Review noted that program evaluation work
was lacking in the military context for QOL initiatives, in part due to the exigencies of the
situation that made it difficult to plan for pre- and post-test designs and other good program
evaluation initiatives that require groundwork prior to the rollout of programs. The Military
Family Research Institute at Purdue University offered summaries of the findings across sev-
eral domains, in particular noting that consideration should be given to the reciprocal relation-
ships between job outcomes and QOL programs in the military before instituting new pro-
grams. Again, the need for program evaluation work was also highlighted. Buddin (1998) also
described some of the groundwork that would need to be laid for effective determination of
effective programs, e.g., defining measurable and appropriately proximal goals. Thus, the need
for program evaluation was consistently noted as a gap in the literature and one that should
be rectified in order to determine the most appropriate resource allocation: the most efficient
and effective use of resources is to devote them to support programs and policies that work to
increase QOL or other relevant factors.

Knowledge Management for QOL Is Complex and Nuanced

In short, QOL can affect retention through mechanisms such as spouse commitment to an
Army career, family adaptation, and perceptions of leadership support, among others; these
same factors also mediate the relationship between QOL and readiness, although there is some
evidence of a direct effect as well. The QOL-recruiting literature is less well developed, but
there is some evidence of a relationship. Other policy-relevant findings include the vulnerabil-
ity of some types of Army families (such as those of junior enlisted) and a need for more pro-
gram evaluation. An important impediment to the development of a truly cumulative knowl-
edge base is the lack of firm agreement on the definition of QOL itself (even to the extent that
a specific set of domains are included or excluded), some of the variables important in given
domains, and the definition of readiness.

To summarize the implications of these findings for policy and program officials, fiscal
challenges in the current environment suggest that reaching agreement on common definitions
and taking a more methodical approach to research may be a fruitful avenue to efficiency and
conservation of resources, in terms of both conduct of research itself and retaining programs
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with a better evidence base. A clear and consistent definition of research and QOL is essen-
tial for the Army to advocate policy and defend budgets for activities, including research, to
support QOL. Keeping the Army’s commitment to soldier and family QOL in mind, policy
and program officials are now being asked to demonstrate more rigorously the effect of sup-
port programs, including on achievement of the Army’s strategic goals when possible, e.g., in
the Health Promotion and Risk Reduction (HPRR) portfolio that the Army recently initi-
ated that requires systematic use of metrics and evidence-based reporting of support program
performance.

While anecdotal evidence and some research suggest that soldiers who have a positive
sense of personal well-being and have fewer concerns about family well-being are more able
to focus on their professional responsibilities (that is, readiness), much remains to be done to
clarify linkages between QOL in various domains and linkages to the Army strategic goals.
Moreover, it is important to highlight that a direct linkage may not be truly tenable given that
the relationships among stressors such as deployment, receipt (or not) of program support, and
outcomes are all inherently mediated at the individual level, and overlooking that fact may
result in overlooking vital aspects of the process. It will result in a lack of clarity about the
mechanisms through which QOL affects or does not affect various strategic outcomes and
what other contextual factors (such as unit-level support of QOL programs and services) are
pertinent to the perceived QOL of soldiers and families at the individual and aggregate levels.
It is important to be aware of this when considering development of a research agenda.

Our decision to embrace broad definitions for research and QOL in this study reflects
a legitimate concern when dealing with an array of ultimately interrelated issues. Further, it
was essential for us to find out how Army policymakers use research and what these users of
research needed to know, because the literature does not speak directly to this. We turn to this
topic of what Army research users want to know in the next chapter.






CHAPTER THREE
Meeting User Needs and Systemic Challenges

This chapter reports the major themes and significant issues commonly cited by Army and
OSD ofhicials across multiple domains commonly associated with supporting QOL in the
Army. As described in Chapter One, we coded responses from Army and OSD ofhcials to
identify areas of agreement in their needs for research and issues they perceive or have experi-
enced in using research. We also coded our discussions with non-DoD interlocutors, but they
are not the primary focus of much of this analysis. In total, we spoke with personnel from 26
different organizational units, both military (19) and nonmilitary (7), and coded a total of 429
passages from discussions with them. Out of these 429 passages, 350 belonged to 19 sets of
discussion notes involving 27 Army and OSD officials. As stated in Chapter One, although
our sample population is small, the Army and OSD ofhicials we spoke with are widely regarded
as knowledgeable experts and important decisionmakers in soldier and family QOL policy.
Therefore, while consensus among seven or ten of these officials may, on the surface, seem like
a miniscule segment of the entire scope of the Army bureaucracy, few others are similarly posi-
tioned to affect soldier and family QOL policy and the provision of support programs to these
populations. Note that this chapter focuses primarily on reporting the users’ views of research,
rather than a thorough critique of their views. Their perspectives and opinions are ultimately
essential to improving knowledge management (i.e., use of research) in the Army. Our exami-
nation of roadmapping as a knowledge management tool, and subsequent conclusions and
recommendations, incorporate our findings and analysis regarding this perspective.

QOL Is Broadly Defined as Stress Related

Our discussions with interlocutors, both within DoD and outside of it, typically began by
asking for their definition of QOL. There was no noticeable difference in the definitions pro-
vided by interlocutors who are in the military compared with those who belong to private-
sector organizations. Their responses correspond to two major themes in the literature: (1)
QOL lies in multiple domains, and (2) the provision of services and programs in any of the
included domains was invariably intended to increase satisfaction with Army life, alleviate gen-
eral stress, and compensate for some of the challenges (e.g., deployments, permanent change
of station moves) inherent to Army life. Some interlocutors also observed that QOL is tied to
an individual’s characteristics (e.g., some people are more resilient than others regardless of the
problems they face), circumstances (e.g., having a parent, spouse, or friend for emotional sup-
port or children with special health and educational needs), and perceptions of consequences
and means to cope with a given stressor.

19
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Policymakers Draw on Multiple Sources for Information, but Most Army and
DoD Research Is Not Positively Viewed

Most interlocutors have some familiarity with several items in the list of sample research we
used to facilitate our discussions with them. They include survey data from the Sample Survey
of Military Personnel (SSMP) and Surveys of Army Families (SAF), as well as results of Inter-
active Customer Evaluation (ICE), a mechanism for collecting customer feedback on services
at installations. However, surprisingly few admitted to actually having used these sources or
found them helpful to their work. They reported that the data or analyses available were not
particularly relevant to their information and analysis needs. For example, with one exception,
none of the interlocutors who know ICE said they consider it a useful information source. The
common perception among these interlocutors is that ICE does not provide high-quality data
when typically feedback comes from those who are very satisfied or dissatisfied with the ser-
vice they received. Neither was the Leisure Needs Survey (LNS) well regarded. Interlocutors
complained that results of the LNS are too high-level to be useful to support installation-level
planning and budgeting decisionmaking. They also complained that it took too long for LNS
results to become available, so that “information was antiquated by the time we got it.”

Another source of information cited is Army and DoD administrative data, e.g., the
number of single, enlisted soldiers, to gauge potential demand for particular services, as well as
data collected regularly by support programs on user profiles, usage rates, feedback, etc. Data
and analytical reports on QOL for soldiers and families are also used, as well as those on com-
parable populations outside the Army. For example, information on trends in specific sports
and pastimes for young men is considered useful given that young men are such a big part of
the Army population.

However, there appear to be few systematic ways for interlocutors to learn about the exis-
tence of such studies or where to access them. Interlocutors remarked that they think more
research is available than they know about individually. One interlocutor cited topic-oriented
electronic mailing lists and social media networks shared by a community of practitioners as
ways to share information such as announcements of research studies and their results. Inter-
locutors also reported personal and professional contacts as sources and conduits for informa-
tion. Finally, a compelling source of information for our interlocutors was anecdotal evidence
observed or stories about stressors and means to cope, either told directly to policy ofhicials
by soldiers and families or heard from colleagues. Such cumulative, though not exactly sys-
tematic, knowledge and experience may explain why interlocutors say they “rely on common
sense” to inform their decisionmaking,.

What Users Need from Research

Data from our first few discussions with Army and OSD officials launched our iterative process
to construct a conceptual framework to identify critical knowledge gaps. Specifically, what do
these Army research users with responsibility for support programs need from research, for
what purpose, and what research might meet that need? The data we collected suggest the fol-
lowing answers.
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Inform Planning and Budgeting

First, users want to know the needs of soldiers and families to inform plans and budgets for
support programs. Many needs are well established, e.g., soldiers and families need childcare
services, as do many working parents whether they are in the military or not. Yet what is not
always clear is what motivates soldiers and families to choose military childcare programs over
other options. Knowing this is important for the Army to directly or indirectly provide the
right type and amount of childcare support programs. For example, if private-sector providers
can offer comparable quality of childcare service at equal or lower cost and with the same or
higher satisfaction rates, helping soldiers to obtain private-sector service may make more sense
than providing a military childcare option.

Identify Needs
Users emphasized consistently that they desire more information and analysis on the QOL
needs of soldiers and families. We discerned three types of needs-related topics in particular.

Emerging Needs. Users want to know about emerging needs of soldiers and families.
For example, one interlocutor told us that female soldier divorce rates are rising, and the Army
wants to know what these soldiers need to better manage their relationships. The response
may involve use of existing programs or require development of new ones, each with funding,
staffing, marketing, and administrative ramifications for the Army. Demographic and admin-
istrative data for the Army population, e.g., the number of soldiers who are married or with
children and the age profile of the soldiers and their dependents, are being used to identify
emerging needs. However, a drawback is that such data, as one interlocutor puts it, suggest
the “potential customer base” rather than truly assessing needs. Research, e.g., surveys and
analysis, can speak to what these beneficiaries perceive as needs (e.g., childcare, after-school
programs for teenagers, or assistance to identify resources in the civilian communities they live
in) and factors that drive their selection and use of support programs (e.g., price, proximity to
home, convenient hours, quality of staff and facility).

Subgroup Needs. Since soldiers and families are also members of the larger American
society, research on civilian populations in the United States and elsewhere should generally
apply to understanding soldier and family needs. Nevertheless, there are subgroups of particu-
lar concern to policy ofhicials. Interlocutors reported wanting more research on the needs of
teenage dependents (e.g., how they are affected by relocations and deployment). Another sub-
group of interest consists of soldiers and families stationed overseas who may look more to the
Army and OSD support programs to meet their needs because local resources in host countries
are either unavailable or inaccessible to them.

Distinguish Needs from Wants. Last but not least in considering the needs of soldiers
and families, interlocutors underscored their desire to distinguish needs from wants. Such
research can directly affect their policy recommendations, planning, and budgeting for sup-
port programs. Although the Army has a responsibility to meet soldier and family QOL needs,
the Army cannot feasibly meet all wants. Yet distinguishing needs from wants has never been
easy: what is a need for some may be a want for others. Further, what makes something a need
rather than a want may change because of different life circumstances, e.g., when a soldier is
assigned to a unit that is at an installation far from his extended family and support commu-
nity, on- or off-installation childcare service may change from a want to a need.
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Evaluate Effectiveness of Support Programs

Users want research that supports program evaluation. Beyond knowing what the needs are
and responding to them with support programs, Army and OSD officials need to know that
what is provided works. In other words, they need research to tell them whether programs are
effective in helping to improve, as one interlocutor put it, “health and life outcomes” for sol-
diers and families. The data we collected suggest that effectiveness of Army support programs
is frequently evaluated in terms of customer satisfaction (or even customer perceptions of a
support program). However, customer satisfaction does not necessarily mean that a need is
met (or that the problem is solved). For example, those who use a program (e.g., childcare) may
be satisfied with what is offered given options available, but they may still need more hours
of childcare. Satisfaction ratings are also typically asked of program users, potentially miss-
ing those who have tried the program, found it unsatisfactory, and gone elsewhere, as well as
those who have gone elsewhere to begin with. Utilization data, we were told, are also used to
measure effectiveness. However, as interlocutors correctly point out, utilization does not equal
effectiveness. As one interlocutor put it, “no one knows what works.” This is a sentiment echoed
by other interlocutors. To determine effectiveness in terms of the desired outcome of a support
program, it is essential to have the right measures and data. For example, a financial literacy
program could be considered effective if soldiers who have completed the program score higher
in indicators of financial health, e.g., no unmanageable debts, than their peers on average or
those who did not complete the program. Other desired outcomes that could be measured as
metrics of effectiveness would include financial knowledge improvement, that is, on a test of
financial knowledge, beneficiaries do better after completing the financial literacy program
than they did prior to the program. Ultimately, if the goal of any such program is an Army
strategic goal, research requires information on program participation information and sub-
sequent information on retention and readiness (presumably with information about relevant
mediating processes, such as information on the financial basis for clearance revocation, finan-
cial success during the course of an Army career, etc.). Interlocutors told us that they know of
little or no research on how to effectively address stressors or how support programs are linked
to retention decisions.

Other Uses of Research

Several other uses for research were mentioned, but less frequently. One is to know the empiri-
cally supported best practices in a given field to guide program design and implement state-
of-the-art interventions in a given domain. Another is to obtain a larger perspective on the
interrelationships between variables in the target population to gauge potential problems down
the line and the potential second-order effects of a policy decision, including linkages to the
Army strategic goals of recruiting, retention, and readiness. Users also called for more research
on stress and needs associated with reintegration from deployment. Interlocutors said that
ten years of deployment have spurred research on the effects of deployment on soldiers and
families, but far less is known about the QOL issues related to reintegration. Finally, users
want research to assess organizational manpower requirements, workforce structure, and staff
development. For example, research would help Army officials to more effectively advocate for
hiring and training childcare specialists if they know that more soldiers have children or expect
to have children in the next 12 to 24 months and plan to use military childcare services.
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How Use Matches Stated Needs

How well did what our interlocutors said match the rough framework narrative we describe
above? Table 3.1 shows the frequency of topic mentions in the 19 discussions with our Army
and OSD research users.

Since interlocutors can address the same topic multiple times in a discussion, a look at our
data by the number of coded comments received within a given discussion provides another
perspective. Most remarkably, the use of research to ascertain needs was mentioned multiple
times in 11 of the 16 discussions that addressed the issue, and program evaluation was men-
tioned multiple times in 7 out of 13 discussions that addressed the issue. These two uses of
research were by far the most frequently mentioned in terms of both the number of discussions
that raised them and the number of times within a given discussion they were mentioned by
our research users.

Beyond learning about what the uses of research are for our interlocutors, their input
highlighted a significant issue: the research available did not meet their information and analy-
sis needs. Many interlocutors noted that research questions, e.g., in surveys, were not really
designed to obtain information about outcomes they were interested in. In some cases, this was
because measurement of a given outcome is difficult (for example, when the desired outcome is
prevention of problems); in other cases, a hypothesized causal chain was absent within the data
collection. Also, when resources for research emphasize program design and implementation,
the resulting analysis and data collection do not meet their information and analysis needs for
subsequent program impact evaluation.

Another research gap we heard, one more in line with ascertaining population needs, was
an inability to assess who could benefit from a given program but was not using it and why.
Though this did not come up in the majority of discussions with users, some users underscored
a need for sophisticated synthesis and analysis rather than simple reporting of cross-tabulated
data to answer the question of the “ghost customers” who should be using Army support
programs but are not doing so because of some reason that is unclear to the Army. Knowing
overall patterns of relationships between QOL and other factors would also help estimate what
one user called the “tipping point” for when serious harm at an individual level has a negative
impact overall for the Army, and predict longer-term outcomes from immediate program usage
and satisfaction.

Table 3.1
Frequency of Topics in Discussions with Army and OSD Research Users

Percent of
Discussions with
Topic Users Mentioning Topic
Needs of soldiers and families 84
Program evaluation 68
Justifying budgets and dealing with political considerations 37
Seeking best practices 26
Workforce development 21
Big picture applications 16
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Characteristics of Helpful and Unhelpful Research

Our discussions with interlocutors tried to determine from their perspective the character-
istics of good (helpful) and poor (unhelpful) research. Aside from quality of research in the
conventional sense of evidence-based analysis, we tried to understand other reasons that can
make research helpful (or unhelpful) to these policymakers. These reasons include access to
the research data and findings, capacity to use the research, and timeliness of the research to
inform decisionmaking (e.g., the time it takes for data and analysis to become available).

Again, we looked at the responses we received by the number of discussions with users
where a topic was raised and, in some cases, the number of times a specific theme was men-
tioned within a given discussion. In some cases, the discussion with users dealt with specific
topics that appeared multiple times across multiple discussions with users; at other times, more
idiosyncratic topics were mentioned in a single discussion. Included in the category of generally
poor research, studies deemed not useful because of poor sampling design or response rate (e.g.,
they were not representative) were mentioned in 5 of 19 discussions with users. A related issue
mentioned in 6 of 19 discussions with users was bias, when most respondents to a survey are
likely those who had an extreme response to a service or program. Interlocutors frequently cited
ICE assessment as an example of this. Another much-cited issue was the mismatch between
questions and the thrust of data collection with the information and analysis needs of our
research users. This was raised in 8 of the 19 discussions with users. Interlocutors attributed
this to survey research questions that target the entire soldier and family population rather
than only those at a particular garrison or that focus on childcare services in general rather
than a specific childcare program. Seven of the 19 interlocutors noted that existing research
does not address the question of effectiveness, that is, whether a given program or service actu-
ally produces the desired outcome.

Also, the vast majority (16 of our 19 discussions with Army and OSD research users)
touched on some general characteristic of poor research. Issues specific to access, e.g., inability
to identify existing research (knowing where to look or who to ask to find out) or to obtain
identified research (having subscriptions to data providers) were mentioned in nine of the dis-
cussions. In addition, five of the discussions cited the lack of time, resources, and capacity to
conduct or utilize research. Finally, timeliness of research to meet their information and analy-
sis needs was mentioned in five of the discussions.

Another matter raised in our discussions with Army and OSD research users is the prob-
lem of getting research done at all. One issue mentioned was getting research approved by
institutional review boards and human subjects protection committees. Although necessary,
these processes can add months of time, additional paperwork requirements, and stress to tight
decision timelines and budgets. In some cases, a more holistic approach to the research and a
more complete representation of the situation can involve surveying members of the general
population. This requires approval from the White House Office of Management and Budget,
which can again take many months and an enormous amount of additional work. In short, the
prospect of many time-consuming requirements (considering competing work demands) and
potential delays for approval can stop or block research completely.

Several users, particularly those familiar with garrison-level needs, stressed that rapid
completion of research and dissemination of results are essential to inform decisionmaking at
that level to sustain service delivery. Complicating this is the ever-present challenge of time and
capacity to use research. Short of staff, overburdened with responsibilities, and subject to tight
decision timelines, officials are compelled to tap into what they most readily have available to



Meeting User Needs and Systemic Challenges 25

inform a decision. Any research that requires more time than they can spare or capacity than
they have on hand to dissect and digest simply is not used. When good data and evidence-
based analysis are not available and accessible, decisions are then informed by other sources,
including past experience, intuition, or a commander’s order.

Focusing strictly on methodological characteristics of good research, eleven of the dis-
cussions with Army and OSD research users addressed this topic. Those users who are more
research savvy said good research is marked by the presence of adequate sampling strategies,
proportionate weighting, and modeling. Also, ten of the discussions cited research results pre-
sentation as a hallmark of good and useful research. Presentation of results in a concise format,
suitable for an audience that does not have a lot of time to assimilate information and needs it
quickly accessible (one user employed the term “sound bites”) was mentioned in four discus-
sions. Six discussions yielded suggestions to improve presentation of research. Overall, they
suggested designing presentation of research results in ways that will better enable use by
policy and program officials. This applies equally to a written report, a brief, and other forms
of presentation. One interlocutor proposed specifically more general presentations for mixed
audiences and distinct modules for those from the same organization or sharing the same
interests. As a related issue, interlocutors in three discussions said researchers should bear in
mind the need to develop distinct research products for their audiences as part of their research
design and data collection.

Six users emphasized that research should make clear recommendations. Also, the topic
of having information well couched in context was addressed in seven discussions with our
Army and OSD research users. In their view, having a mountain of data without context is
simply not useful. Six users also said they want research that can speak to the effectiveness and
cost of programs. Although not as common, some users said they want research that would
suggest a sense for overall patterns and tipping points, and a way to forecast future needs and
problems. Likewise, some users want research that can inform them of soldier and family QOL
trends over time.

Seven of our interlocutors raised the thorny problem of distinguishing between needs and
wants of soldiers and families. They mentioned services, originally intended to serve one pur-
pose, e.g., education, that are now also seen to provide entertainment and stress relief. Others
stressed that whether a service or program actually addresses the problem is difficult to deter-
mine, and some spoke of the need to look for a behavioral tipping point to separate needs from
wants. However, none of our users offered solutions to this problem.

All interlocutors asserted that they assess the needs of soldiers and families. In some cases,
this assessment was purely at the anecdotal level; in others, systematic data collection served
their purpose. Many indicated that they also tracked satisfaction or program usage (or both) or
used demographics to forecast the needed program resources. However, discussion of the out-
come or effect of a given program or service suggests that something is lacking in this overall
assessment process. Although very few explicitly asked for research that explicates a big-picture
overview of a stress-QOL-outcome process and soldier and family QOL needs, their responses
to our questions demonstrate that such research would clearly help to meet their underlying
information and analysis needs.

Knowledge Management in the QOL Domain Requires More Army Capacity
Other issues raised defy clear categorization or were infrequently mentioned but possibly
important in that collectively they speak to broader issues regarding knowledge management.
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Thus, these issues speak to the difficulties users face in integrating existing research and con-
sidering future research needs and hence are relevant for consideration in terms of appropriate
incorporation of existing and future research. For example, several users indicated that they
were not really sure what research is definitive, that is, there was not a consistent knowledge
of “known knowns.” This is significant, given that an overall sense of the multiple domains of
QOL could help users consider how programs might interact with one another in the lives of
beneficiaries. It is a recognized weakness that soldier and family beneficiaries are not directed
to the totality of resources that could benefit them in their specific situation, and they are not
given “warm handoffs” to these programs and services.

Some users discussing the perceived lack of a knowledge base indicated that the current
climate of frequent deployments puts findings from past research into doubt. There is no ques-
tion that the situation in the Army has changed since the Army Family Research Program was
initiated in the late 1980s and concluded in the early 1990s. However, even then some research
spoke to deployments, general vulnerabilities to stressors, and mechanisms that might be used
to achieve the Army strategic goals in recruitment, retention, and readiness. Thus, the ques-
tion is not whether these relationships still exist, but how they are affected in a new context
of high-frequency and lengthy deployments. Interestingly, responses from many interlocutors
indicated that they do not believe research of an eatlier period speaks to the current context. It
is not clear how they acquired this view and how this bias affects Army management and use
of research in QOL. Put another way: Is research completed 10-20 years ago still valid and
relevant today? Certainly, depending on what the information and analysis needs are, some
research has to address matters that pertain to the current soldier and family population exclu-
sively (e.g., measuring satisfaction with and effectiveness of a new telephone hotline to answer
their support-needs queries). At the same time, research that was well designed and executed
to understand general human conditions (e.g., how physical separations can negatively affect
spousal and parent-child relationships) can withstand the test of time to provide meaningful
insight. It was telling that when we pursued this point with our interlocutors, they agreed that
past research had merit. In fact, previous research with relevant variables in large systematic
samples of Army soldiers and families can provide a strong foundation for current and future
research.

Finally, few interlocutors initially acknowledged the utility of civilian research. However,
because the Army population is a subset of the general U.S. population, it is potentially relevant
to the military context, as our interlocutors agreed when this point was pursued. Moreover,
in some cases they acknowledge the relevance of general society in the services they provide.
For example, the widespread popularity of social networking has prompted many garrisons
to expand wireless Internet access in common areas to encourage broader social interaction.
Indeed, given the sizable body of research on the general U.S. population, it would be remiss
for the Army not to tap into it. Interlocutors, too, concurred that this is true but again under-
scored their lack of time and capacity to use civilian research and adapt it to answer questions
about the military population that they serve. This inability to transfer the findings appears to
be a common weakness in research usage among Army users. While speaking more generally
on relevant issues rather than to specific stressors such as deployments, civilian work is more
likely to include quality factors such as longitudinal designs in which the effects of multiple
variables are controlled.

The lack of time and capacity to adapt research can be extrapolated to the issue of sister
service research as well. Although research may be applicable, our Army interlocutors were not
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as familiar with it and suggested that the Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) research,
for example, was less relevant because it was so broad. Though DMDC surveys do go to a
large number of cross-service personnel and do not often speak directly to specific programs,
we argue (and our interlocutors in fact expressed similar sentiments) that a general approach
to QOL issues is warranted. Moreover, the sophisticated sampling and broad design of such
work can convey other advantages, including a less program-centric approach to various QOL
domains. Finally, as noted in our literature review in Chapter Two, some of the sister services
have had some success in disentangling the relationship between QOL factors and strategic
goals more clearly than has the Army-centric work.

Potential Priority Areas for Research

We asked both our military and nonmilitary interlocutors what questions remained to be
answered by research to better inform Army decisionmaking on QOL support for soldiers and
families. We received a number of suggestions in 12 out of our total 26 discussions with all
military and nonmilitary personnel, with some interlocutors offering more suggestions than
others. The research topics described here do not suggest any hierarchy of priority or sequence,
though generally speaking they may be considered the “known unknowns.”

Linking QOL to Army Strategic Goals

Interlocutors raised the issue of establishing links to any of the Army strategic goals of recruit-
ing, retention, and readiness. Our research users are fully aware that the senior Army leader-
ship cares deeply about achieving these strategic goals and are keen to understand linkages
between them and QOL. There is, however, relatively little robust research available to answer
this question. Building a body of research to do so will be challenging, and potentially require
considerable time and resources. Moreover, such research must be deliberate and coherent in
approach, and mindful of the complexities in disentangling individual-level outcomes from
outcomes of success in recruiting, retention, and readiness for the Army. One suggestion we
received was to use exit interviews to learn from soldiers whether QOL problems were part of
their reason for separating from the Army.

Measuring Effectiveness in a Broad Manner

Users spoke of measuring effectiveness more generally rather than strictly in terms of any of
the Army strategic goals as outcomes. They raised the issue of the need for the Army to use
longitudinal research to determine the outcomes of various facets of the military experience.
There were also calls for evaluations of the full package of benefits and for tracking understud-
ied populations, e.g., military children, to more effectively ascertain how military life affects
them. In connection to this, the need for prevention research (also inherently longitudinal) was
underscored, particularly as it pertains to resilience.

Issues Affecting Distributed Populations

The need for more research on issues affecting distributed populations—geographically dis-
persed soldiers and families—was also called to our attention. They include soldiers and fami-
lies who belong to the Army Reserve and the National Guard, as well as active component
soldiers and families who live far outside an installation. Because they are geographically dis-
persed, outreach to inform them of Army support programs and enabling their access to Army
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support programs, which are typically installation-based, may require different strategies and
approaches.

Big-Picture Research

Woven throughout discussions with interlocutors is the need for big-picture research to clarify
linkages between Army life experiences and QOL. Such research would help the Army to for-
mulate the right questions and variables for longitudinal process-oriented research that may
clarify linkages between QOL and Army strategic goals. It would also elucidate the larger con-
text in the lives of soldiers and families to shed light on the complex linkages between QOL
problems, stress factors behind them, and policy and program responses that may be helpful.

Assessing Soldier and Family Needs

Last but not least, interlocutors strongly suggested a need for an assessment of soldier and
family needs, which now appears to rely heavily on anecdotal evidence (Miller et al., 2011).
Specifically, an in-depth assessment of problems perceived by soldiers and families and what
they identify as potential sources for assistance would be helpful. From there, investigations
of perceived stressors and coping mechanisms could explore why some soldiers and families
choose Army support services while others choose to use other sources for support services or
even to use no support service at all. Moreover, exploration of the relationships in a general
model of stress and coping could elucidate some of the inherently longitudinal overarching
questions that interlocutors want answered, as well as the complex webs of cause and effect,
and advance understanding of the nexus between QOL and Army strategic goals.

Some of the answers described above speak to themes we heard throughout our interviews,
and also to gaps noted in the literature review: in particular, program evaluation research is an
outstanding need for users. This type of work is also inherently longitudinal, requiring advance
planning to execute a “before” and “after” research design to help clarify whether the program
itself had an impact. Many of the QOL outcomes desired are not immediate, and an appropri-
ate examination of programs requires the passage of time to produce their desired effect.

In summary, users value research and want more research that is high in quality, acces-
sible, and useful to inform their work. In terms of research topics, users want information and
analysis that will inform them about the needs of soldiers and families and the effectiveness
of programs. In light of the budget challenges faced by the Army and the rest of the federal
government, the pressure intensifies to spend every dollar wisely for both programs and sup-
porting research.

In addition, users need research that speaks to them in a clear way and is timely, since
they frequently have limited time and capacity to digest a large volume of research while jug-
gling heavy workloads and striving to meet tight decision timelines. Indeed, the lack of time
and capacity among users to access and use research is a fundamental barrier to promoting
greater use of research in decisionmaking to inform policy, budgets, and program evaluation.
Thus, research that is clear in stating the context for its findings and/or recommendations,
appropriately designed in its presentation of results to speak to policymakers, and timely in its
dissemination appears to be urgently needed though in short supply.

Also, these users would benefit from assistance to identify research relevant to under-
standing QOL for soldiers and families (current and past; military- and civilian-focused).
Doing so would provide a more comprehensive review of the relevant literature to help identify
knowledge gaps and direct resources for new research that will add value to the cumulative
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knowledge base on QOL for soldiers and families. We next turn to a consideration of how to
better manage research knowledge for Army soldier and family QOL. Specifically, we examine
one tool that can help achieve better knowledge management: research roadmapping,.






CHAPTER FOUR
Aligning Research to Improve Decisionmaking

Successful organizations adapt to change. They have clear goals, develop strategies, and system-
atically mobilize resources in pursuit of those goals. In this regard, effective use of research—
qualitative and quantitative data and analysis—is essential to inform decisionmaking. Research
helps define goals and inform strategy development, implementation plans, and subsequent
performance-monitoring efforts.

Roadmapping is one approach to help align goals and strategy.! More specifically, it is “a
disciplined process for identifying the activities and schedules necessary to manage technical
(and other) risks and uncertainties associated with solving complex problems” (Ma, Liu, and
Nakamori, 2006). The Army wants to use roadmapping to better align Army QOL research to
improve decisionmaking regarding provision of support programs and to achieve its strategic
goals in recruiting, retention, and readiness.

This chapter begins with a brief description of what roadmapping is generally and what
research roadmaps are specifically. Next, it highlights lessons learned in the roadmapping expe-
riences examined and insights relevant to the Army. Finally, it discusses how the Army might
use the lessons learned and insights to develop and implement its own research roadmap.

Roadmapping and Research Roadmaps

Roadmapping is one method that can be used to develop a high-level project plan with details
on actions, durations, and checkpoints to assess progress and success in addressing a complex
problem. A roadmap can help to break the complex problem down into significant subprob-
lems and help with planning research, defining milestones, and determining routes to take.
Thus, while a strategy spells out the vision, goals, opportunities and initiatives, a roadmap
provides the details on how to move forward, who will be involved, and how long it will take.
In short, roadmaps provide “a time-ordered, prioritized and auditable agenda for action” (Fer-
nandes, Ralph, and Voukalis, 2010).2

Roadmaps can be developed through different means, such as collaboration of a small
team of experts, a workshop that involves a wider array of participants from across government
and industry, or computer-based analysis of large databases for citations, patents and licenses,

I “Roadmap” as a concept of a guide to go from one place to another or to get from one state to another has been in use for

a long time. Roadmaps or roadmapping as a strategic planning and management tool has a more recent history. Research
attributes Motorola as the first to pioneer this concept and apply it with success (McClees, 1987).

2 Roadmaps are distinct from foresight. Roadmaps focus on finding the best way to realize the expected future, while
foresight focuses on what the future will be like.
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or sales to identify trends in research, technology, and products. These approaches can also
be combined: organizational leaders define a vision and goals (i.e., set a strategy upon which
to base a roadmap), internal and external experts speak to the strategy and technical issues to
meet them, managers and staff counsel practical considerations in roadmap development and
implementation, with all these deliberations supported by computer-based analysis. Together,
the participants in the roadmapping exercise elucidate what is known or unknown about the
problem, as well as uncertainties, to flesh out scenarios and determine priorities and options for
action (including research) to respond to the critical need. In short, roadmapping is a participa-
tory and interactive process. It allows participants to share views, expertise, and experiences. It
also encourages people to argue, socialize, and build consensus. This consensus-building pro-
cess is one function of a roadmap.

Another function of the roadmap is communication. A roadmap can help to “visual-
ize the hierarchy of scenarios” and show a plan and its timeline for action to audiences both
internal and external to the organization. By laying out who will be involved and their roles
and responsibilities, the timeline, milestones, and pathways, the roadmap manager can more
easily oversee, coordinate, and assess the effort’s progress and success (Ma, Liu, and Nakamori,
2000).

All roadmaps basically address three questions: (1) Where are we now? (2) Where do we
want to go? (3) How can we get there? (Ma, Liu, and Nakamori, 2006). Technology road-
maps are one of the most common applications of the process. Their purpose is to explore the
future direction of technology development. For example, an automotive manufacturing firm
can use roadmapping to address a critical need to inform technology selection, development,
and implementation to build a more fuel-efficient vehicle. Customer demand, environmental
regulations, and energy prices may be drivers for this critical need. In roadmapping, the firm
would not preselect a preferred technology, e.g., high-efficiency diesel engines, new lightweight
composite materials for body and engine parts, or more aerodynamic body design. Rather,
roadmapping allows the firm to explore a broad spectrum of technology alternatives to meet
its goal, and examine different pathways for an informed choice (Sloman, 2007).

Other roadmaps are more conceptual in nature. These roadmaps articulate major con-
cepts rather than provide prescriptive guidance on programmatic decisions. The intent is to
explain how a plan of action will be implemented. These roadmaps function as strategic com-
munication tools. One example is the Army Transformation Roadmap (U.S. Army, 2004),
which describes “the execution of the Army transformation strategy in the context of evolving
security challenges, continuing high demand for operational forces, and lessons learned from
recent operations.” This roadmap “refines the Army’s transformation strategy and details Army
actions to identify and build required capabilities to enhance execution of joint operations by
the current force while developing the capabilities essential to provide dominant land-power
capabilities to the future Joint Force.” Another example (also from the Army) is the U.S.
Army Roadmap for Unmanned Aircraft Systems 2010-2023 (U.S. Army, UAS Center of Excel-
lence, undated). The roadmap outlines how the U.S. Army will develop, organize, and employ
unmanned aircraft systems (UAS) from 2010 to 2035 across the full spectrum of military
operations. The intent is to establish a “broad glide path” for future UAS capability develop-
ment and use.

Another common type of roadmap is the research roadmap, the type most pertinent to
this study. Research roadmaps help to identify scenarios and priorities to advance new areas of
research (e.g., in neuroscience), link research with industry (e.g., for technology transfer and
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development), and to promote interdisciplinary research (e.g., between biological and social
science research). A research roadmap can help an organization to identify its knowledge gaps
and determine priorities for action to achieve strategic goals of the organization. Like other
kinds of roadmaps, research roadmaps can be developed using any one or a combination of the
approaches described earlier.

Lessons Learned and Insights for Army QOL Research Roadmapping

Since the Army is interested in research roadmapping, we narrowed our review primarily to
research roadmaps. Many sources describe research roadmaps in technology development, per-
haps the most typical application of research roadmapping. These descriptive essays provide
a sense of the structure, processes, and resources involved in research roadmapping, and fre-
quently speak to how the research roadmap will be implemented. This includes management
of the processes, metrics used to measure progress and success, and questions or actions to
consider whether modification of the research roadmap or its implementation plan is required.

In addition to general best practices from the larger body of literature on research road-
mapping (see, for example, Sloman, 2007; Garcia and Bray, 1997; Mankins, 2002), we looked
for exemplars according to the kind of research problem they address (e.g., pushing frontiers
of knowledge or responding to a policy need), the kinds of organizations involved (e.g., fed-
eral government, industry, and academic society), and the amount of details about the road-
map and the roadmapping process that is available. We found a few research roadmapping
experiences particularly helpful because of the details available about what inspired them and
the process involved in developing them. They are: the Department of Homeland Security’s
Roadmap for Cybersecurity Research, the Applied Technology Council’s National Earth-
quake Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP) Research and Development (R&D) Roadmap,
Arup’s Roadmap 2010, the European Council’s Aging Research Roadmap, and the National
Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) Roadmap for Research on Asbestos
Fibers and Other Elongated Mineral Particles. (See Appendix F for short descriptions of these
research roadmaps.) Also, like the Army’s objective to improve soldier and family QOL and
meet Army strategic goals, each of these research roadmaps represents a response to a complex
problem that requires multidisciplinary research, multi-domain understanding of the problem,
or involvement of multiple organizations to implement the research roadmap.

As stated earlier, all roadmaps should clearly articulate (1) where we are now, (2) where we
want to go, and (3) how we plan to get there. To expand on these three points, roadmapping
typically involves several stages (Bennett, n.d.; Sloman, 2007):

1. Formulate the issue: involves an agreement on what the problem is and articulation of
challenges, prospects, threats, and opportunities to respond to it.

2. Goals planning: involves articulation of the ends to be achieved.

3. Means planning: involves a generation and examination of policies and proposals for
action.

4. Resource planning: involves articulation of inputs (money, personnel, facilities, services,
etc.) necessary to execute the roadmap.
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5.  Design of implementation and control: involves articulation of who is to do what, when,
where, and how. Also articulated are a timeline with milestones and metrics to monitor
progress.

Overall, data collected for this research suggests that the Army has some way to go toward
launching a rigorous research roadmapping process. While some requirements are present,
some critical elements are missing. For example, the Army has no clear awareness of its baseline
of knowledge, e.g., what is known about QOL for soldiers and families, what programs work,
or what soldiers and families need (“where we are”). We discuss some specific applications of
these lessons learned and insights below. We believe progress in one or more of these actions,
even if incremental and not resulting in a full-scale roadmap, would still benefit the Army in
its effort to improve evidence-based decisionmaking on QOL policy and programs.

Explicitly Articulate and Agree on Key Terms, Their Definitions, and Objectives of a
Research Roadmap

Roadmapping begins with participants having a common understanding of the key terms
involved, their definitions, and the objectives of the research roadmap (Bromfield and Arney,
2008). Different groups or individuals may use the same words but with different meanings
and connotations. Agreement on the key terms, especially when the terms may appear deceiv-
ingly simple (like the term “QOL”), is all the more important to ensure that everyone involved
is actually talking about the same things. As we underscored in Chapters Two and Three, the
Army has no single definition for QOL. Also, QOL can be interpreted broadly to encompass
virtually all aspects of life, but what QOL means for every soldier and family can differ. This
variability holds important implications for Army efforts to gauge soldier and family QOL
needs and to respond to those needs with the right support programs in terms of content,
access (time schedule, frequency, pricing if applicable, location), and outreach strategy. Since
proponents may work at cross-purposes in their definition and measures for QOL, it is also
otherwise uncertain that the research they sponsor will advance the knowledge base to increase
comprehensive understanding of issues, problems, and response options.

There should also be explicit agreement on the objectives of a research roadmap to avoid
potential confusion and conflict. Just as participants in roadmapping may use the same words
but talk about different things, an explicit agreement on the objectives of a research roadmap
would ensure commitment of resources from all parties involved. Agreement on objectives goes
beyond commitment of resources. All participants involved must also agree on metrics for out-
come measurement. What gets measured gets done. Choosing the wrong or conflicting metrics
will hinder the collective effort to improve evidence-based policy and program decisionmaking
to increase QOL for soldiers and families and achieve the Army’s strategic goals.

In each of the research roadmaps examined, significant time and effort were invested to
engage participants to reach explicit agreement on key terms and objectives. Facilitated dis-
cussions actively engaged participants in the roadmapping process to speak out, and multiple
iterations were sometimes needed to reach agreement.

Our observation of the absence of a clear and explicit agreement on definitions for
research and quality of life in the Army in general and within the QOL community in par-
ticular strongly argues for an effort to address this as the first critical step toward developing
a strategically aligned QOL research roadmap. Clarifying definitions of key terms would illu-
minate the scope for research. It would also illuminate what organizations should be involved,
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the nature of their involvement, and relationships among them. For example, some organiza-
tions are research enablers (they control research budgets, conduct research, or have authority
to approve research proposals), while others are research users whose data and analysis needs
must be accounted for when setting research agendas and setting timelines for research. There
will be varied perspectives toward and interests in QOL research roadmapping, and making
them explicit can help avoid potential friction and promote agreement and cooperation. Other
than Army policy and program officials, researchers in QOL domains can also contribute to
definitional discussions.

In addition, this first step will benefit significantly from sustained championship by
senior Army leaders. Exhortations to improve the situation must be accompanied by resources
for high-level summits, for example, to highlight Army goals in aligning QOL research and
developing a research roadmap, as well as to pay for personnel and logistics to sustain partici-
pation in processes to define key terms, roadmap objectives, and subsequent roadmap develop-
ment and implementation.

Have a Systematic Approach to Develop a High-Quality Research Roadmap
Developing a high-quality research roadmap requires a systematic approach to produce an
evidence-based plan for action. Objectives must be associated with a timeline and milestones.
Having a hierarchy and sequence for tasks helps to delineate priorities and give a sense of order
to the actions that will be taken. Moreover, clear tasks make explicit assignment of responsibil-
ity for their achievement much easier. Also, having provisions on how to inject new knowledge
into the research roadmap and make necessary adjustments will help a roadmap stay current
and relevant. Finally, the roadmap must have appropriate metrics and measures to monitor
progress in implementation and evaluate whether the objectives are achieved. In short, a high-
quality research roadmap is rigorous in content and implementation, and it stays relevant to
policy and practice through defined mechanisms.

For example, Arup’s roadmap is a strategic research plan that articulates objectives, down
to a technical level, to facilitate development of a corporate research strategy. Arup used a series
of questions to guide discussions in developing its research roadmap:

e What is the plan of action to achieve the stated goals?

* What are the specific objectives and when do they need to be achieved?

* How will other efforts and initiatives be leveraged, including industry and international
initiatives?

* How will the roadmap be adjusted in light of new knowledge?

* How much time is required for the plan to become effective?

Lessons learned and insights from the roadmapping experiences examined strongly sug-
gest designating one organization or consortium to lead the research roadmapping effort. A
clear mandate, along with support and resources from senior Army leaders, can help bring
together Army QOL research and Army QOL policy and programs communities that our
research indicates are loosely linked at present. Indeed, designating the right organization(s)
and providing them with adequate resources and an explicit mandate to do so will significantly
affect success in roadmapping and roadmap implementation.

As described above, the first critical task will be to determine and define key terms and
objectives for the research roadmap. Subsequently, organizations participating have to deter-
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mine a process, timeline, and metrics to gauge progress. The resulting research roadmap should
reflect the Army’s strategic vision and goals, as well as the objectives and interests of participat-
ing organizations. It should also include descriptions of the processes to execute the research
roadmap, milestones/targets in a timeline, and metrics to measure progress and success. To
keep the roadmap current, there should be a process to incorporate new data and analysis and
insert important questions into each iteration. In short, the research roadmap must be explicit
in being a mechanism for knowledge management.

Having a designated facilitator and organizer for these discussions will help to drive the
process in roadmapping. Such discussions will likely undergo multiple iterations prior to par-
ticipants agreeing to a “finished” roadmap. Outside experts, as nonpartisan moderators, can
facilitate these discussions and shepherd participants through stages in research roadmapping.
As our discussions with Army officials indicate, they are simply too overwhelmed to take on
any more responsibility. Outside experts can also offer expertise in research roadmapping,
which may be lacking in the Army organizations.

Articulate What Is Known, What Needs to Be Known, and Why Development of a Credible
Research Agenda Is Needed

After reaching agreement on the key terms and objectives of the research roadmap and having
a systematic framework to build and implement it, participants must flesh out the framework
for research. In the Arup research roadmap, for example, participants in roadmapping must
explicitly articulate the drivers for research, their implications for near-, mid-, and long-term
research agendas, and how they tie to short- and long-term business objectives. In the case of
a strategically aligned QOL research roadmap, a systematic and comprehensive current review
of the body of research available on QOL for soldiers and families, as well as for similar popu-
lations and issues in the sister services and the civilian sector, is an essential step to determine
where critical knowledge gaps lie and what makes them “critical”—and then explore options
to address them. The key questions for participants in roadmapping can be summarized in the
following:

* What are the key challenges or problems the research roadmap aims to address?
e What does the current research tell us? What does current research not tell us?
e What are the critical gaps in knowledge? What makes them critical?

e What areas, if any, need new research from the ground up?

Note that some of these are partially addressed already in the current study, but may
require further development to result in a fully formed research roadmap.

When implementation of a research roadmap will involve multiple organizations and
multiple funding sources, it is all the more important to be clear and make a credible, persua-
sive argument for the proposed research agenda. For example, the Department of Homeland
Security (DHS) has no plan to self-implement the cybersecurity research roadmap it devel-
oped. Its intent is for other U.S. government agencies, industry, and foundations to use its
articulation of 11 hard problem areas in the roadmap to guide their funding in cybersecurity
research. The European Community’s aging research roadmap also lays out a set of research
priorities but leaves it to other entities to fund and conduct research. Making a clear case
of what is known, what needs to be known, and why is, therefore, essential to selling these
research roadmaps to researchers, funders, and policymakers, and ultimately achieving objec-
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tives in these research roadmaps. This is especially relevant when roadmap implementation will
involve multiple organizations, each with its own mission objectives, resources, interests, and
independence.

Given this, engaging interested and relevant organizations, including senior Army lead-
ership, to discuss their viewpoints on QOL and its linkage to the Army’s strategic goals, their
research needs and expectations of the research roadmap will help produce a viable research
agenda. Discussions to align research with Army strategic goals can benefit from input from
the Army Recruiting Command, the Army Human Resources Command, and the Army
Forces Command, which are, respectively, lead organizations for the Army’s strategic goals
in recruiting, retention, and readiness. Complementing their viewpoints is input from QOL
researchers from inside and outside the Army community and soldier and family representa-
tives and unit and garrison commanders. The former can offer expertise on QOL data, analy-
sis, and approaches to investigation. The latter can offer insights into experiences of beneficiary
populations. Collectively, they will help inform roadmapping participants of near- and long-
term priorities in the research agenda, define specific research questions, call out underuti-
lized research, mitigate redundancy and waste, and assess the feasibility and reasonableness of
research plans. Thus, processes to clarify what is known, determine what needs to be known,
and articulate reasons for the research agenda are central to a robust research roadmap.

Participation and Buy-In Are Essential to Roadmap Development and Implementation

A “good” research roadmap is not simply the product of a group of smart people sitting together.
Having a research roadmap is just the first step. The real key is implementation, whether by the
organization(s) that developed it or by all who are interested in the subject and share the same
vision. A research roadmap that is excellent in design but has no buy-in from relevant parties is
in effect nothing more than a glossy motivational poster, and in practice serves no one. Thus,
it is critical to involve participation and encourage buy-in from those with significant interests
in the problem that the research roadmap aims to address.

A research agenda should be developed in a consultative manner with the involvement of
knowledgeable experts from within and outside the creating organization. Users and beneficia-
ries of research should also be involved. For the Army, this means policy officials and program
managers who are the users of research, as well as the soldiers and families who are beneficiaries
of support programs. After all, it is the concern for their well-being that is motivating the Army
to explore quality of life needs and potential remedies. A participatory process in roadmap-
ping helps to build a sense of ownership in the final product. It reduces the likelihood of silent
resistance or outright opposition to the research roadmap, and promotes access to resources in
personnel, funds, data, etc. that are essential to implementation of the roadmap.

In Arup’s case, roadmapping was initiated by means of a workshop process to consider
the strategic issues facing its business and to produce a strategic plan in a manner that had
buy-in across the organization. Through a series of workshops over a span of many months,
the roadmap was validated across Arup to secure a high level of buy-in. In the case of the
European Community aging research roadmap, experts from many disciplines were brought
together in multiple work sessions over the course of several months to share what is known
about the aging process and important considerations and priorities for improving QOL for
the elderly and their caregivers. To promote adoption of the roadmap, research priorities were
determined by the widest possible consensus among key stakeholders spanning the spectrum
from policymakers to the elderly, product producers, and retailers. In the case of the Depart-
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ment of Homeland Security roadmap for cybersecurity research, the whole initial roadmap-
ping process took 15 months to complete. The resulting roadmap was then ofhicially launched
and implemented throughout the organization. Subject matter experts participated in regional
multiday workshops in person as well as in virtual workshops to discuss each of the 11 topics.
All participants were also engaged in a structured and iterative process to review and revise
their opinions in each topic area and for the whole research roadmap.

For the Army, our suggestion to involve relevant and interested organizations in road-
mapping—from defining key terms, objectives, and metrics to identifying critical research
issues and processes, milestones, and a timeline to execute the research roadmap—contributes
toward success in implementing the roadmap. Roadmapping research, as well as research on
organizational change, consistently underscores that a sense of ownership and buy-in is key
for successful implementation of change (Beer and Eisenstat, 1996; Fernandez and Rainey,
2006; Pierce, Kostova, Dirks, 2001). Without it, key players in the process have no reason
to invest their energy and resources to develop or implement a research roadmap. The lead
organization(s) and facilitator(s) must be skilled at motivating participants to engage in the
roadmapping process. They must be skilled at inspiring participants to cooperate, build trust,
and find agreement even when views may differ.

Beyond developing and implementing a research roadmap, the roadmapping experience
can foster a more collaborative community of interest in QOL research and its application.
Army organizations should go beyond doing research within the confines of bureaucratic
stovepipes and be more interactive with each other and sensitive to the research needs of other
potential users. Through the roadmapping experience, members in this community of interest
may become more willing and able to work with each other, leverage resources, share knowl-
edge, and jointly develop more comprehensive understandings of soldier and family QOL
needs and appropriate Army responses to them, and be more deliberate in soliciting input from
the users and disseminating research to them. This side benefit of roadmapping can have far-
reaching and long-term positive consequences for the Army.

With all this said, we believe the Army should not seek a ready-made QOL research road-
map. The Army can, and should, take the small but important steps toward developing a stra-
tegically aligned QOL research roadmap. External entities can help facilitate the development
process, but participation and buy-in from various Army organizations with interest in soldier
and family QOL is critical. While the mandate for a research roadmap comes from the top
Army leadership, building and implementing one requires bottom-up involvement from many
Army organizations to truly meet the Army’s strategic goals, inform Army decisionmaking,
and ultimately benefit soldiers and families.



CHAPTER FIVE
Conclusions and Recommendations

The Army wants policy and programming decisions associated with the provision of support
programs to soldiers and families to be informed by information and analysis. It is a means to
the end of providing the right support services to soldiers and families and to ensure that Army
resources are wisely spent. These twin objectives are important motivations for this study. In
addition, the Army wants to know how soldier and family QOL is linked to its strategic goals
in recruiting, retention, and readiness, and it wants a strategically aligned Army QOL research
roadmap to guide an agenda of research to accomplish these objectives and strategic goals.

Answers to Our Initial Questions

Through discussions with key QOL policy and program officials in the Army and OSD, as
well as input from experts outside the Army and review of previous research, we found answers
to the six major user-related research questions shown in Chapter One. We also highlight
information obtained from both sources (interview, literature review) as applicable below.

How do users define QOL or apply it in their work? Overall, the absence of a single
clearly articulated and official definition for QOL can impede determination of what research
is needed to answer the Army’s questions about soldier and family QOL. The general view is
that QOL is broad in scope, encompassing virtually every aspect of a person’s life, and that a
multitude of stress factors can affect QOL. Although general agreement is present, clear articu-
lation is lacking not only among users but also within the literature. Assessing the relationship
between QOL and strategic outcomes is thus complicated by a lack of precision surrounding
the definition and measurement of QOL from both user and literature perspectives, though
evidence is available suggesting a nuanced approach is necessary.

How do research users assess the needs of soldiers and families? Perceptions of QOL
and satisfaction with QOL are ultimately at the individual level. This can complicate assess-
ments of overall QOL needs of soldiers and families, as well as evaluation of the effectiveness
of support programs, by research users, who typically approach the problem from a program-
based perspective.

How do users use research, what research do they find useful, and what are the
challenges to using research? We also found that Army and OSD policy officials desire to
use research to inform their work. The downside, though, is that relatively little research that
the Army produces, and of which users were aware, was deemed useful or high quality. More
fundamentally, Army and OSD research users cited the lack of time and capacity to identify,
acquire, and digest research as important hindrances to their use of research. Feedback from
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these research users underscored that not only should research be of high quality in the aca-
demic sense, it must also be available, accessible, and clearly presented to influence decision-
making. When policy and program officials do not know what relevant research is available
or have no time or means to digest it, they are compelled to rely on their own knowledge,
intuition, past experience, anecdotal evidence, or a commander’s intuition to inform their
decisionmaking. Although literature that relates to the questions our policy users face is avail-
able, it often highlights the complexities of the QOL domain rather than providing easy or
program-specific answers.

What do users think will improve strategic development and use of research to pro-
mote QOL for soldiers and families? The Army and OSD research users also have a fairly
clear notion of the research they need for their work. They called for more research that assesses
the QOL needs of soldiers and families and evaluates the effectiveness of support programs to
meet soldier and family QOL needs—two areas the current literature also suggests are lacking.
These research users also want research to help them to distinguish needs from wants, gauge
emerging QOL needs, and assess the needs of subgroups such as teenagers and soldiers and
families overseas.

Again, having good research is necessary but not sufficient. We heard from research users
that they want faster dissemination of research results to better support their decision time-
lines, have results placed more clearly in context, and be more accessible in their presentation.
Roadmapping is one technique that we investigated to help align research better overall with
the needs of these research users.

We found that the practice of roadmapping would likely benefit the Army as it attempts
to match research with its strategic goals. The Army itself is best positioned to construct such
a roadmap, in an iterative process, because it would require substantial work across multiple
organizational boundaries and a collaborative effort to construct one that achieves buy-in. It
would also require a mandate and accompanying resources for execution.

With that said, our conclusions and recommendations speak to the larger questions
of how the Army can improve management and application of QOL research, and increase
understanding of QOL linkages to the Army’s strategic goals of recruiting, retention, and read-
iness. The order of our conclusions does not imply any sequence or hierarchy of importance,
although some of our recommendations serve best as foundations for others. Each is important
on its own merit, and we intended them collectively to inform Army thinking toward achiev-
ing the twin objectives of this study: to have evidence-based decisionmaking and to know that
resources are wisely spent to deliver effective support programs to soldiers and families.

What We Conclude

Analysis of the data collected led us to four major conclusions. They focus on the important
issues in using research to develop a research agenda or roadmap to improve the Army’s abil-
ity to gauge the QOL needs of soldiers and families, to know it is meeting those needs, and to
understand if and how QOL links to the Army’s strategic goals.

Some Prerequisites for a Rigorous Roadmapping Exercise Are Missing
As was stated in the preceding chapter, developing a formal research roadmap has certain
requirements, and they are largely missing in the Army. Setting the research agenda begins
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with an explicit agreement on definitions of the key terms. There are no such agreements at
present in this discussion on QOL for soldiers and families and strategic goals for the Army.
While organizations involved in QOL may use the same terms, it is not clear they are talking
about the same things. A process that proactively engages them to define the key terms explic-
itly is a first step in developing a research agenda. Also, a thorough understanding of the cur-
rent state of the art and established findings is essential to determining what should be in the
research agenda relative to Army objectives. At present, there is a wealth of information, but an
explicit articulation of the cumulative knowledge available is absent.

Also, major organizations with policy, program, or research responsibility for QOL
should be actively involved in roadmapping, and one organization or consortium has to pro-
vide leadership. Engaging these organizations to define the key terms, establish the knowledge
base, and articulate research objectives will increase their sense of ownership in the resulting
research roadmap. Even the most well-thought-out research roadmap will achieve nothing
without the major QOL organizations supporting it, integrating it into their plans, and com-
mitting resources to its implementation. An Army organization (or consortium) should lead
the roadmapping process with a clear mandate and resources from senior Army leadership. At
present, there is no such mandate and resource provision.

We do not have a definitive suggestion regarding oversight and responsibility for improve-
ment of Army QOL knowledge management, although ultimately some champion is necessary
for any such endeavor. The idea of a single Army clearinghouse for all QOL research appealed
to some of our interlocutors, while others worried that it would create new bureaucratic hurdles
and fiefdoms in an already complex and burdensome organizational environment. It is beyond
the scope of this study to determine who should lead this knowledge management effort,
whether a zew organization is needed, and whether processes should occur inside or outside
the Army to effectively and efficiently improve the use of research by Army officials. That said,
ideally we believe senior Army leadership should initiate and support a high-level discussion
among the major Army offices involved in producing and using QOL research to determine a
strategy and approach to more systematically manage knowledge for research users to develop
and implement policies and programs to meet soldier and family QOL needs and achieve the
Army’s strategic goals in recruiting, retention, and readiness.

Domain-Specific Research Remains Central to Developing Solutions and Assessing Their
Effectiveness

Domain-specific research remains central to developing solutions and assessing their effective-
ness, even for interconnected problems, as relationships within domains themselves are com-
plex and specific domain-relevant information is pertinent. For example, even if lack of child-
care is a source of marital friction, parents want childcare solutions that offer a safe and positive
environment to their children, and the latter is what childcare research and best practices tend
to focus on (rather than marital friction). That domain-specific knowledge in childcare is nec-
essary because it helps Army officials to develop solutions and evaluate outcomes. Similarly,
financial problems may undermine the sense of personal well-being and stress relationships.
A soldier has to learn to avoid debt and invest for the future through interventions such as
personal financial training to address the core problem itself, though other services such as
relationship counseling may ultimately be needed. Domain-specific research offers in-depth
understanding of the complexities of problems within a domain and offers best practices to
respond to issues and measure the effectiveness of mitigators. This domain-specific research,
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e.g., in personal well-being, financial well-being, and marital and social relations, is critical to
help the Army to understand existing and emerging problems for soldiers and families in each
domain and across them.

Also, domain-specific knowledge and its integrative use will inform the Army’s devel-
opment of solutions (in the form of support programs and services) and evaluate their effec-
tiveness (how well they help beneficiaries solve their problems). In the Army’s current effort
to develop a Health Promotion and Risk Reduction portfolio for evaluation, for example,
domain-specific research is used in an integrative fashion for holistic understanding of the
complex mix of soldier and family QOL issues and to assess whether existing support programs
are sufficient, appropriate, and effective in helping soldiers and families meet their needs. We
believe this is the correct approach. Participating organizations can also use insights and expe-
rience from this effort to benefit the definition of key terms and establish the knowledge base
as the Army works to develop a QOL research roadmap.

Assessing QOL Needs Requires a Big-Picture Understanding of Stressors Within and Across
Multiple Domains in Life

QOL is a cumulative or holistic expression of wellness in one’s life. It encompasses wellness
within and across multiple domains: physical and psychological health; emotional and social
connectedness to family, friends, and community; freedom from financial and legal worries;
a comfortable, safe, and secure place of residence; etc. Stress in any one domain can spill over
and negatively affect wellness in others. For example, financial debts can negatively affect the
ability to pay for comfortable, safe, and secure housing and thus foment marital conflict. Sol-
diers and families can also experience stress associated with frequent moves, deployments, and
other demands peculiar to military life.

These complex linkages across domains (as illustrated in Figure 5.1) and how deployment
and other features of military life interact with these domains and affect QOL underscore the
need for a big-picture understanding of their effect on QOL for soldiers and families. This
means understanding not just how life domains are linked or interact with each other, but also
how they do so in the context of life in the military.

Recent RAND research highlighted these complex linkages across domains and expli-
cated implications for the Army’s provision of support services (see, e.g., Miller et al., 2011).
Although QOL at the individual level can differ significantly due to variations in individual
circumstances and coping resources, in the aggregate for more than 500,000 soldiers and
family members there will be demand for information, advocacy, assistance, training, and
other forms of support services. Thus, research that improves a big-picture perspective of the
stressors and their relative urgency for soldiers and families within and across life domains can
help the Army more comprehensively gauge associated soldier and family QOL needs and stra-
tegically plan and implement prevention and mitigation responses.

Current Needs Assessments Are Not Broad Enough

The desire for more research to assess soldier and family needs came through loud and clear
in the feedback from the policy and program ofhicials we met. Current needs assessments that
utilize such proxy indicators as soldier and family demographics data, customer satisfaction
ratings, and data from surveys that are not specifically designed (or are poorly designed) to
assess soldier and family QOL needs do not provide the rigorous evidence-based research that
policy and program officials must have to inform planning and budgeting decisions. A needs
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Figure 5.1
A Sense of Wellness Across Multiple Interconnected Domains in Life Affects QOL
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assessment that tries to understand what support services are needed from the beneficiary’s
perspective will offer insight into potential redundancies and gaps in what is currently offered
by the Army and OSD. Whether it is information, instruction, advocacy, assistance, or other
forms of support services, knowing the QOL needs of soldiers and families is an essential first
step toward helping them individually and collectively mitigate stress and attain a high level of
well-being in their lives.

Research such as that by Miller et al. (2011) offers one approach for a broad assessment
of soldier and family QOL needs. By separating problems from needs, it calls attention to
domains and types of actions to respond to needs that go beyond the confines of existing sup-
port program boundaries. It provides nine broad problem categories (soldier well-being, spouse
well-being, child well-being, health care, marriage, legal and financial matters, work-life bal-
ance, household management, and military rules and culture) and seeks to understand from the
soldier and family perspective what is needed to sustain or restore wellness in each. Needs, too,
are placed in broad categories rather than in terms of existing support programs and services.
They include general information, specific information, an advocate, advice or education, pro-
fessional counseling, emotional or social support, and activities. Using a conceptual construct
like this in a survey of soldiers and families could help elucidate the kinds of assistance soldiers
and families need in each problem category that can be aligned with existing support programs
and services to determine redundancies, gaps, and priorities for action.

In the end, any effort to improve the use of research by Army organizations with respon-
sibility for QOL policy and programs will add rigor to decisionmaking. Proceeding in an
unorganized fashion, however, would remain far from optimal with respect to knowledge cre-
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ation, sharing, and application across the Army for overall effectiveness and efficiency of QOL
support programs.

What We Recommend

We offer six recommendations for consideration by the Army. Our recommendations focus
on actions that we believe are essential for the Army to improve the use of research to meet
its objective of supporting soldier and family QOL needs. The first two are foundations upon
which subsequent steps rest.

We expect that long-term and lasting improvements, including the creation and imple-
mentation of a strategically aligned Army QOL research roadmap, will require deliberate
planning, time, resources, and sustained commitment from the senior Army leadership and
relevant QOL organizations. Developing and implementing a research roadmap will be an
iterative process. New data, analysis, policy priorities, and other factors might demand adjust-
ments to the research roadmap. A good research roadmap is never static. Whether as a result
of modifying core assumptions behind it or adjusting timelines and metrics, a roadmap is a
living entity that has to be responsive to changes in the environment it exists in to help its users
get to where they want to go. Just as a driver may need a roadmap to identify alternative paths
when unexpected barriers occur (vehicle traffic, road blocks, inclement weather) or risk delay
or never reaching the destination, so too should policymakers use a research roadmap to find
alternative routes to their goal.

While our analysis suggests that some critical prerequisites for roadmapping are miss-
ing, we believe there are immediate and near-term actions the Army can take to make better
use of information and analysis currently available and promote networking and informa-
tion sharing among users of research across the Army. If sustained, these first steps will build
the path toward systemwide improvement in knowledge management, including the develop-
ment and implementation of a QOL research roadmap. Figure 5.2 illustrates a set of steps the
Army might take to improve knowledge management. The steps, though presented in a linear
fashion, are individually and collectively iterative in practice to continuously improve Army
QOL soldier and family research knowledge management. Terms (lexicon) and metrics might
require revision over time. Literature reviews to establish the knowledge base, too, must be
regularly updated. Likewise, holistic assessment of needs and other steps must be revisited on
a regular basis for up-to-date and relevant information and analysis. This proactive, iterative
approach to knowledge management ensures alignment of research with user needs and Army
objectives over time.

Some of the research activities undertaken for this study are in fact consistent with the
steps in Figure 5.2 and serve to set the Army on the path. We defined our scope (what is QOL)
and set rough boundaries around it. We performed a focused, high-level literature review. Our
discussion with policy and program officials about their research needs and how well they are
met by current research could be regarded as a preparatory step in socializing culture to align
research. In executing the steps in Figure 5.2, we propose that the Army conduct the following
activities in sequence, building on information and analysis produced in each step to advance
the next. In addition, feedback loops should be incorporated as appropriate.
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Figure 5.2
Steps for Army QOL Soldier and Family Research Knowledge Management
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Develop an Agreed-Upon Lexicon, Outcomes, and Metrics

The Army must first identify, within and across domains, the key terms and outcomes of inter-
est (including intermediate outcomes that mediate the path to the Army’s strategic goals) and
develop explicit definitions for them. The major Army offices involved in QOL research, policy,
and programs should either participate in this effort or be thoroughly consulted to ensure their
agreement with the key terms, outcomes, and their definitions. These items—and the metrics
to assess them—will provide a foundation for more systematic management of knowledge and
its use to inform decisionmaking.

Objective metrics for outcomes like recruiting and retention are not too difficult to iden-
tify. Retention and recruiting rates are two options. However, separating the effects of financial
incentives and other factors from QOL in their linkages to these outcomes will require addi-
tional research. In some cases, there is no commonly accepted definition of some individual
perceptions that influence individual decisions such as retention or recruitment. Nevertheless,
more general research on QOL, retention, and recruiting, as well as the Army-specific litera-
ture, have identified many perceptual and proximal factors that can influence individual deci-
sionmaking. They include job satisfaction, commitment, taste for the Army, and perception
of Army support for the family. This extant work may help the Army to develop the needed
lexicon, outcomes, and metrics. As for the Army’s strategic goal of readiness, the Army can
build on existing definitions of readiness that include individual and unit readiness to reach an
explicit and broadly accepted definition and define metrics for it.

Among the key terms the Army should clearly define is QOL: the domains (and stress-
ors) it covers, what QOL means in each domain, whether stress or well-being perceptions are
the most appropriate focus, and metrics to measure QOL. Examination of what QOL means
in the civilian world could be useful. For example, if the Army were to incorporate metrics
that are applied broadly in the civilian context, it can benchmark against the civilian world to
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gauge any difference between QOL in the Army and in the civilian world and whether any
difference (better or worse) has a practical effect and warrants attention. Many interlocutors
opined that Army life should be on par with civilian life and that the Army should alleviate
negative effects of military-specific stressors such as deployment and PCS moves. If QOL is
lower for soldiers and families, effective remedies may be lacking or soldiers and families may
not be using what is available. Such research findings have long-term benefit for the Army in
program resource allocation and execution, and potentially address the sticky issue of separat-
ing wants from needs.

An essential benefit of having a common, well-defined set of metrics is that it will prepare
the Army for research to disentangle change influenced by policy decisions from change influ-
enced by new metrics. Moreover, the Army would be in a better position to conduct a compre-
hensive literature review, inclusive of a holistic perspective as well as domain perspectives, to
facilitate development of a research agenda.

Focus Research on Individual Domains to Build the Big Picture

Although QOL encompasses multiple domains, we recommend research to focus on indi-
vidual domains such as childcare, marital relationships, and financial literacy, rather than an
amalgamated approach to QOL. Extant literature on QOL is considerable and generally falls
within domains, such as child development, financial literacy, and soldier resilience in the
face of deployment. As pointed out in earlier discussion, the complexities and richness in each
domain will give the Army the insights necessary to achieve an in-depth understanding of
stressors, problems, and needs, develop appropriate responses, gauge their effectiveness, and
articulate new research needs. These considerations speak to the need for a comprehensive and
systematic literature review, both within and between domains, to inform policy and program
decisionmaking,

Using domain research as the foundation, the Army can then develop a big-picture view of
QOL. Such a view would be sensitive to relationships between stressors, problems, needs, and
effective solutions within and across domains. Simultaneous consideration of multiple domains
should also benefit coordinated responses across organizations and programs. Domains that
are identified as having the greatest impact on QOL could be targeted for priority intervention.

In addition, taking into account what we learned in this study, we counsel the Army to
also bear in mind two considerations in domain research: Army-specificity and research cur-
rency. Both have important implications for QOL knowledge management and application of
that knowledge.

For the first, the Army should ask whether it truly needs Army-specific research or
whether research questions may also apply to other service members and families or civilians.
If Army-specificity is not required, there may be relevant program efficacy evidence and other
insights in the broader military and civilian literature. Whether it is civilian, broader military,
or Army-specific, any research the Army elects to use or fund must display methodological
rigor. OSD-sponsored research at Pennsylvania State University to evaluate program effective-
ness and the Army HPRR portfolio and evaluation are two examples we found that explic-
itly push for methodological rigor and a comprehensive and systematic use of evidence-based
domain research to more strategically assess the impact of support programs on QOL in the
Army.

On the matter of research currency, relevance is again the core issue. For program evalu-
ation at least, past research should not be a problem unless significant changes have been made
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to the program itself since the original evaluation. Moreover, some desired effects of the Army’s
menu of quality of life programs take time to manifest and require longitudinal research to
substantiate, and longitudinal research is not quick-turn. Program satisfaction ratings may be
a useful variable to monitor over time as a leading indicator of other issues. For example, when
satisfaction plummets even as a program stays the same, research might point to the presence
of new needs (and expectations) or competition from alternative providers.

Conduct Comprehensive Needs Assessment

Having both domain research and a big picture perspective should prepare the Army for the
next task: regular comprehensive needs assessments. Comprehensive needs assessments shift
the focus from program-centric evaluations to the aggregated perceptions of individual sol-
diers and families. This flows from consideration of QOL as an interrelated amalgamation of
stressors and responses. Soldiers and families do not cope with problems in a domain in terms
of Army programs. Instead, they approach them in terms of a related constellation of issues
and accordingly seek resources to deal with them. Soldiers may approach dealing with their
needs by obtaining information on relevant resources to address one or more stressors in their
lives. They are seeking a solution, e.g., marital counseling, rather than a program, e.g., Strong
Bonds. In addition, their choice of resources to use, and the search for additional or alterna-
tive resources, may be affected by a multitude of factors that may include cost, time, peer
influence, and personal preferences. This beneficiary perspective, as illustrated in Figure 2.1,
has important implications for how the Army should view QOL for soldiers and families and
its actions to address it. QOL program (supply) design, conduct, marketing, and evaluation
have to be complemented by comprehensive needs assessments to understand what soldiers
and families need (demand). Comprehensive needs assessment can be especially helpful when
stressors occur in multiple domains for the Army to gauge whether there are mechanisms, e.g.,
system navigators and client advocates, to help soldiers and families to obtain the right mix of
resources.

Improve Knowledge Management to Expand Research Use and Identify Important Areas
for New Research

Improving access to and use of existing information and analysis by Army officials is the first
step toward more research-driven decisionmaking. In the near term, it would increase aware-
ness and promote use of extant research by Army officials. In the long term, awareness of the
existing knowledge base and questions that research users want answered will aid Army QOL
research planning: deliberate, systematic, and supported management of knowledge about
Army QOL will help the Army to determine in a methodical way what research is available,
how well it answers questions about soldier and family QOL needs, and what are effective
responses to soldier and family QOL needs.

Over time, cumulative domain research expertise among Army QOL researchers and
policy and program officials will empower them to discern the relative impact of different
domains on soldier and family QOL and even the Army’s strategic goals. Such insight would
help the Army identify and fill critical knowledge gaps and target research to inform actions
that may have the greatest impact on soldier and family QOL and the Army’s strategic goals.

Some resources are needed to improve knowledge management. Considering what we
learned from interlocutors, additional personnel might be needed to customize the format of
information and analysis to make them more readily accessible. Alternatively, it may be neces-
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sary to increase personnel to relieve workload in relevant policy offices so that policy and pro-
gram officials can take more time to find and digest relevant research and to engage in processes
prescribed in this study to define lexicon, outcomes, and metrics, establish the knowledge base,
conduct comprehensive needs assessments, and ultimately develop and implement a research
roadmap. And, of course, resources are needed to pay for improvement in current information
and analysis activities and new ones. Increasing personnel and other resource outlays may seem
counter to the Army’s desire to reduce expenditure. However, if the Army is truly interested in
having research-driven QOL programs and aligning QOL research with Army objectives in
soldier and family QOL and strategic Army goals, these expenditures should be viewed as an
investment to attain near- and long-term benefits for the Army.

Make Army QOL Research Roadmapping a Socialization and Knowledge-Sharing Process
Research roadmapping will deal with some of the issues identified in this study, but not all
of them. For example, research roadmaps guide research but are not themselves research and
hence do not empirically quantify linkages between QOL and Army strategic goals. Roadmaps
also cannot overcome issues in working with human subjects, the timeliness of study results,
or the availability of data. These are logistical matters that those involved in roadmapping
must account for in the roadmap through timelines and milestones. Roadmapping is a process
through which the Army can focus its resources to address major knowledge gaps and improve
information and analysis to inform QOL policy and program decisionmaking,.

We believe that the process of roadmapping is as important as its result. Roadmapping
as a process engages participants in a structured and explicit articulation of viewpoints and
interests and integrates them to produce an agenda of actions and a plan with a timeline,
milestones, and metrics to monitor implementation and progress. In the case of the Army,
roadmapping would bring major Army offices involved in producing and using QOL research
closer as a community of interest and motivate them to work more collaboratively in research,
policy development, and program planning and execution.

At present, while individual Army offices might know of others’ existence, they do not
always or systematically work collaboratively as a single community or proactively share knowl-
edge. Research users we met did not perceive information and analysis supplied by research
producers as helpful. The latter complained about constraints they face in data collection,
analysis, and dissemination but also acknowledged that their research does not always reach
users in a timely fashion, appear in an accessible format, or even answer their questions. If this
disconnect is true and pervasive across the Army, roadmapping may be one way to structure
dialogue and improve coordination among Army QOL organizations. Their interactions and
the iterative process of roadmapping will encourage a sense of community, knowledge shar-
ing, and a more conscious awareness that their work and organization are parts of a larger and
complex web, and that together they will articulate a strategic view on the purpose and direc-

tion of Army QOL research.

Target Research in Areas Where the Army Can Make a Difference

Helping the Army to know where it should invest its resources in research is a core component
of this study. Based on feedback from our interlocutors and literature review, the Army’s basic
conceptual model links Army family policies, programs, and services to stressors and their
effect on QOL for soldiers and families and, in turn, to recruiting, retention, and readiness.
However, reality is far more complicated, as is evident in the literature. Specifically, the Army
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has had difficulty explicitly tying various QOL issues directly to strategic outcomes. The path
found is typically one mediated by perceptions, satisfactions, and other variables.

Stressors can come in many forms: money problems, childcare needs, marital discord,
health problems, and events unique to military life like PCS moves and deployments. Soldiers
and families appraise the nature of the problem (i.e., stressor) they face and determine what
they need to deal with it. When problems are perceived as related to Army service—as under-
scored by the Army officials we spoke with—soldiers and families have an added expectation
that the Army will help out. In this regard, the Army acknowledges its obligation in the Army
Family Covenant, a statement of Army commitment to ensure QOL for soldiers and families.

We recommend that the Army focus on garnering knowledge that will best help inform
areas that it has clear control over and potential to effect change. These “interventions,” as we
call policy, programs, and services in Figure 5.3, should aim to mitigate stressors and meet
soldier and family QOL needs. By comparison, the Army has relatively limited control over
whether soldiers and families take advantage of the policy remedies offered or use the programs
and services provided. The Army also has limited control over soldier and family QOL expec-
tations, although it can use marketing and other kinds of education and outreach to manage
expectations. Finally, the Army should develop and implement research-driven standard best
practices in its interventions. Since personal preferences and situations can significantly vary
and affect personal sense of QOL in complex ways, the Army cannot realistically control QOL
at the individual level for every soldier and family.

As for linkages between QOL and the Army’s strategic goals, recruiting, retention, and
readiness are affected by many perceptual processes at the individual level and are at a psycho-
logical and temporal distance from Army QOL policies, programs, and services. Research to
date reflects this distance and the indirect nature of the linkage. Considering practical policy
and programmatic priorities to use resources wisely to meet soldier and family QOL needs,
focusing knowledge management to support comprehensive needs assessment and program
evaluation should take precedence. Nevertheless, by taking the big-picture view of both spe-
cific domains and the larger network of stress-response relationships that is Army QOL, the
Army may more clearly see (and prioritize) those relationships with the largest effect on these
strategic goals.

Figure 5.3
Areas for Army Research Investment
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Overall, the Army is further along the road to a roadmap (or a research agenda) than
the initial problem statement might suggest. There are steps it can take to move forward, and
a more systemic approach that minimizes stovepipes and increases efficiency is within reach.
Whether it is roadmapping or other processes to improve Army QOL knowledge manage-
ment, the process is valuable in and of itself.
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List of Organizations Interviewed

Boys and Girls Club of America
National Association of Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies (NACCRRA)
National Military Family Association (NMFA)

Pennsylvania State University, Agriculture and Extension Education

RAND

U.S.
U.S.

U.S.

U.S.

U.S

U.S.

Army, Army Community Service

Army, Installation Management Command (IMCOM), Morale, Welfare and Recreation
(MWR)

Army, Madigan Army Medical Center, Child, Adolescent and Family Behavioral Health
Proponency

Army, Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Manpower and Reserve Affairs
(ASA M&RA)

. Army, Office of the Chief of Chaplains (OCCH)
U.S.
U.S.

Department of Defense Education Activity (DoDEA)

Department of Defense, Office of the Secretary of Defense for Military Community and
Family Policy (OSD MC&FP)

Department of Defense, Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and
Readiness

University of Arizona, Norton School of Family and Consumer Sciences, Family and Con-

sumer Sciences Cooperative Extension
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APPENDIX B

Protocol for Semi-Structured Discussions with Army and
OSD Officials

Background Questions

1.

Could you please describe the roles and responsibilities of your office in supporting the
Army’s effort to provide quality of life (QOL) programs and services to soldiers and
families?

Can you tell us a bit about your background and education? We're interested in getting
a sense of how you approach research generally for your work—are you coming from a
particular academic framework or methodological orientation, what particular experi-
ences you would consider most key to shaping your approach, etc.?

What decisions and processes is your office involved with respect to providing QOL
programs and services to soldiers and families?

What is your target population?

How do you detect new issues or problems among your population (that you could help

address)?

Basic Definitions, Operational Definitions (metrics)

1.

How do you define and measure “quality of life”? What general topic areas do you think
are covered?

a.  What is not covered?

b. How do you assess QOL? How changeable is it? How often do you measure it?

c.  What programs do you have that are intended to affect QOL?

What are the key metrics or indicators for each of your topic areas?

The Army is interested in the bottom-line strategic implications of quality of life, i.e.,
“resilience,” retention, job performance. However, those are pretty far downstream in
terms of cause and effect from services provided. What do you see as some more imme-
diate or proxy indicators? We're particularly interested in ones that are most pertinent
to the mission and goals of your organization.

How do you define research?
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Research Usage

=

What kind of data or research does your office use to inform your work?

What have you used—data sets, particular pieces of research—that you have found
most helpful for your work and why? What qualities and characteristics made it par-
ticularly helpful?

Tell us about the qualities of the least helpful research you have encountered. What
qualities and characteristics made it particularly #nhelpful?

Overall, how well do existing data sets or research support your work? What are exam-
ples that are most helpful and least helpful? What characteristics make them most help-
ful to you, including content and presentation formats? And what characteristics make
them least useful to you?

What kind of research on soldier and family QOL research would you like to see
to better support your work? Could you describe for us some main features of such
research, e.g., issues or questions addressed, frequency at which data is updated, popula-
tion examined or surveyed, etc.?

What major gaps or questions remain to be answered in the area of soldier and family
QOL?

What are the most important and stable conclusions that can be drawn from the QOL
research literature? What studies or research supports these conclusions?

What are your views regarding how the Army can better manage its research portfolio,
e.g., to ensure the most pertinent issues—existing and emerging—are examined, avoid
redundancies, and promote use of the research findings?

Partners at the Table

What DoD or Army offices does your office work or coordinate with in these decisions
and processes?

Who are the major proponents of QOL in the Army? In the DoD? What programs/
organizations are most responsible for managing QOL?



APPENDIX C

Sample Army and OSD Research

Before we talk with you, we’d like to get a sense for some of the pieces of research or data col-
lections that you have found useful in your work. From the list below we’d like you to indicate
with an “X” which ones you've found useful in your job. This is not a comprehensive list, so
there are a few lines at the bottom for you to indicate other research/data you've found helpful
to inform your work.

Have You Used

This To Inform
Research/Data Your Work?

Recurring

Sample Survey of Military Personnel (SSMP)

Survey of Army Families (SAF)

Army Community Service (ACS) Needs Assessment

IMCOM Customer Management Services (CMS): Individuals (ICE)

DoD MWR Customer Satisfaction Index

Status of Forces Survey: Active Duty

Status of Forces Survey: Reserve Component

Survey of Active Duty Spouses

Survey of Reserve Component Spouses

Longitudinal Study of Active Duty Families

Survey of Employer Support of the Guard and Reserve

Redeployment-Unit Risk Inventory (R-URI)

Survey of Health Related Behaviors Among Active Duty Military Personnel

Health Care Survey of DoD Beneficiaries—Adult

Health Care Survey of DoD Beneficiaries—Child

Leisure Needs Survey

Non-Recurring Surveys/Studies

Leisure Market Survey (LMS); FMWRC

Army Family Covenant Survey; FMWRC

QuickCompass Surveys (through DMDC)

Military Family Life Project (OSD)
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Have You Used

This To Inform
Research/Data Your Work?

Family Support Survey (FSS)//Cycles of Deployment Survey (CoD)—NMFA surveys

Understanding Soldier and Family Needs: A New Approach for Assessment (Rostker
and Miller/RAND)

Military Family Research Institute at Purdue University studies

Non-Recurring Compendia/Reviews

Military Family Research Institute 2003 Bibliography

What We Know About Army Families: 2007 Update (Caliber summary of research)

Others You Have Found Useful to Inform Your Work




APPENDIX D

Protocol for Semi-Structured Discussions
with Non-DoD Respondents

1. Could you please describe the types of research you have done on soldier and family
QOL issues?

2. Can you please name the types or titles of research on soldier and family QOL issues
that you think have been most important to improving understanding of soldier and
family needs and the kinds of QOL programs and services that can help them?

3. Could you tell us who are the users of such research (in response to Q1 and Q2) and
how are they used?

4. How do you think such research has contributed to improving understanding of soldier
and family QOL issues? For example, was it the collection of data that provided new
information, or was it analytical methods that imparted new insight into soldier and
family problems and needs or the solutions to them and their costs?

5. As soldier and family problems and needs can change over time, what would you say
are areas that future research on soldier and family QOL issues should pay attention
to? (This may include collection of new data sets, mining existing data, and studying
particular subject matters.)

6. What are your views on how the Army can better manage its research portfolio, e.g., to
ensure the most pertinent issues—existing and emerging—are examined, avoid redun-
dancies, and promote use of the research findings?

57






APPENDIX E
Some Definitions of Research from Federal Regulations

Federal regulations typically separate research into several categories. Applied research focuses
on developing and demonstrating a technology solution. Fundamental or basic research is
long-term research to advance a knowledge area or understanding of a problem.

One federal definition of research and development (R&D) activities appears in the
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-133 Subpart A-General, Section 105.
The same definition is also found in OMB Circular A-110 Subpart A-General, Section 2, and
OMB Circular A-21 Section B.1b.! Research is defined as

A systematic study directed toward fuller scientific knowledge or understanding of the sub-
ject studied. The term research also includes activities involving the training of individu-
als in research techniques where such activities utilize the same facilities as other research
and development activities and where such activities are not included in the instruction
function.

Further, federal definitions separate research into two types: basic and applied. Basic
research is a “systematic study directed toward greater knowledge or understanding of the fun-
damental aspects of phenomena and of observable facts without specific applications towards
processes or products in mind.” By comparison, applied research is a “systematic study to
understand the means to meet a recognized and specific need. It is a systematic expansion and
application of knowledge to develop useful materials, devices, and systems or methods” (DoD,
2010). For DoD, this distinction carries particular significance because DoD funds for these
two types of research are distinct. The former is covered by “6.1” category funds, the latter by
“6.2” category funds. For the Army’s interest in advancing QOL research, recognizing this dis-
tinction can benefit its access to and allocation of research dollars. In 2004, Congress directed
the National Academies of Science (NAS) to examine whether “the programs in the DoD basic
research portfolio are consistent with the DoD definition of basic research and with the char-
acteristics associated with fundamental research.” NAS did not find a significant amount of
6.1 funds for basic research directed toward projects that are typical of applied research funded
under category 6.2 (or category 6.3 for technology development). However, NAS concluded
that this definition for basic research is “not a useful criterion for discriminating between basic
and applied research” because it precludes having “specific applications . . . in mind.” NAS rec-
ommended DoD recognize that while basic research “has the potential for broad, rather than

' Note that research by Fossum et al. (2000) suggests that there are variations in how organizations and people across the

government interpret this definition. Thus, what is considered a research activity in one government agency may not be
similarly viewed in another.
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specific, application . . . [it] may lead to . . . the discovery of new knowledge that may later lead
to more focused advances” (National Academies Press, 2005).

Insight into the definition of research is also found in the literature pertaining to ethi-
cal treatment of human participants in research. Specifically, Title 45 Common Rule Subpart
A 46 states that “/rfesearch means a systematic investigation, including research development,
testing and evaluation, designed to develop or contribute to generalizable knowledge.” Thus,
activities that meet this definition constitute research regardless of whether they are conducted
for or supported under a program (Department of Health and Human Services).

Another definition of research is found in the No Child Left Behind Act of 2011 (Depart-
ment of Education). This act defines research as involving the application of rigorous, system-
atic, and objective procedures to obtain reliable and valid knowledge relevant to education
activities and programs. From this, it is clear that reliability (i.e., results are repeatable across
occasions or observers) and validity (i.e., appropriate and supportable inferences about the data
are drawn) of data—the hallmarks of scientifically based research—are key characteristics of
research within the context of this federal regulation.



APPENDIX F
Major Reference Research Roadmaps

Roadmap for Cybersecurity Research (U.S. Department of Homeland Security, 2009).
The goal of this roadmapping effort is to define a national R&D agenda to enable the United
States to get ahead of adversaries and produce the technologies that will protect U.S. informa-
tion systems and networks into the future:

The intent of this document is to provide detailed research and development agendas for
the future relating to 11 hard problem areas in cybersecurity, for use by agencies of the U.S.
Government and other potential R&D funding sources.!

Given that the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) did 70z commit implementa-
tion resources to this effort, a primary value of this roadmapping effort lies in raising the pro-
file of this threat in an increasingly networked world and in bringing together the research and
policy communities to consider how best to understand this threat and respond to it. Also, it
raised the profile of DHS as a key player in cybersecurity.

National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP) Research and Devel-
opment Roadmap (Applied Technology Council, 2003). The NEHRP Reauthorization Act
of 2004

assigns NIST [National Institute of Standards and Technology] significant [R&D] respon-
sibilities to improve building codes and standards and practices for structures and lifelines.
The central driver is a desire to close the gap between engineering and scientific knowledge
on one hand and practical application on the other. At the request of NIST, the Applied
Technology Council (ATC) developed an R&D roadmap in 2003 (which became opera-
tional in 2007) to address the research-to-implementation gap.

This R&D roadmap assumes direct involvement of NEHRP in funding the research pri-
orities identified. The research priorities are explicitly tied to each of the five program elements
that speak to practical needs in the design and construction industries. For example, “subject
area 2,” to improve seismic design and construction productivity, is associated with “program

1" These areas are (1) scalable trustworthy systems (including system architectures and requisite development methodol-

ogy), (2) enterprise-level metrics (including measures of overall system trustworthiness), (3) system evaluation life cycle
(including approaches for sufficient assurance), (4) combatting insider threats, (5) combatting malware and botnets,
(6) global-scale identity management, (7) survivability of time-critical systems, (8) situational understanding and attack
attribution, (9) provenance (relating to information, systems, and hardware), (10) privacy-aware security, and (11) usable
security.
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element 3,” to support development of technical resources (guidelines and manuals) to improve
seismic engineering practices and also with “program element 4,” to make evaluated technolo-
gies available to practicing professionals in the design and construction industries.

Arup Roadmap 2010 (Fernandes, Ralph, and Voukalis, 2010). Arup is a global design,
planning, and engineering consultant group. It developed a roadmap to identify knowledge
gaps and actions required to maximize business potential. This roadmap serves as a “strategic
research plan . . . to develop and articulate a corporate research strategy.” The research priori-
ties identified are to meet short- and long-term business objectives. Research priorities are set
against a timeline that stretches from the short term (ending in 2012, or two years out) to the
medium term (ending in 2019, nine years out) and the long term (ending in 2039, 29 years
out), and short- and long-term business objectives are aligned against these research priorities.
The roadmap’s framework also seeks to identify drivers (e.g., regulations, demand, supply) in
each of the three time phases, and it spells out key research elements (e.g., water management,
waste heat generation, recycling) in each phase. Arup uses the research roadmap to guide allo-
cation of its internal and external collaborative research funding.

European Council-Funded Aging Research Roadmap (University of Shefhield Media
Centre, 2011; see also Oasis Project, 2012). The objective is to identify the main priorities for
research on aging “with the aim of creating a better old age for Europe’s aging population.”
The European Commission funded this research as part of its 7th Framework Programme for
research and technological development. There was no explicit definition for QOL other than
recognition of issues within the domain of elder care. Research priorities identified include
understanding the relationship between income and health status, support for working family
caretakers, planning for accessible housing and public transportation, and development of age-
specific medical and pharmaceutical products. The University of Shefhield coordinated devel-
opment of this research roadmap.

National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) Roadmap for
Research on Asbestos Fibers and Other Elongated Mineral Particles (National Research
Council, 2009). This roadmap was released for public comment in February 2007 and sub-
mitted for a review by a panel of experts organized by the National Research Council (NRC).
The research program outlined in this roadmap reflects the interagency and interdisciplinary
nature of the research questions because NIOSH is not the only agency involved in asbestos
research. NRC’s recommendations spoke to some fundamental weaknesses in the NIOSH
research roadmap. NRC recommended that the roadmap have (1) an overarching vision, (2) a
rationale for a research roadmap that emphasizes public and occupational health, (3) explicitly
articulated research goals, and (4) a research framework that contains a systematic plan for
conducting the research.
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