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Project Overview

• Study Purpose: To investigate the efficacy and impact of changes to the FLPB 
policy for SOF operators on individual proficiency and organizational capability. 

• Skill-based pay (SBP) programs typically vary on three main dimensions:
• Eligibility criteria: requirements to be eligible
• Verification process: formal verification with an exam or assessment
• Payout type and amount: bonus or permanent change in base pay

• SOF FLPB study focuses on two policy changes (interventions):
• Lowering eligibility criteria for FLPB payment from ILR 2/2 to ILR 1/1
• Use of an OPI score as an explicitly accepted verification test for FLPB 

payment
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Summary of DoD FLPB Policy (Time of Study; DoD, 2013)

DoD, 2013
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Timing of Eligibility and Verification Changes for SOF
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Army Policy Timeline (1998-2011)
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Army Policy Timeline (2012-2015)
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Study 1: 
Individual Level Results for SF
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Archival Analyses (2007-2015) 
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Study 1: Methods

• We restricted the sample to individuals with test scores both pre- and post-intervention
• 1 JUN 07 – 31 MAR 15

• Used Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM; multilevel modeling)
• Piecewise methodology was used to compare the results pre- and post-intervention

• Focused on 5 criteria: 
• Listening proficiency levels over time
• Reading proficiency levels over time
• Speaking proficiency levels over time
• Qualifying for FLPB over time
• Level of FLPB over time
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SF Summary for Piecewise Individual Change Models
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SF: Change in Listening Proficiency Pre-/Post-Intervention
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SF: Change in Reading Proficiency Pre-/Post-Intervention
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SF: Change in Speaking Proficiency Pre-/Post-Intervention
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SF: Change in Log-Odds of FLPB Qualifying
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SF: Change in FLPB Qualifying Level Pre-/Post-Intervention
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Study 1: SF Summary

• In general, pre-intervention, there was a decrease over time in proficiency and 
FLPB qualifying

• Post-intervention, individuals who tested on multiple occasions tended to:
• Improve their proficiency
• Increase the odds of FLPB qualification
• Increase qualifying levels over time

• For most outcome variables, there were significant individual differences in rates 
of linear change pre- & post-intervention

• Across outcome variables, average rates of change were significantly more positive 
post-intervention
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Study 1: SF Summary (continued)

• Individual differences pre-intervention:
• Higher cognitive ability tended to be associated with less positive trends in 

listening, reading, & odds of FLPB qualifying
• Greater language difficulty had a significant negative relationship with listening, 

reading, odds of FLPB qualifying, & qualifying level

• Individual differences post-intervention:
• Greater language difficulty had a positive relationship with listening, but negative 

with reading
• Greater language difficulty had a positive relationship with odds of FLPB 

qualifying & qualifying level

• Language difficulty had no association with rates of change in speaking pre- or post-
intervention
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Study 2: 
Group Level Results for SF

21



© ALPS Insights, 2018

Archival Analyses (1998-2015) 
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Study 2: Methods

• Captured as much testing data as possible from 1998 - March 2015

• Employed several types of time series analysis, before deciding on regression discontinuity 
time series analysis

• We chose bimonthly (every two months) as our interval

• Organized data into 6 organizational criteria:
• Objective 1: Participation in testing (percentage participation per time interval)
• Objective 2: Average age of test scores (days between tests)
• Objective 3: Average Proficiency (per time interval per skill)
• Objective 4: Percentage of test takers at ILR level per time interval
• Objective 5: Percentage “qualified” at each FLPB level per time interval
• Objective 6: Percentage of persons qualifying for money per time interval
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Percentage of Speaking Test Participation for SF
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Percentage of Listening Test Participation for SF
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Percentage of Reading Test Participation for SF
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Average Number of Days between Speaking Tests for SF
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Average Number of Days between Listening Tests for SF
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Average Number of Days between Reading Tests for SF
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Average Speaking Proficiency for SF
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Average Listening Proficiency for SF
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Average Reading Proficiency for SF
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Percentage of Scores at ILR 0+ for SF

Speaking Listening Reading
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Percentage of Scores at ILR 1 for SF

Speaking Listening Reading
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Percentage of Scores at ILR 1+ for SF

Speaking Listening Reading
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Percentage of Scores at ILR 2 for SF

Speaking Listening Reading
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Percentage of Scores at ILR 2+ and higher for SF

Speaking Listening Reading

37



© ALPS Insights, 2018

Percentages of Not Qualified for FLPB in SF

No Minimum Requirements 0/0, 0+/0, 0+/0+, 0+/1
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Percentages of “Qualified” for FLPB by Qualification Level for SF

1/1 1+/1+ 2/2 and Higher
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Percentage of SF “Qualifying” for Money
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Use of OPI at SWCS & FLPB Policy Change

Participation in Speaking Test - SWCS OPI Start Participation in Speaking Test - FLPB Policy Change
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Average Speaking Proficiency 
- SWCS OPI Start

Use of OPI at SWCS & FLPB Policy Change
Average Speaking Proficiency 

- FLPB Policy Change
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Study 3: 
Stakeholder Perspectives
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Methods: Survey Timeline and Response
2016

03/16 03/18 03/20 03/22 03/24 03/26 03/28

Survey Link 
Distributed
Mar 16

Survey 
Officially 
Closed
Mar 28

• 301 respondents clicked on the survey link.
• 206 retained after data cleaning.

• 150 SOF Operators or SOF assigned to another 
duty

• 56 Unit Commanders/Leaders

44
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Survey Participants

1These survey respondents indicated that they were assigned to a deployed 
SO Unit or element (provisional or task force; e.g., JSOTF), JSOC, TSOC, 
USSOCOM or Other and did not answer questions related to a specific job 
code.
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SF Survey Results: Testing Language Capability

Research questions: 

1) How has participation in DLPT/OPI changed over time? 

2)What factors facilitate/interfere with DLPT/OPI?

46



© ALPS Insights, 2018

SF Survey Results: Experiences with Testing (Historical Comparison)

47

Across the studies, more than 80% of 
respondents took the DLPT and 
indicated having a requirement to take 
the DLPT



© ALPS Insights, 2018

SF Survey Results: Experiences with Testing (Historical Comparison)

48

In 2004 & 2009, less than 50% of 
respondents took the OPI. 

In 2016, 88% took the OPI

In 2016, 66% indicated having a 
requirement to take the OPI
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2016 SF Survey Results: Experiences with Testing

49

Nearly all reported most recent 
test within last 5 years

67% score ILR 1/1 or higher on 
DLPT

SF have more experience with 
DLPT than OPI

93% score ILR 1/1 or higher on 
two-skill OPI
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2016 SF Survey Results: Maintenance of DLPT
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2016 SF Survey Results: Maintenance of OPI
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SF Survey Results: Testing Language Capability

Research questions: 

1) How has receipt of FLPB changed over time? 

2)Are FLPB procedures perceived to be fair/motivating?
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SF Survey Results: Experiences with FLPB (Historical Comparison)

53

71% of SF operators indicated they 
currently receive FLPB

Percentage of SF operators currently 
receiving FLPB increased from 14% in 
2009 to 71% in 2016, consistent with 
the policy changes
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2016 SF Survey Results: Experiences with FLPB
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2016 SF Survey Results: Experiences with FLPB

55

Operators indicated the top 3 policy features that make FLPB motivating:
• Allowing the OPI (Verification Process)
• Lowering threshold to 1/1 (Eligibility Criteria)
• Pay for “plus” levels (Payout type and Amount)
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2016 SF Survey Results: Experiences with Incentives

Respondents were moderately satisfied with 
the FLPB program 

53% of respondents reported either receiving 
late payment or no payment



© ALPS Insights, 2018

2016 SF Survey Results: Experiences with FLPB
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Increasing the pay for “plus” levels was the most recommended area for change to FLPB
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Summary & Conclusions
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Summary
• Use of the OPI and lowering FLPB qualifying level to 1/1 were effective policy 

changes for SF overall (Study 1 and 2)

• Switching from OPI to DLPT to qualify for ILR 2/2 pay may be establishing a 
ceiling for speaking proficiency (Study 1 and 2)

• The policy changes were two of the most important motivating features of FLPB 
for operators (Study 3)

• Still perceived misalignment between FLPB amount and effort required
• Language proficiency requires more time & effort compared to some other 

incentive pay (Study 3)

• Delayed FLPB payment or not receiving payment are prevalent issues (Study 3)

• Heavy administrative burden to collect FLPB (Study 3)
59
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