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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Title: Implicit Bias and Implications for U.S. Marine Corps Performance Evaluations and 

Promotion Selection Boards 

 

Author: Major David J. Driscoll, United States Marine Corps 

 

Thesis:  Marine Corps processes for performance evaluation and promotion selection are 

susceptible to the effects of implicit bias.  The Marine Corps must take steps to improve 

awareness of implicit bias, disseminate techniques to prevent its effects, and implement policies 

to prevent implicit biases from affecting decisions and evaluations. 

 

Discussion:  In the last two decades, research surrounding implicit bias has expanded drastically, 

informing current understanding about the effects of implicit bias in policing, the courts, 

healthcare, education, and human resources.  Viable techniques to prevent its effects in society 

are relevant to how the Marine Corps evaluates its Marines.  With the knowledge of how implicit 

bias can cause errors in human cognition, the Marine Corps can take steps to reduce bias in 

performance evaluations, increasing their accuracy, and prevent implicit bias from influencing 

evaluations made by promotion selection boards.   

 

This paper will begin with an examination of implicit bias, its foundations, and current research.  

It will then focus on two methods the Marine Corps uses to evaluate its people, namely written 

performance evaluations and officer promotion selection boards, and examine if there is 

evidence of bias or susceptibility to bias.  Lastly, it will offer recommendations for addressing 

implicit bias and its effects. 

 

Conclusion:  Current processes for performance evaluation and promotion selection are 

susceptible to the effects of implicit bias.  A more educated and aware force can be vigilant for 

implicit bias and its effects.  Better training and more structure within the current Performance 

Evaluation System can reduce biased reports by compelling more deliberative and better-

informed evaluation processes.  Removing the opportunity for bias in promotion selection boards 

can prevent the effects of bias that members bring to the board room. 
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Introduction 

“If you asked me to name the greatest discoveries of the past 50 years, alongside things 

like the internet and the Higgs particle, I would include the discovery of unconscious biases and 

the extent to which stereotypes about gender, race, sexual orientation, socioeconomic status, and 

age deprive people of equal opportunity in the workplace and equal justice in society.”1 

-Dr. Nancy Hopkins, Professor of Biology at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

 

 

More than two decades ago, two researchers developed the theory of implicit bias – the 

idea that mental processes outside of conscious control can influence attitudes and behaviors.2  

The body of research has grown exponentially since then, along with the scientific community’s 

understanding of the subject.  The study of implicit bias has important consequences throughout 

society, and most notably for policing, healthcare, the courts, and education.  Many organizations 

have gained the understanding that countering implicit bias can strengthen equal opportunity 

initiatives and improve human judgment and decisions.  Like any large organization, the Marine 

Corps relies heavily upon human judgments of other humans.  These judgments are vulnerable to 

errors of human cognition.  The Marine Corps must take steps to improve awareness of implicit 

bias, disseminate techniques to prevent its effects, and implement policies to prevent implicit 

biases from affecting decisions and evaluations. 

 This paper will begin with an examination of implicit bias, its foundations, and current 

research.  It will then focus on two methods the Marine Corps uses to evaluate its Marines, 

namely written performance evaluations and officer promotion selection boards, then examine if 

there is evidence of bias or susceptibility to bias within those methods.  Lastly, it will offer 

recommendations for addressing implicit bias and its effects. 

Background 

Before a discussion of implicit bias, it is useful to provide some context about the mental 

processes that form the basis for this type of bias.  Cognition is “a general term which includes 
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all the mental processes by which people become aware of, and gain knowledge about, the 

world.”3  Implicit cognition refers to “the many mental processes [that] function implicitly, or 

outside conscious attentional focus,” which include “implicit memory, implicit perception, 

implicit attitudes, implicit stereotypes, implicit self-esteem, and implicit self-concept.”4  

Awareness of implicit cognition has evolved, and today informs understanding of implicit bias.   

As most psychologists abandoned Freudian views of unconscious mental processes in the 

last three decades of the twentieth century the theory that conscious beliefs and intentions can 

entirely explain human behavior gained favor.5  However, more recent research demonstrates 

that in addition to explicit cognitive explanations for behavior, there exist forms of knowledge 

that cannot be consciously explained by the actor but are evident only through the actor’s 

behavior.  For example, in a 1984 study, Eric Eich demonstrated the existence of memories 

without conscious representation by their effects on behavior.  He also showed that not only is 

consciousness of the event not required for the event to shape behavior, but consciousness of the 

event may not result from the behavior.6  Thus, many mental processes exist outside of conscious 

thought, and people cannot always consciously control internal processes like the formation of 

impressions, judgements, and perceptions that influence their behaviors.7  With the awareness 

that unconscious mental processes can affect behavior, one may consider how such processes 

may be susceptible to biases through schemas, implicit attitudes, and implicit stereotypes.   

Schemas are “mental shortcuts that allow [humans] to quickly assign objects, processes, 

and people into categories.”8  Schemas are beneficial in that they allow people to navigate 

through daily life without expending much mental energy on certain tasks.9  For example, one 

may observe a flat surface with four legs and a back, and without much thought immediately 

categorize the object as a chair, and sit down.10  Just as humans use schemas to categorize 
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objects, they also use these shortcuts to categorize people into groupings based on easily 

identifiable traits like gender, race, age, and social role.11 

Implicit attitudes and implicit stereotypes often form the basis for schemas used to 

categorize people.12  Anthony Greenwald and Mahzarin Banaji define the former as 

“introspectively unidentified (or inaccurately identified) traces of past experience that mediate 

favorable or unfavorable feeling, thought, or action toward social objects.”13  A 2004 experiment 

conducted by Laurie Rudman and Stephanie Goodwin demonstrated that a person raised by his 

or her mother tended to implicitly favor women.  Notably, those observed favorable implicit 

attitudes toward gender did not correspond to explicit preferences, demonstrating that implicit 

and explicit attitudes do not always associate.14  Measurements of implicit attitudes have 

demonstrated unconscious influences on evaluations of objects that are able to predict certain 

behaviors, especially spontaneous behavior.15  For example, measures of implicit prejudices have 

shown to be predictive of spontaneous negative behaviors.16  A 1997 study demonstrated that 

measures of implicit racial attitudes were predictive of negative impulsive social behaviors like 

reduced eye contact and increased blinking during whites’ interactions with African-

Americans.17  Likewise, research has shown that implicit, or “introspectively unidentified,” 

social stereotypes can cause people to ascribe unwarranted characteristics to those of a specific 

social group.18  For example, a study by Mahzarin Banaji and Anthony Greenwald found that 

participants were more likely to attribute fame to familiar male names than to familiar female 

names.  The authors posit that the outcome resulted from the confluence of fame being more 

associated with males, and uncertainty about the source of the familiarity.  They submit that 

these characteristics suggest stereotyping effects may apply to other attributes like “criminal” or  
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“athlete.”19  These unconscious mental processes form the basis of implicit bias, which can lead 

to errors in judgment. 

Implicit Bias 

Anthony Greenwald and Linda Krieger define bias as “displacement of people’s 

responses along a continuum of possible judgments,” and further define implicit bias as 

“discriminatory biases based on implicit attitudes or implicit stereotypes.”20  Thus, implicit 

biases differ from explicit biases, which occur consciously and can be deliberately controlled.21  

Several key attributes characterize implicit bias. 

First, the implicit attitudes and stereotypes that form the basis for implicit bias exist 

outside of conscious control.22  Consequently, researchers classify implicit biases as automatic 

because they are fast-acting and function without intention or conscious awareness.23  People are 

unaware of not only the influence of the source of their implicit biases but also the effect that 

implicit biases have on their behavior and judgment.24  Because implicit bias may not be 

accessible through introspection, it differs from an explicit bias whose holder may knowingly 

choose to conceal its existence because of its social undesirability.25   

Second, implicit biases may not align with one’s consciously-held beliefs, or even 

explicit biases, and may contradict positions that one would openly support.26  Experts generally 

regard implicit and explicit biases “as related, but distinct mental constructs.”27  Early 

developmental experiences, affective (emotional) experiences, cultural biases, and cognitive 

balance phenomena are thought to influence implicit mental processes more heavily, explaining 

the often-observed dissociation between implicit and explicit attitudes.28   

Cognitive balance impulses, or people’s tendency to “organize their attitudes toward and 

perceptions of their social environment in harmonious and tension-free ways,”29 may explain 
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another common characteristic of implicit biases, which is that they tend to favor one’s own 

group.30  This type of bias is known as in-group bias and can result in discrimination against 

other groups.31  A typical balancing attitude that may bring about an in-group bias is, “If I am 

good and I am X, then X is also good.”32   

The fourth characteristic is that implicit attitudes and stereotypes have real effects on 

certain types of behavior.33  A 1995 study showed that implicit racial prejudice measured by a 

reaction time task predicted negative verbal and nonverbal behaviors toward an African-

American experimenter.34  Similarly, implicit stereotypic beliefs about certain groups can predict 

the holder’s behaviors and judgments toward members of those groups.  For example, a 2001 

study found that people who harbored strong implicit stereotypic beliefs associating women with 

traits like caring and compassion, and men with traits like competitiveness and determination, 

were more likely to negatively evaluate a female job candidate who displayed more stereotypical 

male traits, while more favorably evaluating a male candidate who displayed those same traits.35  

Other studies have shown that people who harbor those same implicit gender stereotypes are less 

likely to remember individual personal attributes that oppose their stereotypic views, and are less 

likely to include them in evaluations of those individuals.36   

Fifth, implicit bias is pervasive throughout society.  Project Implicit, a research website 

managed by several universities completed more than seven million implicit association tests 

between 1998 and 2010, testing for individual biases in race, gender, age, weight, and religion, 

among other groups.37  The results show that most people demonstrate some form of implicit 

bias, and that implicit biases are often substantial within individuals.38 

Lastly, implicit biases are malleable and can be unlearned and replaced.39  A 2002 

research review by Irene Blair cataloged the existing research regarding the malleability of 
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implicit attitudes and stereotypes and identified five classes of moderators.40  She concludes that 

the volume of research “makes a strong case for the malleability of automatic stereotypes and 

prejudice in response to the perceiver’s motives and strategies, and to variations in the 

situation.”41 

With knowledge of the basic characteristics of implicit bias, one may logically question 

how they can be reliably measured.  Because implicit cognition occurs without conscious effort 

or awareness, measurement of implicit attitudes requires distinct approaches from those used to 

measure explicit ones.  While self-reporting can provide an accurate measure of explicit 

attitudes, it has proven inaccurate in the measurement of implicit attitudes.42  Accordingly, 

researchers have developed several alternative methods.  One approach is to measure 

physiological reactions to stimuli.43  The most common methods entail priming or response 

latency.44  Priming involves subjecting a participant to a “subliminal prime,” which can be a 

picture or a word with certain connotations, then measuring his or her responses to various 

stimuli, and comparing those responses to those of participants who had received a neutral 

prime.45  Such methods have revealed that subliminal primes can activate racial stereotypes and 

attitudes, often with effects on behavior.46  Priming, however, cannot reveal a person’s tendency 

to hold biases absent of the prime.47  Conversely, response latency methods, which do not rely on 

a prime, are thought to provide reliable measures of individual levels of implicit bias.  The most 

widely used assessment, known as the “Implicit Association Test,” or IAT, is a computer 

program that “measures the relative strength of associations between pairs of concepts through a 

straightforward series of exercises in which participants are asked to sort concepts.”48  When 

pairs of concepts are associated for an individual, sorting is easier, making response time 

shorter.49  Variances in an individual’s response time reveal implicit associations.50  Numerous 
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studies have shown the IAT to be statistically significant, reliable, valid, and predictive.51  On its 

website, Project Implicit currently offers fourteen IATs that can measure implicit associations 

across a range of subjects, including gender, weight, race, sexuality, and age.52  An organization 

that considers how implicit biases can affect people’s judgment will be one step closer to more 

accurately evaluating its people. 

The Marine Corps Performance Evaluation System 

 The Marine Corps Fitness Report is the primary means to assess individual performance 

and character of Marines of the ranks of Sergeant through Major General for promotion, resident 

school selection, and command slating.53  Fitness Report reporting occasions are structured so 

that a Marine Reported On (MRO) receives at least one Fitness Report per year.54  With input 

from the MRO, the Reporting Senior (RS) and the Reviewing Officer (RO) each complete 

portions of a Fitness Report.  The RS is usually the first officer or civilian grade GS-9 or above 

in the MRO’s chain of command, and the RO is usually the next senior officer or civilian grade 

GS-9 or above to the RS.55  RSs evaluate MROs in fourteen attributes across a wide array of 

areas using the Performance-Anchored Rating Scales (PARS), which describe each attribute and 

the level of performance that corresponds to each grade on the marking gradient.56 

Additionally, the RS submits “Directed and Additional Comments” to provide a more 

complete assessment of the MRO that cannot be gleaned from the MRO’s PARS markings and 

billet accomplishments alone.”57  The RO certifies the administrative correctness of the report 

and provides depth to the evaluation by comparatively assessing the MRO against all Marines of 

the same grade with whom the RO has previously served.58  The RO conveys the assessment on 

a comparative assessment pyramid that contains descriptors for the eight possible markings along 

the gradient.59   Additionally, the RO provides comments that should describe the MRO’s 
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performance and potential for advancement and further professional development.60 

 Newly commissioned officers receive introductory Fitness Report training at The Basic 

School (TBS).  The syllabus consists of a “platform” class, workshop, discussion group, and 

written test.61  The platform class and accompanying handout introduce Lieutenants to the 

governing document for Fitness Reports, Marine Corps Order 1610.7A, Performance Evaluation 

System, and provide foundational explanations of the purpose of Fitness Reports, their 

components, and the roles of the MRO, RS, and RO.62  The instruction outlines how RSs 

establish profiles and explains how Relative Values (RV) are calculated for promotion board 

use.63  The student handout contains an “example promotion comment continuum” with sample 

verbiage for promotion recommendation comments ranging from “best performer ever” to 

“weaker performer,” and also includes sample Section I (RS) comments for top, middle, and 

weak performers.64  The two-hour workshop provides students the opportunity to write Fitness 

Reports for three fictional Marines based on background information provided in the student 

handout.65  The handout also contains a sample RS profile derived from completed Fitness 

Reports for nine Sergeants.  The handout instructs students to fill out sections A and I, then “use 

the letter boxes to assign…a numeric score…depending on where you want to place him.”66  The 

syllabus at TBS is the only formal instruction on Fitness Reports that all Marine Officers receive.  

The approximately 180 to 200 Marine Captains selected annually to attend resident 

Expeditionary Warfare School (EWS) receive a one-hour brief from Manpower and Reserve 

Affairs on the Performance Evaluation System (PES), but no formal syllabus exists.  Marine 

Officers receive no other service-directed formal training on the PES throughout their careers. 

In 2012, the Center for Naval Analyses (CNA) completed an evaluation of the Fitness 

Report system for Marine Officers.  The study’s purpose was to evaluate the current PES, in 
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place since 1999, and assess whether the system has curbed inflation and provided fair 

evaluations for all officers for the purpose of selecting those most qualified for advancement and 

critical billets.67  While almost seven years have passed since its completion, the study provides 

the most recently available comprehensive review of the current PES, which has not undergone 

any structural changes since its introduction.  Part of the report examined how markings change 

in relation to personal attributes like race/ethnicity and other measures of quality like college 

grade point average (GPA), General Classification Test (GCT) score, and TBS standing.68  The 

evaluators accomplished this by combining PES data with information extracted from the Marine 

Corp’s Total Force Data Warehouse (TFDW) to find where possible biases may exist within the 

system.69  The report identified several issues of possible concern and presented several courses 

of action.70 

 The CNA found that officers in certain occupational fields received more favorable 

marks on average than other occupational fields when comparing RVs and RO marks with the 

average for their paygrades and years.  Officers in the occupational fields of infantry, aircraft 

maintenance, armor, logistics, and artillery received RVs considerably higher than average, 

while supply officers and aviators received RVs considerably lower than average (Figure 1).71  

Examination of RO marks produced similar results (Figure 2).  Officers in the occupational 

fields of public affairs, infantry, aircraft maintenance, financial management, aviation logistics, 

military police, personnel and administration, armor, logistics, communications, intelligence, and 

artillery all received considerably higher RO marks than average, while air controllers and 

aviators received RO marks considerably lower than average.72 
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 Figure 1 – Difference in average RV from peers in the same paygrade, year of report, and TBS third73 

 

 

Figure 2 – Difference in average RO mark from peers in the same paygrade, year of report, and TBS third74 

* 

* 

::, 
II> 

~ 
::, 

0 !:!. 
::, !!!.. 
0 3 (I<> II> ~- ::, 

n II> 
(I<> 

"' ID 

3 

Occupation 
ID 
::, 

Results shown a re s ignificant at the 5-percent level (errors clustered by MRO ). 
Source: CNA analysis of Pe rsonnel Evalua tion System da ta and Total Force Data Warehouse data. 

0.1 

0.25 

o:z 

0.15 

0.1 

0.05 

10 

-0.05 "' n ~ -

"' 
0 

-0.1 ::ii :J 

"' Q 
.... Q,i_ 

-0.15 IJI 

~ 
ff 
"' -0.2 

-0.25 

~ ~ ..... 
n l!J ..... :J "' Ill q ,::!_ 
;:;, n < "' 

3 3 ~ 
Ill 0 n 

"' s· = Ill 

:::; n i::!. 

"' ~ 11) 0 

~ 
:::; :::; 

"' 
Ill 

3 :J 
11) n 
:::; rt) ,.. 

Occupation 

Results shown ,i re s ignifirant ,JI the .'>-pe rcent level (errors cluslPred by MRO). 

"' 0 
u. 
z 
} 
;;: 

"' 0 
u. 
2 

l 
a: 

Source: CNA .inil lysis nf Perso nnPI Fv,1lu.1tin n System d,1ta ,rnd Tot,11 Fnrcf' D,11,1 \V.1 rehouse dat.1. 

■ RV 

I RO mane 



 

11 

 

The CNA found evidence of bias for or against certain occupational fields when 

attempting to control for quality.  Using paygrade, year and TBS standing, the CNA predicted 

RVs and RO marks, then quantified prediction errors to identify occupational fields that may be 

subject to positive or negative bias in evaluations.  By using TBS standing as a proxy for quality, 

researchers could attempt to control for actual differences in quality across occupational fields.  

The results show that “officers in aircraft maintenance, logistics, personnel, aviation logistics, 

infantry, financial management, and artillery receive higher RVs than expected for their TBS 

third, while aviators and intelligence officers receive lower RVs.75  The same seven occupational 

fields that receive high RVs also receive high RO marks, in addition to public affairs, military 

police, communications, and supply officers.  Only aviators receive lower than average RO 

marks.”76  The CNA also examined the difference between marks from ROs in the same 

occupational field as the MRO, and those from ROs outside the occupational field of the MRO 

(in cases where the RS occupational field match that of the MRO), again controlling for TBS 

ranking.  Researchers hypothesized that if biases existed toward certain occupational fields, they 

would find that marks received by ROs in the same occupational field as the MRO would differ 

from marks received from ROs outside the MRO’s occupational field.  The results produced four 

such occupational fields.  Aviators received lower marks from ROs outside their occupational 

field, and higher RO marks from ROs within their occupational field.  Infantry officers, logistics 

officers, and military police officers received higher RO marks from ROs outside of their 

occupational fields, and lower marks from ROs within their occupational fields.77  These 

findings are consistent with biases against aviators, and for infantry, logistics, and military police 

officers.78 
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The CNA study identified disparities in markings for certain races and ethnicities.  Black 

officers on average received Fitness Report averages (FRA) 0.06 point lower than white officers, 

and an RO assessment 0.17 point lower than white officers.  Hispanic officers on average 

received FRAs 0.03 point lower than white officers, and an RO assessment 0.10 point lower than 

white officers.  For context, an FRA lower by 0.07 point equates to on letter grade lower on one 

of the PARS.79  Controlling for several pre-commissioning observable characteristics can 

account for little to none of the disparities in markings, and in some cases, the gap widens: 

Controlling for GCT score explains none of the black-white gap and only 6.1 percent of 

the Hispanic-white gap in FRA.  Controlling for commissioning source actually increases 

the difference because a higher percentage of black and Hispanic officers are prior 

enlisted and therefore would be expected to have higher marks.  Controlling for academic 

credentials (school competitiveness, college GPA, and college major) explains 12.5 

percent of the black-white FRA gap and increases the Hispanic-white gap.  Similar 

results apply to RO marks.  Differences in [Fitness Report] marks between white, black, 

and Hispanic officers cannot be attributed to recruiting minority officer candidates with 

different academic credentials because these credentials explain none of the Hispanic-

white gap and only one-eighth of the black-white gap.80 

 The one measure that explains the entire FRA gap for both black and Hispanic officers, 

as well as two-thirds of lower RO marks for the same groups, is TBS standing.  Actually, for 

those from the same TBS third, minority officers received slightly higher RS marks than white 

officers.81   

That TBS standing can account for such a large percentage of lower marks for minorities 

is not surprising because “Leadership,” a measure that has relied exclusively on human 

evaluation, comprises forty percent of the final TBS grade.  In January 2019, TBS changed the 

process for arriving at a student’s “Leadership” grade.  The Staff Platoon Commander (SPC) 

now places students in one of five tiers derived from a weighted average of military skills and 

academic grades.  The SPC then has the option to change a student’s assigned tier, with the 

Company Commander’s approval, after reviewing his or her notes and feedback from other 
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instructors.  This change is an encouraging step toward deterring biased evaluations, and its 

effects are yet unclear, but because the SPC and Company Commander still ultimately determine 

leadership grades, the potential for biased evaluations still exists.  TBS standing is especially 

important because it influences Military Occupational Specialty (MOS) selection.  Any racial, 

ethnic, or gender disparities in TBS standing will ripple throughout the Marine Corps.82  This 

topic certainly warrants further study. 

 MOS distribution for black and Hispanic officers does not reflect distribution for white 

officers, and Fitness Report marks vary by MOS population.83  Consequently, examining Fitness 

Report marks for different populations within the same occupational field is telling: 

The black-white gap and the Hispanic-white gap are larger within [occupational fields] 

than across the Marine Corps.  On average, black officers receive an FRA 0.12 point 

lower (about one-fifth of the standard deviation) and an RO mark 0.22 point lower [than] 

white officers in the same [occupational fields].  The gap between white and Hispanic 

officers is, once again, smaller—0.07 point on the FRA and 0.13 point on the RO 

assessment.  The gap is larger within [occupational fields] because black and Hispanic 

officers are disproportionately located in such occupations as aircraft maintenance, 

logistics, and financial management, which otherwise tend to receive high marks.  That 

is, [occupational field] differences would suggest that black and Hispanic officers should 

receive higher marks on average, rather than lower.84 

Again, the CNA determined that TBS standing explains a large percentage of the 

minority gap within occupational fields – more than half.  Controlling for academic credentials 

like college competitiveness, GPA, and major, only widens the minority gap within occupational 

fields.85 

The CNA examined the effect of gender and race/ethnicity match between MROs and 

RSs.  Researchers found that FRAs differ depending on the gender of the MRO and RS.  On 

average, females received higher marks than males overall—0.14 point, or the equivalent of one 

letter grade higher on two PARS.  Marine officers received higher marks from an RS of the 

opposite gender.  On average, females received FRAs 0.02 point higher from male RSs than 
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from female RSs, and males received FRAs 0.05 point higher from female than from male RSs.86  

On average, white RSs marked white and Hispanic MROs 0.02 point higher than black and 

“other” race or ethnicity MROs.  Black RSs marked black MROs 0.06 point higher than white 

MROs.  Hispanic RSs showed no disparities in marking across all races and ethnicities.  “Other” 

race or ethnicity RSs marked Hispanic MROs lower than white and “other” race or ethnicity 

MROs.  These disparities hold “when controlling for year, MRO grade, race/ethnicity, marital 

status, dependents, TBS third, GCT score, and commissioning source.”87 

Because promotion boards rely on subjective comments in addition to RVs and RO 

marks, the CNA examined how those comments related to relative markings and how they varied 

by gender, race, and ethnicity.  Researchers selected a diverse sample of Fitness Reports for 100 

white, 100 black, and 100 Hispanic officers across occupational fields and RVs, then categorized 

RS remarks into four tiers without knowledge of the RV or race/ethnicity of the MRO for each 

Fitness Report.  Tier 1 represented the strongest promotion recommendation, and tier 4 

represented the weakest promotion recommendation.  Researchers categorized comments based 

on a sample categorization from the TBS Fitness Report handout and subjective judgment (Table 

1), then compared each Fitness Report’s assigned tier to its RV.  The findings showed that 

“[w]hite officers received stronger promotion recommendations than black or Hispanic 

officers..., [and] [t]hese differences are statistically significant, controlling for RV.  Specifically, 

black and Hispanic officers each tend to have a recommendation one tier lower than a white 

officer—with the same RV—28 percent of the time.”88  The CNA authors suggested that implicit 

biases may skew the subjective comments of evaluators when they remarked that these results 

are “consistent with a possibility that if an RS considers two officers to have similar 

performance, and therefore awards them similar numerical marks, he or she may have an 
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inadvertent tendency to use stronger language about the white officer.”89  The CNA urged 

caution in interpreting these findings because RVs are truncated at 80, meaning some 80s are not 

reflective of much their much lower underlying markings.  When the CNA removed reports with 

RVs of 80 from the analysis, they found the gap to be statistically insignificant.  The analysis 

also omitted remarks from addendum sheets, and within the sample, reports on minority officers 

were more likely to contain remarks that continued on an addendum sheet.90 

 

Table 1 – Strength of promotion recommendation for officers of each race or ethnicity91 

 
The CNA concluded that “there is some evidence that RSs and ROs may award marks 

influenced by biases toward a particular race, gender, or [occupational field].  Specifically, 

MROs of each gender tend to receive higher FRAs from RSs of the opposite gender, and white 

RSs tend to award lower FRAs to black MROs and vice versa.  Furthermore, RSs and ROs tend 

to award higher marks to infantry and logistics officers and lower marks to aviators.  Further 

research is needed to understand what drives these apparent biases in Fitness Report marks and 

how best to address them.”92  Evidence of bias in the CNA’s analysis extended to subjective 

remarks as well.  The Marine Corps has several policies in place to reduce explicit discrimination 

and advocate for equal opportunity, yet evidence of bias in evaluations persists.  The Marine 

Corps must do more to combat the invisible aspects of bias and discrimination that can affect 

how it evaluates and promotes Marines. 

W hite Black Hispanic 
capta ins capta ins captai ns 

Tier 1 18% 8% 13% 

Tier 2 33% 31% 29% 

Tier 3 38% 45% 35% 

Tier 4 11 % 16% 23% 

Tota l number of FitReps 97 93 93 

Source: CNA analys is of official mi litary personne l fi les . 
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The Marine Corps Officer Promotion Selection Process 

 Manpower Management Promotion Branch (MMPR) schedules officer promotion boards 

on a fiscal year schedule.  Sections 614 and 14105 of Title 10, U.S. Code, require notification to 

eligible officers at least 30 days before the board convenes.  MMPR meets this requirement by 

publishing a standard naval message (MARADMIN) that contains the convening date of the 

board, the eligible officer population, and several other administrative requirements.93 

 Several directives govern the composition of promotion board membership, which in the 

aggregate aim to achieve what MCO P1400.31 summarizes as the imperative “that the 

composition of the board reflect the spectrum of diversity, military occupational specialties, and 

composition of the Officer Corps.”94  Sections 573, 612, and 14102 of Title 10, U.S. Code and 

Secretary of the Navy Instruction (SECNAVINST) 1401.3A contain detailed instructions for 

promotion board composition.95  U.S. Code mandates the minimum size of selection boards, the 

minimum grade of selection board members, and representation of all competitive categories 

(and reserve officers where applicable).96  SECNAVINST 1401.3A states that “board members 

should be selected from a wide range of leadership positions and reflect the composition of the 

officer corps, including women and racial or ethnic minorities.”97  The Marine Corps publishes 

Marine Corps Bulletin (MCBUL) 5420, Membership Requirements for Selection Boards, 

annually, which details specific requirements by board member to meet the requirements set 

forth by U.S. Code and SECNAVINST 1401.3A.  For example, MCBUL 5420 for FY18 

identified sourcing commands for all twenty officers that would comprise the unrestricted 

Lieutenant Colonel Selection Board, and mandated a one-third split between ground combat, 

aviation, and support MOSs, and a minimum of one acquisitions officer, one minority officer, 

one female officer and one joint-qualified officer.98  Manpower Management Officer 
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Assignments (MMOA), Plans and Programs Section (MMOA-3) coordinates with major 

subordinate commands to fill board member positions.99  MCO P1400.31C requires 

Commanding Officers to “nominate only highly qualified officers, selected for their 

performance, maturity, judgment, and integrity.”100  After commands submit nominations, the 

Director of Headquarters, Marine Corps Manpower screens and certifies all nominee board 

members.101 

 The Secretary of the Navy releases the precept, which is a legal document in the form of 

a letter to the president of the board that orders the board to convene.102  Department of Defense 

Instruction (DODI) 1320.14 requires much of the language included in the precept, which 

contains instructions for the conduct of the board, appoints the president, members, and 

recorders, and contains information that the Secretary of the Navy deems essential to 

communicate to the board.103  Typically, this includes instructions to give due consideration to 

those officers serving in critically short MOSs, joint billets, and acquisitions, and emphasizes 

equal opportunity.104  For example, the precept for the Fiscal Year 2019 Unrestricted Colonel 

Promotion Selection Board stated that “evaluation of all officers, regardless of race, religion, 

color, sex, gender, gender identity, sexual orientation, or national origin, must afford them fair 

and equitable consideration.”105 

 DODI 1320.14 also contains strict procedures for communications with the board.  Aside 

from administrative communications, it prohibits anyone except the Secretary of the Military 

Department concerned from addressing the board in-person, and even then, a transcript of those 

communications must be included in the record.  All other communications must be in writing, 

provided to all members of the board, and entered into the record.106  These requirements set by 

DODI 1320.14 do not permit any face-to-face training or instruction in a group setting 
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concerning types of bias, or how to recognize and combat it.  Board members are left to self-

regulate based on instructions contained in the precept. 

 Sections 576, 614, 615, 14106, and 14107 of Title 10, U.S. Code, DODINST 1320.14, 

and SECNAVINSTs 1420.1B, 1412.9B, and 1401.4 govern material eligible for consideration by 

the board.  MCO P1400.31C provides amplifying information on eligible material, which 

includes: the officer’s Official Military Personnel File (OMPF), containing Fitness Reports, 

awards, and the officer’s official photograph, the officer’s Master Brief Sheet (MBS), which is a 

factual summary of the OMPF, and any written communication to the board from the officer 

under consideration.107   

The Marine Corps Promotion Manual outlines all phases of the promotion board.  The 

four phases are case preparation, in-out session for above-zone and below-zone, full case 

preparation, and full briefing and voting.  During case preparation, each board member randomly 

receives an equitable number of cases, except for the president of the board, who receives half as 

many cases because of his or her additional administrative duties.108  Preparation of cases 

involves reviewing all available records and preparing a brief that includes an overview of the 

officer’s career, key billets held, personal awards, physical fitness scores, marksmanship and 

swimming qualifications, Marine Corps Martial Arts Program (MCMAP) belt level, PME 

completion, letters submitted to the board, and an assessment of performance conveyed in 

Fitness Reports.109  Each board member first prepares his or her in-zone cases, which provides 

the board member with a sense for the overall competitiveness of the in-zone population.  

Members then move to all above-zone cases, followed by below-zone cases.  While reviewing 

above and below-zone cases, board members may note if an officer’s record is competitive with  
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the in-zone population, and if so, he or she may consider that officer for consideration as a 

premier case, as explained below.110   

In-out session for above-zone and below-zone is the first executive session of the board 

process.  Regulations permit only board members and recorders in executive sessions.  During 

this phase, board members brief and vote on all above-zone cases in lineal order.  Board 

members consider each case for designation as a premier case, which warrants a full brief and 

consideration with the in-zone population.  Designation as a premier case requires only an 

affirmative vote from one board member.  Likewise, the board considers below-zone cases for 

designation as premier cases, although the board may choose to brief those cases by exception.  

Full case preparation follows the in-out session, allowing board members additional time to 

prepare cases.111   

The final phase of the promotion board is full briefing and voting, another executive 

session.  During this phase, all in-zone and premier cases receive a full brief given by the case’s 

assigned board member.112  Briefs can average six to ten minutes, although brief times tend to 

vary with board seniority, a consequence of varying amounts of material contained in each brief 

and lower or higher selection rates.113  By the conclusion of each brief, all board members must 

assign a numerical value for the case’s competitiveness ranging from one to six using the Digital 

Board Room (DBR) application.114  A value of six is most competitive, and a value of one 

constitutes a recommendation to “show cause” for retention.115  After the final brief, each board 

member uses the numerical values he or she has assigned to allocate “yes” or “no” votes.116  

Each board member may not cast more “yes” votes than there are allocations.117  Consequently, a 

member may find that his or her assignments of numerical values do not correspond to the 

maximum allowable number of “yes” votes, requiring adjustment of some numerical values.  
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Several rounds of voting may be necessary until the promotion board reaches the appropriate 

number of selections. 

While the promotion board process contains several sound measures aimed at combating 

bias, there are still opportunities to for implicit bias to slip into the board room.  The Marine 

Corps can all but eliminate these opportunities by increasing awareness of implicit bias and how 

to combat its effects, as well as removing any possibility for unnecessary information to 

influence board members’ evaluations. 

Approaches to Implicit Bias Intervention 

 Approaches to combating explicit bias will not extend to implicit bias.  Patricia Devine 

argues “that prejudice reduction is a multistep process.  One must first consciously decide that 

responding in biased or nonegalitarian ways is inappropriate and then adopt nonprejudiced 

beliefs and personal standards.  Next, these nonprejudiced standards must be internalized and 

integrated into one’s self-concept.”118  However, explicit beliefs and standards do not necessarily 

affect biased actions with implicit origins.119  Thus, she argues that to ultimately reduce 

prejudice, one must attempt to align his or her implicit responses with explicit desires for 

impartiality.120 

 The first step toward mitigating the effects of implicit bias is to acknowledge that race, 

gender, sexual orientation, or various ingroup or outgroup associations may affect individual 

judgment, even for those adamant in their proclamations of impartiality or “color-blindness.”121  

Through education, people can become aware of the problem and informed about the research 

that seeks to understand it better.  The backlash that has often accompanied such efforts should 

not stand in the way of progress.122  An effective education program should seek to cut through 

people’s false notions of objectivity because, in reality, the stronger one’s belief in his or her 
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impartiality, the more likely that person is to succumb to implicit influences.123  Research has 

shown that implicit cognition training can cause people to question their objectivity and lead to 

more vigilance against biased decision making.124 

 Implicit bias interventions generally fall into two categories: those that aim to “debias” or 

reduce implicit bias, and those that aim to reduce its effects or prevent it from influencing 

decisions and behaviors.125  Any attempt to debias an implicit bias assumes that they are 

accessible and malleable.  Studies have shown this to be true.  One such study showed that 

priming white and Asian participants with photographs of prominent African American figures 

and notorious European American criminals reduced automatic preferences for European 

Americans as measured by the race IAT.  The results held in a subsequent IAT 24 hours later, 

demonstrating some persistent effect of the prime.126  A similar study showed that “exposure to 

counter-stereotypic examples of people can diminish implicit stereotypes of women and negative 

implicit attitudes toward gays.”127  However, questions remain about the lasting effects of such 

methods.128   

Debiasing techniques that prevent “stereotypic inferences” have proven effective.129  

These include increasing meaningful interaction with outgroup members, “individuation,” and 

“perspective taking.”130  Meaningful interaction with outgroup members can change cognitive 

interpretations of the outgroup.131  “Individuation” involves seeking to learn more personal 

information about outgroup members to prevent group-based assessments.132   

“Perspective taking” employs visualization from a first-person perspective of an outgroup 

member to increase “psychological closeness” to outgroup members and reduce the influence of 

stereotypic schema.133  Perspective taking differs from stereotype suppression, a technique that 

seeks to consciously block stereotypes from affecting one's judgments through conscious, 
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deliberate effort.134  Stereotype suppression can increase the effects of implicit bias by making 

the stereotype more accessible.135  Perspective taking instead relies on an outward approach that 

researchers have shown can reduce the manifestation of negative stereotypes, as well as their 

implicit accessibility.136 

Debiasing techniques largely rely on individual efforts and actions.137  An organization 

that relies on such techniques alone will rarely achieve appreciable results.138  A more salient 

approach may be for an organization to create an environment that reduces the effects of implicit 

bias on behaviors and decisions.139 

One technique to sever the link between implicit biases and behavior is through 

“effortful, deliberative processing.”140  Organizations can discourage the use of initial judgments 

or “gut responses” in making evaluations since these judgments are often rooted in implicit 

bias.141  Encouraging structured, thoughtful deliberation can combat biased assessments.142 

Evidence of discrimination presented collectively, rather than case-by-case, increases the 

likelihood that people will recognize biased behavior.143  Such evidence can produce a reaction 

in egalitarian-minded individuals, and motivate them to avert decisions shaded by implicit 

bias.144  Organizations that present evidence to raise awareness of implicit bias should do so only 

in combination with thorough training on the subject and methods to counter its effects.145  

Otherwise, organizations risk stoking what social psychologists call an individual’s “external 

motivation to control prejudice” or their desire only to appear unbiased, rather than their 

“internal motivation to control prejudice” that more effectively alters behavior.146 

In a series of three studies examining the effect of internal and external motivations on 

expressions of explicit and implicit race bias, Patricia Devine et al. found that participants with 

high internal motivation and low external motivation exhibited the lowest levels of implicit 



 

23 

 

bias.147  These studies and others suggest that through the use of moral motivation and reminders 

that external actions are reflections of true individual morals and values, organizations can 

effectively reduce expressions of implicit bias.148 

 Acknowledgment and understanding of implicit biases should cause organizations that 

value equal opportunity to reexamine their policies and procedures and make every effort to 

employ policies counter the effects of implicit biases.149  Well placed policy changes can serve as 

a barrier between implicit bias and inequitable behavior.150  A study of the effect of incorporating 

blind auditions into the hiring practices of eight major U.S. orchestras showed that blind 

auditions increased the probability of a woman advancing past preliminary rounds by 50 percent, 

and increased “by severalfold the likelihood that a woman [would] be selected in the final 

round.”  Analysis of the data showed that “the switch to blind auditions can explain 30 percent of 

the increase in the proportion female among new hires and possibly 25 percent of the increase in 

the percentage female in the orchestras from 1970 to 1996.”151  This example demonstrates that 

the elimination of an evaluation method that indulges bias while adding minimal or no 

substantive value can produce more equitable outcomes. 

Recommendations 

Potential Marine Corps interventions against implicit bias would classify as either 

debiasing or implicit bias mitigation.  While not for the specific purpose of debiasing, many 

Marine Corps practices by their nature incorporate debiasing methods.  The nature of Marine 

Corps operations and assignments results in meaningful interaction among individuals from 

various groups characterized by race, gender, sexual orientation, and occupational specialty.  The 

Marine Corps leadership principle to “know your Marines and look out for their welfare” is 

congruent with the debiasing technique of “individuation,”152 and leadership training emphasizes 
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this principle from the earliest stages of an officer’s career.   

Other debiasing methods like counter-stereotype exposure or “perspective taking” are not 

feasible methods for the Marine Corps to undertake formally.  While researchers have 

demonstrated that perspective taking can positively affect social interactions, the technique’s 

effects at an organizational level remain unexplored.153  Considering questions surrounding the 

degree of meaningful or lasting effects of such methods, organizational efforts aimed at 

debiasing may not prove an effective use of resources.  Any formal training on implicit bias 

could introduce debiasing as a concept, and encourage individuals to employ such techniques as 

a matter of self-improvement. 

The Marine Corps should commit to mitigating the effects of implicit bias along two lines 

of effort: (1) cultivating individual understanding and awareness of implicit bias and how to 

prevent its effects on decisions and behavior, and (2) implementing policy changes that remove 

the opportunity for implicit biases to affect decisions and evaluations. 

 One may reasonably assume that the population of Marine Officers is to some extent 

representative of the American public.  Polling of American racial attitudes since 1950 clearly 

shows the decline of overt racism and that the vast majority of Americans explicitly advocate 

egalitarian values.154  Still, polling and unobtrusive research show a persistent level of racial bias 

in Americans,155 which Mahzarin Banaji and Anthony Greenwald argue is composed of types of 

hidden biases: those that are explicitly held, but purposefully concealed in public, and those that 

are unconsciously held; the latter of the two being more prevalent.156  CNA analysis of Fitness 

Reports uncovered evidence of biased reports.157  The Marine Corps Equal Opportunity policy, 

the Performance Evaluation System, and promotion selection board policies already address 

explicit discrimination, yet biases persist.  The Marine Corps must do more to confront the other, 
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more prevalent aspect of bias, which is implicit bias. 

 Mitigating the effects of implicit bias starts with awareness and understanding of the 

problem.  Several avenues exist through which the Marine Corps may educate the force.  The 

most beneficial avenues for instruction are TBS, officer career-level PME and above, and 

enlisted intermediate-level PME and above.  Curricula should include some background on 

implicit cognition, examples of research studies and vignettes to demonstrate how implicit bias is 

relevant to the real world, evidence of bias in performance evaluations, and methods to counter 

the effects of implicit bias.  The purpose of an implicit bias education program should not be to 

provide “a crash course in Implicit Psychology 101,” but it should be to persuade Marines “on 

the merits, to recognize implicit bias as a potential problem, which in turn should increase 

motivation to adopt sensible countermeasures.”158  Presentation of aggregated evidence of 

existing bias in performance evaluations can be an effective way to persuade Marines that a 

problem exists. 

Implicit bias training should encourage Marines to understand their implicit biases so that 

they can remain attentive to their influence.  Various IATs are available on the Project Implicit 

website free of charge.  Any use of the IAT should be for educational purposes only and come 

after students gain some understanding of implicit bias.  The Project Implicit website cautions 

against unethical use of the IAT, like screening individuals for bias, and expresses that the IAT 

was not designed for such purposes.159 

Implicit bias training included in the curriculum at TBS and in officer PME will reach 

every officer once at the beginning of their careers, then several years later if they complete 

EWS.  The inclusion of a non-academic book about implicit bias on the Commandant’s Reading 

List could increase awareness, thinking, and discussion about implicit bias among the force, as 
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well as convey the importance of the subject.  An example of one such book is Blindspot: 

Hidden Biases of Good People by Mahzarin R. Banaji and Anthony G. Greenwald, two 

respected experts on implicit bias. 

The Marine Corps can do more to encourage and compel deliberate, organized thought to 

overcome some stereotypes and biases.  One technique toward that end is what Mahzarin Banaji 

and Anthony Greenwald call “outsmarting mindbugs by bypassing them.”160  The approach 

involves recognizing a stereotype and asking a series of questions to determine whether the 

stereotype warrants consideration.  For example, a stereotype exists that lean athletic middle-

aged women are at lower risk for heart disease.  A doctor may forgo cholesterol testing for a 

woman based on those characteristics.  Reflecting on three questions may lead the doctor to a 

different conclusion.  “(1) Are middle-aged women less likely to have heart attacks than middle-

aged men?”  The answer is yes, so “the stereotype has some validity.  (2) Are all middle-aged 

women unlikely to have heart attacks?”  The answer is no.  “(3) On encountering a middle-aged 

woman, should a doctor assume that she has no risk for heart disease?”  The evidence shows, 

certainly not.161  Deliberate thought exercises like the one illustrated in this example may be 

effective against explicit biases as well, like those against certain occupational fields. 

Approaches designed to reduce cognitive biases may have the added benefit of reducing 

implicit biases.  Mark Jobst and Jeffrey Palmer identify several cognitive biases associated with 

“conventional rating scales” like those used in Marine Corps Fitness Reports, and suggest several 

types of training designed to reduce “rater error.”162  These include “rater error training,” 

“performance dimension training,” “frame of reference training,” and “behavioral observation 

training.”  “Rater error training” makes evaluators aware of common errors and leverages the 

notion that evaluators are less likely to make common errors to which they have been sensitized.  
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“Performance dimension training” helps evaluators differentiate between the different attributes 

on which they are rating individuals, and ensures that they can correctly ascribe “behavioral 

‘evidence’” to the correct attribute.  “Frame of reference training” provides examples of 

behaviors representative of performance at each point along the rating scale for each attribute.163  

The PES and Fitness Report itself strive to accomplish a “frame of reference” by supplying such 

descriptions.  However, those descriptions must be sufficiently generic to be relevant to every 

MOS because all occupational fields use the same report.  Consequently, descriptions of typical 

performance along the scale of each PAR have limited use.  Supplemental descriptions for 

specific occupational fields may achieve the desired effect.  “Behavioral observation training” 

seeks to provide evaluators with the tools to correctly observe and document performance in 

order to increase the quality and accuracy of their reports.164  Personnel management experts 

argue that these types of training can reduce biased evaluations because they make raters aware 

of common mistakes and provide structure and standards to rating philosophies.165 

The current level of performance evaluation training and guidance that the Marine Corps 

provides to its Officers is inadequate for a system that so substantially influences the makeup of 

the force.  Providing only introductory training to officers at TBS, when some of them are 

months or even years from writing their first Fitness Report, coupled with only generic 

descriptions of performance along the scale of each PAR, invites varied personal evaluation 

criteria and marking philosophies that are susceptible to cognitive and implicit biases.  Current 

instruction at TBS even encourages such practices by instructing Marines to “use the letter boxes 

to assign…a numeric score…depending on where you want to place him (emphasis added).”166  

This statement implies that an RS should first determine what the FRA should be, then tailor the 

markings to arrive at that average.  This technique opposes the process outlined in MCO 
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1610.7A that “attribute grades should be earned, not given; they should reflect the MRO’s 

exhibited efforts and results; the marks should not be based on a preconceived or artificial fitness 

report average” and is counter to a structured, deliberate evaluation process that can reduce bias.  

That the only formal instruction an officer receives on Fitness Report writing advocates such a 

practice is evidence that this technique is pervasive among many Marine Officers, that the way 

the Marine Corps discourages its use only through MCO 1610.7A is inadequate, and current 

training on Fitness Report writing is deficient in quality and quantity.  The Marine Corps should 

adopt more robust and standardized Fitness Report training that includes techniques to reduce 

“rater error” rather than presume that officers in the operating forces will not disseminate bad 

practices, but will conduct quality training for junior Officers without the benefit of a 

standardized curriculum. 

Regarding the prospect for bias in the promotion selection process, the diverse makeup of 

selection boards and their structured procedures are appropriate means to counter the effects of 

bias.  However, the Marine Corps can more directly address implicit biases.  Board members 

may be most susceptible to the effects of implicit bias after several rounds of voting when trying 

to differentiate between closely competitive cases.  The inclusion of implicit bias instruction in a 

selection board’s initial training may counter some effects of implicit bias, however current 

restrictions imposed by DODI 1320.14 preclude such training. 

 The Marine Corps should evaluate existing policies for susceptibility to the effects of 

implicit bias and, when practical, seek to sever the connection between bias and the potential for 

discrimination.  One such policy that warrants reevaluation is the inclusion of names, 

race/ethnicity, gender, and official photographs in material accessible to selection boards.  

According to a 2010 paper by the Military Leadership Diversity Commission, the Marine Corps’ 
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inclusion of photographs provides board members the ability to evaluate military bearing and 

wear of awards.167  It is unclear what value the inclusion of names, race, ethnicity, and gender 

provides.  Fitness Reports already include an evaluation of military bearing, making the 

inclusion of a photograph for that purpose a redundant measure.  One may argue that the 

inclusion of the photo provides board members with the additional opportunity to evaluate cases 

for height/weight/body composition standards.  However, service records already contain this 

information.  Any suggestion that “the photograph does not lie,” making it the only no-fail 

method to judge height/weight/body composition suggests that Commanders cannot be entrusted 

to report accurate height and weight information on their Marines.  Additionally, it is an 

extemporaneous practice for which board members receive no training.  

Lastly, if the Marine Corps regards the wear of awards a measure worthy of consideration 

for selection, materials available to the selection board could include a nondescript photograph 

cropped to display only that Marine’s awards.  As with any other similar policy, the Marine 

Corps should evaluate if the value added justifies allowing the potential for discrimination.  

Other services have determined that inclusion of such information does not justify the risk.  The 

Coast Guard is the most restrictive, omitting names, gender, race/ethnicity, gender pronouns, and 

photographs from material available to selection boards.  The Air Force eliminated photographs  

in 1995, discourages the use of gender pronouns in evaluations, and does not include information 

on gender, race/ethnicity, or photographs in material available to selection boards.168 

Conclusions 

 The Marine Corps’ policies leave no question about its positions on discrimination and 

equal opportunity.  Such policies reinforce the commonly held belief that those with explicit 

discriminatory attitudes have no place in the Marine Corps.  The much more prevalent issue that 
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goes largely ignored is Marines with good intentions, but implicitly held biases that can affect 

their evaluations of others without their awareness.  The body of research on implicit bias has 

grown exponentially in the last twenty years, and the Marine Corps cannot afford to ignore the 

insights it provides. 

 Increasing knowledge and awareness among Marines about implicit bias is the most 

consequential measure the Marine Corps can take toward achieving its equal opportunity and 

anti-discrimination aims.  Awareness of implicit bias and the use of techniques to counter its 

effects can improve the accuracy of evaluations, and improve judgment and decision making. 

 The first area that warrants attention is the PES.  Evidence of biased evaluations exists 

under the current system.  The PES, which is essential toward identifying the most qualified 

Marines for promotion to increased levels of responsibility surely warrants more than only 

introductory training at TBS.  Inadequate training invites unsound practices that are susceptible 

to individual biases.  Providing more standardized and timely training and compelling officers to 

employ a more structured, deliberative process in writing evaluations will reduce the effect of 

individual biases.  Training that includes instruction on implicit bias would have an even more 

significant impact. 

The Marine Corps goes to great lengths to evaluate Marines and identify those most 

qualified for advancement because the consequences of getting it wrong are severe.  Current 

policies aimed at minimizing bias in the promotion selection process are robust, but those 

policies do not take into account the most current information on implicit bias.  Educating the 

force collectively about implicit bias would reduce its effects in the board room, but a more 

effective policy would be to remove the opportunity for biases to impact evaluations where that 

opportunity need not exist.  The inclusion of official photographs in material considered by 
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promotion boards invites biased evaluations while arguably adding no value. 

The Marine Corps has a duty to the American people to provide the most capable force 

with the resources provided.  The moral obligation to ensure performance evaluations are fair 

and accurate, and that those selected for advancement are the most qualified and capable is 

congruent with that duty.  If the Marine Corps allows implicit biases to influence evaluations and 

promotions, it permits a portion of its capability to remain untapped.
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Appendix A 

List of Acronyms 

 

CNA – Center for Naval Analyses 

CSC – Command and Staff College 

DBR – Digital Board Room 

DODI – Department of Defense Instruction 

EWS – Expeditionary Warfare School 

FRA – Fitness Report Average 

GCT – General Classification Test 

MCMAP – Marine Corps Martial Arts Program 

MMOA – Manpower Management Officer Assignments 

MMOA-3 – Manpower Management Officer Assignments, Plans and Programs Section 

MMPR – Manpower Management Promotions Branch 

MBS – Master Brief Sheet 

MCBUL – Marine Corps Bulletin 

MCO – Marine Corps Order 

MOS – Military Occupational Specialty 

MRO – Marine Reported On 

OMPF – Official Military Personnel File 

PARS – Performance-Anchored Rating Scale 

PES – Performance Evaluation System 

RO – Reviewing Officer 

RS – Reporting Senior 

RV – Relative Value 

SECNAVINST – Secretary of the Navy Instruction 

SPC – Staff Platoon Commander 

TBS – The Basic School 

TFDW – Total Force Data Warehouse 
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Appendix B 

Sample U.S. Marine Corps Fitness Reporti 

 

 
                                                            
i TBS Fitness Reports Student Handout. 

 

U C FITNESS REPORT(1810I 
NAVMC 10835A (Ray, 1-o-l) (WN 8.1) 
PREVIOUS eoniONS WRJ.. NOT BE USED 

• • I • 

c. Unit Oner pC!on 

DRAFTCOPY 
COMMANDANrS GUIDANCE 

19G 21810 2D ASSAULT AMPHIBIAN BA'l'TALION 
3. Occa ·on and Period Covar9d: 4. Duty M1ignman1 ( dHor • a tl1le ): 
a. OCC b. From To C. 

TD 20090105 20090704 N AAV SECTION LBADBR 

DO NOT STAPLE 
THIS FORM 

5. Specie! c-. S.. M ne Sm,J-ct Of: 7. Recommended For Promotion: 
. Adnna b. Not~ C. oded .. ~cwy b. ~□ c. Mr:f a. 't'N b. No o. NIA 

D □ 

,------1 
9. ~~:ICl'lpe!w Tille 

111 Y41 RBCRUITINl3 DUTY - 1ST DISTRICT 
1-------1 

2nd Y43 RECRUITING DUTY - 6TH DISTRICT --- 3rd Y04 PMF WEST COAST 

b.ln c. SMVlce d, SSH o.. Grade !. Duty Anlgnmt111I 

NEDER TC USMC - 4321 lSTL'l' PLATOON COMMANDKR 
11. Rtl/l11'tln9 Officer: 

~. Lall *.m• b, lnllc. Service d, SSH Gracia f. Duty Aallgnment 

RBBDER RB USMC - 2333 CAPT COMPANY COMMANDBB 

- ln ur 100, ceountabi ity of Marine, equipcnent, SL- 3 and seriali~ed gear 
intained by section. 

-Strive to d velop junior M rines per,on lly, p Y• eally and professionally. 
-se.rv as ntor and subject matter expert tor MOS related training. 
-s rve in an dvisory and s·..ipervieory rQle during annual maint na.nce, preventative 
maintenance and correctiv mai:itenanc of seotion •o AAV. 
-All•i•t Platoons t'9 ant with reor.n 1 a nio r t i on to incl d aecountllbility, 
required coun• ling, and prov ' d accurate and timely recorm11en tiona of pro/eon markings 
for aJ.l ~arin sin sect on. 
- Assis with tactical and operati onal ir.anage t of (41 AAV1, nd er wain ccordance 
with the a pr-0pria e SOP . Apply ORM 1n All train:.ng and 111!lintenance. 

P awlcss y coordinated and 8\lpervis d nistrat:ve, and tralning 
rl!quirement for a. lli -me er AAV sec ioo 
- Int t 1 in th modification of 53 Assault Arcphi.bian Vehic es as part of a 

constitut'on of AAV asaets in 2d Marine Divisi on 
-Successful y completed qualification course to Bnhanced Marksmanship Instructor 
-Assisted with martial arts tr i g or 111.0 • tban 250 Marines within the battalion 
-supervis d a hand ected AAV det achment t t 1uece1•fully p rtieipated in CG II MU 
level capabilities exercise 
-selected to tt nd Recruiter's School 
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1. Marine R.•:pon.d On: 
La tNamo 

DRAFT COPY 
II. Fll'lllN-

N/0 

G H 

□ □ 

A C D E G H 
D □ □ □ 
JUSTIRCATION: 

E INDIVIDUAL CHARACTER 

D E F Q H 

□ □ □ □ 
~~:;..=a~=..~f~-=t=t1::'J~d~ deft wanceara 

de,_.tr.1 ... -r,ty, tneni.l DMIOMI,_ N .,,_,_ of mll'lcl N/0 • ~ and wllp-dllltng petlodc ol U!lllletlhll -d-ndlng olrcu--. = ~owi~=ID Clllaoall'I~~ !ii.bl •~on =ual! the raolute and •lior! Ill , pr---.o lifflaly ap dlr• n, locw nd ~aj • ·-·•-INp.~t••- ,,_ ..... 
othetL 

A B C D E F a H 

□ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

••• ngNMIO • ,or WO 
to 1>C!lon In lhoo ~•ol FotHlslf,l1111d •-~~u..fonn 
q,eclllo d~ AoU oppo,11,Wly• ac ~ and 
COlllffl-11111111 ~ pu,auea CBlliw, 1n,--.. .oludol,a. Actt 
lnllnlng end J19Ct.ria. prompllng. ~t. 

A 8 C 0 F G H 
D □ □ 00 □ □ 
JUSTIF1CAT10N: 

Oo his own time, MRO creat:ed, popul ed, and integra ed an administrative and t:raining 
database which focused limited resources and dramatically ~creased the re din 88 of the 
en il:-e platoon 

NAVUC 108368 (A v. 1-01) (WN 3. 1) PAGE20F5 
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1.1.1.tnaRapomdOn: 2. Occasion and Pef1ocl Covorod: 
L Last Name L OCC b. From To 

N/0 

A B C 0 

□ □ □ D 
E 

00 
F 

□ □□ 
h• 

ADV fllaintoln9 •n ....,--' 
Iha! alfcn ,,.,_., and NIO 

proluaiciNI doWllopmtnl. 
l!MurN tnll,ordlnl• ,,.. In MlnU 
o:lovdopn,onlpro111-. 

B C E F G H 

□ □ 00 □ OD 

H/0 

A e C D E F G H 

□□ 

NfO 

A B C D E F G H 

□ □ □ D □ □□ 

A 8 C D I! F GH 

JUSllFICATION: 

NAVIIIC 10835C (Rev. 1-41) (WN 3. 1) PAOE30F5 
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1, Uorlne Reported On: 2. Occaalon and Pwtod Covered: 
L L.nlNMne a. OCC b. From To 

WILLIAMS ROY 6789 TD 20090105 20090704 

· blinecu~ln PU&:o-k..-d1.,...,., MOS Ind OedlcalH to r.ion, 11••1- A&• , • ..,11"' N/0 require:! railitory Ind rtqUlrN ecluca o...lopa ..,d tolla,.. • ICll¥a and _,.,,,_ allo,U, "'Jdel\l 1'9C09"'lnd 

:n.~=i=-lad,: corn~ peraonol pn,gr--whklh N III lnldecWll ludlr s:;:eaaloMI '9111d 
lnel-• btoldenod pn,leulo,,11 rNdlfto =.:1&1- time few alU and llllola ~le,....,, of PUE for =--~:.ljY:,.1:_ WOl1<; ..... IDCH • ol 1111,_ •d p,ograma. graand,....,, ... llllroduca DH and crNlnle lp,p,oadlH lo 

lllptlrlenc., Rltcognlue llftd Nt11lce111- En1119• in• broad ai-t,um 
"nc11 .. -. IW# - o1 totume and c!Woguea. 
., ... 11 .... _ ..... lo 
leMOC ~ 
llbrNatol~ 

A 8 C D E F 0 H 

□ □ □ 00 □ □ 

ADV 11 ib• aound cteol....,• ~tNmonllllagll~._~ Widely twCOllnbod and aouglll ellar lo ruotw, N/O 1 adlns to mi loft ,wto,111- and aol\'ee m""""' ..,.,,.,..,. thl-cridcll.-Japroblcma, S.W-
1ccompllehmanL MIIVlly ,n,oll,M, AM!yllcal _.. •-c..i by - an11)11cal ond lnlllitive allililin; caltct• ind ..,..,_, ell~ edUca&IOOI, Ind I • on. - .. alely for- UM,q,ecucl probleffia and 
lnfarmallan - 'l!'flgll1 Afllidtabu prob..,,._,., '"""'men1a w!alM, ••lw• ea nl<IICl!ed d .. tslone dNplll fog and 111.....- 1a achi..,. limaly ~-~=~~ea...--..10 trldloft. ~•Illy .... fidenl lflP'OMI, 10 all ula. Coalld-y 
apeirooe/lo9 pellll-: C: 14u4«1.-ly ' . -
ac .. peare....,. lkyfof ., ._..._lot perfec1 ow.._. and 
OOtCOfTIIII. .-.......... 

D F G H 

□ □ □ □ 
pent0r• •-•I-to-wlu choloeL 

Dtdalona relllct~ !Might •d wlcclom 
beyond !Illa .......... e,ri,crlarlc.. ~ •ought 
by .. :ofttfl•-· Canolnwlt.-lor 

N/0 

J~ Npltea ltle ccwideftc:o ol -,iora. 

A 8 C D E F Q H 

• 
1. EVAWATIONS.. Tbo cia•Uo which !Illa .. ~ 

N/O 

C 

D 
E 

□ 
JUSTIRCA TION: 

NAV tC 1<m5D (Rev. H>t) (WH 3.1) PAOE40F5 
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1. 'larl"• Reported On: 
a. LastN■me 

ROY 20090105 20090704 

-Sergeant Willi mo is tin imm naely ta ctiv co who operates at a level · 
beyond tbe grasp o! his peers. Hand selected to esUJDe this SNCO billet, he compl etely 
outpe~formed two seaaoned Staff Sergellllts. An abso ute technical expert whose 
professional skill rival• that of a;i officer. He directs the various administrative and 
training requir enta of his unit without: ult. D 1110nstrates illlP"ccable t:10ral 
cba..racter and a matchl ea ability ng spears to lead and inspire Marines and 
Sailors. The Cox-pa could not find a f iner amba..ssador for recruiting duty. Highl y 
rec0111111ended for ny officer co:r.misaioning program. An absolute must for promotioo. 

DIRECTED COi~, SECT. A, ITB l 611.: HRO was the subject of a Navy and Marine Corps 
Achieveoent Med&l on 2009070,. 

J . CERTIFICATION 

l, I CER'TlFY that lo the betl ol my knowtedgo arld 
bet r all •"tries made hMeon .,. In.le end whhout 
ptejucliu or pNtiallty and that I have prov~ a $l9"ed 
copy of Is repon to lhO Marlne Reporild on. 

2. I ACKNOWLEDGE the adverN nature of thia NPOrt and 

0 I hne no statement to molco 

□ I have .nac:Md a atalell'MQt 

~@l@~ @1121 @1~ 
(Slgnatu,v ol Repclftlng Senior) (O.. In YYYYMMDO form I) 

□□□□ □□ □□ 
(Slgna11.n of 111,rlne ~ On} (Date In YYYYMMDO formal) 

, . OBSERVATION: 0 sutnclenl D lneufflcl1111t 2. EVALUATION: 0 Concur 0 Do Not Conc.ur 

3. COMPAAATIVE ASSESSMENT: 
Provide • comparative __ , 
of potential by pleelng an "X' In the 
opproprio box. In meriting the 
comparison, consldef al IAarlnes of 
lhls g,ade WhOao profoallonal 
ablO a ora known to you poreonolly. 

DESCRIPTION 

THE EUIHENTL V QUAUAED MARINE 

ONE OF THE FEW 

EXCEPTIOt-W.L V OUAURED MARIN.ES 

ONE OF lllE MAHY teGHLV OUAUFll!D 

PROFESSIONALS WHO FORM THE 
MAJORITY OF THIS ORADE 

A OUAUAED MARINE 

UNSATISFACTORY 

□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 
□ 

COMPARATIVE ASSESSUENT 

4. REVIEWING OFFICER COMMEHT'S: Arwplil'; )'OU' oolllpan,tl\• •--1 IIW1c; -lull• pot11n1h111o, comfnued prafaalonal dewl-nt lo lndun: _,.,.., ... coma, ...ian,-. ,.., .... p end an.cl DUI Aeol11MSenlar _b ____ ...... 

-Concur with RS assessment ; MRO is one of the best Non-Commissioned 
Officers I have observed in 10 years of combined service 
- surpasses his peers in every measurable category 
-Excellent candidate f or MECEP or other officer program 
-Sergeant Williams has my highest recommendation for promotion and 
billets of increased responsibility 

5. I CERTIFY that ID the belt ol my knowledge and 
bollof all entries made hereon are true and without 
prejudice or port! llty. 

e. I ACKNOWLEDGE the ectvwu nature of thl■ repon and 

I have no~ IO make 

0 I have attached• ltalenlent 

ADDENDUM PAOE ATTA~EO: 

NAVMC 1083SE (Rev, 1-ol) (WN 3.1) 

(Slgnature of Rev!Nlng Olficer) 

i .nature of Uarine R9P()l18d On) 

□ Vl!S 

(Date In VVVVMMDD fonnat) 

□□□□ □□ □□ (Date In YVVVJ,11.!DD format) 

PAGES OFS 
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Appendix C 

Master Brief Sheet Explanationii 

 

 

 

                                                            
ii Appendices C and D, Performance Evaluation System, MCO 1610.7A (May 1, 2018), 

https://www.marines.mil/Portals/59/Publications/MCO%201610.7A.pdf?ver=2018-05-07-074813-187. 

Mas t er Br i ef Sheet (MBS ) - Expl anatio n 

NAIi: OGD ID I GRADE I RANK I LCN I DOR I 11G I CURRENT DUTY ASSIGNMENT I 1!11.1.fT DfSCRPllON 

1 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 
KEY DATE SUIIIIARY lill'MRDS UU'MY DCCUPJ\TIONAL SPECIAL lES TRAIIING SUUIIARI' 

DEAF PMOS AMOS4 RIFLE 

TIS AMOS1 AMOSS 
I PISTOL 

PEBD 12 12 13 13 PFT 14 
AMOS2 JOINT 

AFADBD CFT 

OSCO 
AMOS3 BMOS MCMAP 

ACC COMM 
DOR COM~ 

11 CI\IIUAN 

DOR LOO 
DSG PILOT 
DCADB 16 17 
EAS 
MSR 
MRD 

MBS LI STING 

1. NAME 

2 . DOD I D 

3 . GRADE 

4 . RANK : Descr i pt i on Aut omatic 

5 . LI NEAL NO: Linea l cont rol n umber 

6 . DOR : Date o f Ran k , t he date from which 
present rank i s effec t ive 

7 . TIG: Time In Grade 

8 . CURRENT DUTY ASS I GNMENT 

9 . BI LLET DESCRI PTI ON 

1 0 . DCTB : Date current t our began . 

11 . KEY DATE SUMMARY 
DEAF: Da t e o f or i g inal e n t ry int o t h e Arme d 
Forces. 

EDUCAllON SUIIIIARY 
MILITARY 

BIR/ BTR 
LISTING 

17 

CORRECTI NG AUTHOR ITY 

NAME UNI T DIJl.RY 

DOD I D UNI T DIJl.RY 

GRADE ENLI STED : UNIT DIARY 
OFFICER : CMC (MMPR) 

N/ A UNI T DI ARY 

OFFD, QCRE CMC (MMPR) 

DOR 

N/ A 

N/ A 

N/ A 

DCTB 

DEAF 

ENL I STED : UNIT DIARY 
OFFICER : CMC (MMPR) 

N/ A 

N/ A 

N/ A 

UNI T DI Jl.RY 

UNI T DI Jl.RY 

TI S: Time i n ser vi ce N/ A N/ A 

PEBD: Pay e n try b ase da te . PAY ENTRY 
BASE DATE 

AFADBD: Arme d Force s Ac t ive Duty Base Da te ; AFADBD 
t h e da te from wh i ch ac t ive duty t ime i s 
compu t e d. I s adjustable f or l ost time or break 
i n service. 

OSCO: Ov"erseas control dat e. DAUS DEPN 
RESTR 

ENLI STED: UNIT DIARY 
OFFICERS: CMC (MMRP) 

UNIT DI ARY 

UNI T DI ARY 

PME 

17 / 18 

REFERENCE 

MCTFS PRI UM 

MCTFS PRI UM 

MCTFS PRI UM 

MCTFS PRI UM 

MCTFS PRI UM 

MCTFS PRI UM 

MCTFS PRI UM 

MCTFS PRI UM 

MCTFS PRI UM 

MCTFS PRI UM 

MCTFS PRI UM 

MCTFS PRI UM 

MCTFS PRI UM 

MCTFS PRI UM 

MCTFS PRI UM 

I DCTB 

I 10 
LANGUAGES 

15 

18 
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ACC COMM : Date accepted f ir.st Marine Co::cps 
commiss i on (initial appointme nt only) . 

MBS LISTING 

DOR COMM : The date o f r ank o f first commiss i on 
as a cwo. 

N/ A 

BIR/ BTR 
LISTING 

N/ A 

DOR LOO : The da t e o f ran k o f first commissi on as N/ A 
a LOO. 

DSG PIL-OT : The date on whi ch the Marine was 
desi gnated a mil i tary pilot, naval a viator , o r 
NFD . 

DCJI..DB: The date current a cti ve dut y began . 
I mmed iate reenli stment does not change thi s 
date. 

E_n_s: Expiration o f a c tive servic e . 

MSR: Mandatory .se paration retirement d ate . 
Assigned whe n the Marine's t i rr.e in serv ice 
approa ches the maximum t ime allowed by l a w. 

MRD: Mandatory ret ireme nt date. Fo r re.serve 
o rric crs onl y , assigned i n the same manner as 
the MSR, above . 

12 . Jl.1'1ARDS: Personal de corations a warde d in 
or de r o f precedence and the nun,ber o f :ike 
award s (f i e l d represents l a te.st 12 personal 
awards a warde d) . 

13 . MILITARY OCCUPAT: ONAL SPECLALTIES 
PMOS : Pr imar y ims 

P.MOSl : First Addi tional MOS 

AMOS2 : Second Additional MOS 

P.MOS3: Third P_dd itiona_ MOS 

AMosq: Fourth P_dditiona l !40S 

AMOSS : Fi f th P_ddi t i ona_ MOS 

JOI NT : JOINT i~os (Officer only) 

BMOS : BILLET MOS 

14 . TRAINING SUMM.~.RY 
RIFLE: a " i fi cation Status 

PISTOL : Qualificatio n status 

PFT : c _ass / Scor e o r status 

N/ A 

N/ A 

EAS 

RTO 

RT01 

N/ A 

MOS 

MOS 

MOS 

MOS 

MOS 

MOS 

MOS 

MOS 

BTR 

BTR 

BTR 

UN:T DI ARY 

CORRECTI NG AUTHOR- TY 

ACT IVE: MCRC 
RESERVE : UNI _ DIARY 

CMC (Mt-IPR) 

CMC (MMOJI.) 

UNIT DIP.RY 

ENLI STED: U. :T DIP_qy 
ACTIVE OFPICER: 
CMC (MMOJI.) 
RESERVE Oe..-ICER : 
CMC (RJl_"1) 

CMC (MMSR) 

CMC (MM.SR) 

UN:T DI P.RY 

UN:T DIP.RY 

ENLI STED: U. :T DIP_qy 
AC- I VE OPF'I CER: 
CMC (MI-mA) 
RESERVE OITICER: 
CMC (RJIJ-1) 

SAME JI.S J1_"10S 1 

SA..~ AS 1L"10S 1 

SA..~ AS 1'-"10Sl 

SA..~ JI.S _!\MOS 1 

CMC (MMOA) 

UNI T DIP.RY 

UN:T DI P.RY 

UN:T DI P.RY 

UNIT DI P.RY 

MCTFS PRIUM 

REFERENCE 

MCTFS PRIOM 

NAVMC 763 

MCTFS PRIOM 

MCTFS PRIOM 

MCTFS PRIOM 

SEPS M.l'.NUJI.L 

SEPS M.l'.NUJI.L 

MCTFS PRIOM 
SECNAVI..ST 1650 . ll:l 

MCTFS PRIOM 

MCTFS PRIOM 

MCTFS PRIOM 

MCTFS PRIOM 

MCTFS PRIUM 

MCTFS PRIUM 

MCTFS PRIUM 

MCTFS PRIUM 

MCTFS PRIUM 

MCTFS PRIUM 

MCTFS PRIUM 



 

50 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CFT : Class / Score o r status 

MCM..Z>.P : Martial ll.rts qua_if ication 

1-'I.BS LIST: NG 

15 . LANGUAGES: Name o f _a nguag e in whi ch the 
Marine is proficient. Up to f our langua g es may 
b e listed. 

16 . CIVILIJI.N EDUCJI.TION : Ci v ilian schoo_s 
a ttend e d _isted by year compl eted , d e g :::ee 
attained, and major subject. Shoul d _ ist 
second ary and pos t - secondary schools. 

17 . MIL: TARY ED"CJI.TION : Serv i c e schools 
{inc l uding c erta in MCI courses ) listed b y course 
title and year in whi ch compl e t e d . I f t h e 
Marine has n i n e o r fewer PME courses, up to 27 
milit ary cour s es can be d~splay e d . :f t h e 
Marine h as ten o r more PME courses, t h e 18 mos t 
recent milita r y courses w~ll b e d isp a ye d . 

18 . PROF'ESSIONJI.L MILITARY EDUCATIO : Serv i c e 
schools and career p r ogressi o n courses whi ch 
i n d i cate continuing military e ducat i on . Use d b y 
p r omotion boar d s t o d etermi ne if a Marine is 
"PME Comp_ete" f o r their g rade. 

BTR 

BTR 

B_R/ BTR 
LISTING 

FORGN- LJI.NG 
CODES 
1 / 2 / 3 / 4 

CIV ED 
LEVEL 

EDU, BTR 

EDU, BTR 

UNIT DI JI.RY MCTFS PRIOM 

MCTFS PRI UM 

COR.'<ECTI NG AUTHORITY REFERENCE 

CMC {MA) MCTFS PRIOM 

UNIT DIJI.RY MCTFS PRIOM 

UNIT DIARY MCTFS PRI UM 

UNIT DIJI.RY MCTFS PRIUM 
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Master Brief Sheet (MBS ) - Fitness Repo r t Lis ting 

ADMN STRATIVE SU-Y II REPORTlNG SENOR MARKWGS REVIEWING OFFICER MARKINGS 
Gra» I oa: I f rom I Montftl I Billet DM.cription II Rtp0rt1Dg SlffllDr I rltr I Pni I eo. I 9 I • I l.t:J I Ono I Seo: I EM I C. I PIE I DK I Ju:I I Ent II ReviPwing Offict'r I RO marI':o - 'it-ilmP gr.adP .at proc.M'iting 

••0 • I , .. 1 To I <- I "'I Comm,nd II ,...,.,, I ·- I RplAvg I RS A'IQ I RS Hlgn I Rpt If Hlgn I RY atProe j c11r1 RV II O~er I Concur I RO ma,kir. - 'it-lime- gr-1de cumubtive-

C.11pt I GC I maoaa1 I • I Company Comnu1ndf.r II LtColB l • I • I DI EID l • l • I • I DI DIC l •I• I C i ~r I'" "' 10 '" "' ·~ on 

0"'2 I • I ,,,,.,., I I I h t B.itt.1ilion 2d M.arintt II y,- I uorn 1 A.51 I 3.52 I A.51 I I 1 100.00 I 100.00 11 S"11 I y,.. I'" "' , .~ 1?/4~,,,,, "' 
M,j I AN I "'" "' I 3 I Oper;ation'it Officer II LtCol B l • l •I CI EI EI DI DI E I DI EIC I EI DI D i ~• I'" "' '" v, .. .. on 

o3'J2 I • I "'"'" I I I h t B-itt"i!lion 2d M,;irintt II Yo I ,of 1 I A.36 I '-" I co I I I ,s.11 I S6.11 II S"11 I y" I'" ,n '" 714[:!!) S.'C on 

M•j I CH I "'"'" I 6 I Opetationir. Officer II LtColB l • l •I DI EI EI DI DI E I DI EIC I EIE I D , ~ . I'" "' '" ~· .. , .. on 

03'J2 I N l " "'"' I I I b t B.itt,1fion 2d M-ilrinH II Yu I 7 of 7 I A.50 I '-" I co I 2 I 100.00 I 100.00 11 S"11 I Y,-; I'" "' "' 4.'4 17~7" 

Maj I TR I 20000m I 3 I BPf ExPC:utiv, Offic'4' II LtCol s l • I • I DI DIG I F l • I • 10 1010 10 10 1• , ~. I'" on ,,, .. .. "on 
0"'2 I • I '"'"" I I I h t B-iltt.tilion 2d M.arintt II y,. I 6 of 14 I UJ I U6 I UJ I I I 100.00 I 100.00 11 S"11 I y,.. I'" "' "' 4.'4 17~ 711 

1. Administrative Summary 

a . Grade . Thi s i nf ormati on ref l e cts the MRO' s g rade per section A, item 
l e (Grade) , of the fitness r epor t . 

b . BMOS . This inf ormation r efl ects the billet MOS of the duty t o whi ch 
the MRO was a ssi gned per secti on A, item h (BI LMOS) o f the fitne ss r eport . 

c . occ . Th i s information r ef l ects the occa s i on f o r submi tti ng the 
report per s ection A, item 3a (OCC) o f the fitness report . 

d . Typ e Duty. This i n f o rmation ref l e c t s t he type of the MRO' s duty per 
secti on A, item 3c (Type ) , of the fitness r eport . 

e . From Date/ To Date 

(1) From Dat e . Thi s informati on refl e c t s the begi nning date of the 
reporting period per s ec tion A, item 3b (From) of the fitness r eport . 

(2 ) To Date . This i n f or mation refl e c t s the ending date o f the 
repor ting peri od per secti on A, item 3b (To ) o f the fitness report . 

f. Months . Number of months covered by the specific fitness report . 

g . 
subje c t 
item 6a 

Com . An "X" appearing under thi s column indicates that the MRO was 
t o comme ndatory material duri ng the reporti ng pe r i od per section A, 
(Marine Subj e c t of Commendat ory Mater ia l ) o f the fitness repor t. 

h . Adv . An "X" appearing under this column indicates the repor t i s 
adverse. per section A, item Sa (Spe c i a l Case : Adve r s e ) o r i tem 6b 
(Derogatory Material ) or item 6c (Di sc i p l inar y Acti on ) of the fitness report . 

i . Bi l let Descr iption . This information ref l e cts t he pri mary duty t o 
whi ch the MRO was assigned per s ection A, item 4 (Duty Ass i gnment 
(desc riptive title ) ), of the fitness report . 

j . Command . This i nf ormation ref l ects the specific command o r unit t o 
whi ch the MRO was assigne d f o r duty per section A, item 2b , (RUC) , of the 
fi tness report. 

•• 
•• 
•• 
•• 
•• 
1M 

•• 
1M 
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2 . Repor t i ng Seni or (RS) Mar kings 

a. Report i ng Senior (RS ) . This i n f o r mat i on reflects the name o f the 
MRO' s RS per s ecti on A, item 10 (Report i ng Senio r ) o f t he f i t ness report. 

b . Miss i on/Cha r a c t er/Leader sh i p/ I nte l l e ct / Eval Resp. Th i s i nforma tion 
refl e cts the mar ki ngs f rom the Performance Anc hored Rating Scal es per secti on 
D (Mi ssion Accompl ishment ) , E ( I ndi v i dua l Charact er) , F (Leade r ship), G 
(Int e l lect And Wi sdom) , and H* (Fu l f illment Of Ev a l uation Responsibil ities ) 
o f the f itness repor t . Abbrevi a t i ons f o r t he i ndi v i dua l attr i butes a s 
reflect ed on t he MBS a re : 

Per- Perfo r mance 
Pro - Profi c iency 
cou- cour age 
Eff-Effec tiveness 

Under Stress 
I n i - I n iti ative 

Lea- Leadi ng Subor d inates 
Dev - Develop Subo r dinates 
Set- Setti ng t he Examp l e 
Ens-Ens uring Well-Being 

o f s ubo r d i nates 
co- communicat i on Skil l s 

PME - Pro f e ss i ona l 
Mil i tary Ed ucat i on 

Dec- Dec i s i o n Maki ng 
Abi lity 

Jud - Judgment 
EVAL*- Eval uation 

Responsibi lities 

* Appl ies on l y t o MRO' s with f itness repo r ting o ffi c i al responsi b i lities . 

c . Pr omot e. This i n f ormati on re flects t he RS ' s p r omotion recommendati on 
f o r the MRO per section A, i tem 7 (Recommended f o r Promotion) . A "NO" 
i ndi cates not recommende d f o r p r omotion. An "NA" i ndica t es not applicabl e. 
An "ACC" ind i cates a r ecommendation f o r acce lerated p r omoti on . 

ct . Report s . This numbe r is not a r anking o f any ki nd. The number 
be f o re "of" i ndi cates the nume r ical t otal o f report s p r ocessed f o r this RS on 
Mari nes o f t h i s g rad e. The numbe r a f ter "of" i s the tot a l numbe r o f 
cumul ative reports to date on Mar ines o f this grade . Theref o re, "13 o f 1 6" 
shows that t h i s repor t was the t hirteenth report p r ocessed , and the RS has 
submitt ed t hree repor ts a f ter t his report. 

e . RPT Av g . This i n f o r mation re flects the repor t ' s a verage o f t he 
observed att r ibu t es . Note: I t is not uncommon f o r RSs to have mor e t han one 
Ma r i ne in t heir profi le share t he same fi tness repo rt aver age. 

f. RS Avg . This i n f ormation ref l ects the cumu l ative average of a ll 
reports written b y t he RS on a Mar i ne o f t hat grade . 

g . RS High . This i n f o r mation refle cts t he h i ghest fitness report 
average o f any repo r t written by the RS on a Mar i ne o f t hat grade . 

h . RPT a t Hi gh. This i n f or mat i on ref l ects t he number o f repo r t s the RS 
submi tted which have a re l ati ve value o f 100 . 

i . RV at Proc . This col umn r e f l ects t he rel ati ve value o f the MRO' s 
f i tness r eport based on t he RS's rati ng h i s tory f o r Mar i nes o f the s ame grade 
as the MRO as o f the time o f p r oce ssi ng o f t h e MRO' s r epo r t (see Appendi x G) . 

j . Cum RV . This col umn r eflects the cumu l a tive r elative value o f a l l 
fi tness report s writ ten b y the RS on Mari n e s o f t h i s g r a d e at the time the 
MBS i s p r oduced . Note : Thi s percent age i s a variab l e and will change as the 
RS wr i tes addi t i onal r eports o n Mari nes o f the same g r ade a s the MRO' s g r ade 
on the r eport i n questi on . 
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3 . Revi ewi ng Offi cer (RO) Mar kings 

a . Revi ewi ng Off ice r (RO). Thi s i nf or mation r eflects t he name o f t he 
MRO ' s RO per secti on A, item 11 (Revi ewi ng Office r) o f t he f itness r eport. 

b . Reporting Off icial (RO) Remarks - Same Grade At Process i ng . This 
i n f ormation wi ll show t he RO' s comparati ve assessment marks o f section K, 
b l ock 3 f or a l l fi tness repor ts of Mar i nes of t he same g r ade eva l uated b y the 
RO at t he time the r epor t was pr ocessed . 

c . Obser . Th i s r e f l ects the degr ee of obse rvati on the RO had of the MRO 
as i ndicated i n section K, item 1 . 

d . Concur . Thi s i n f ormation ref l ects whether the RO concur s or does not 
concur with the RS ' s eva l uat i on of t he MRO per sect i on K, item 2 (Eval uat i on) 
o f the fitness r epor t . A "Yes" appea r i ng in thi s col umn i ndi cates the RO 
concur s wi t h t he repor t . A "No" appear i ng i n t he col umn i ndi cate s t he RO 
does not concur wi th the repor t . 

e . Reporting Off icial (RO) Marks - Same Grade Cumulat ive . This 
i nfor mation shows the cumul ati ve compar a tive assessment (pyrami d) mar ks of 
secti on K, b l ock 3 of a l l r epor ts ever r eviewed by the RO on a l l Mar i nes of 
t he same grade as the MRO with the assessment o f t hi s f itness r epor t 
h i ghlight ed by a squar e f rame . Note : This number i s dynami c and wi l l change 
as t he RO writes addit i onal r epor ts on Ma r i nes of t he same grade as t he MRO' s 
gr ade on thi s repo r t. 
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