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A 2026 HAC-D Spending Bill Report included language for the Space Force to assess organizational restructure, eliminating career specialties, creating separate technical and leader tracks, combining the officer and enlisted corps to one rank system, and allows for lateral entry from the private sector based on varying professional and educational experience. This paper assesses those initiatives from a policy perspective, including relevant law, Department of War instruction, and service level guidance. Additionally, this paper includes views from Space Force doctrine and the Chief of Space Operations. Each initiative is assessed through the lenses of feasibility and advisability.
The findings of this paper conclude that the goals of the policies are largely desirable, but there are more efficient and feasible ways to reach those goals. The mission area alignment model that realigns the FIELDCOM structure is unfeasible due to requisite basing actions and likely BRAC requirements, and the Mission Delta model accomplishes the desired end state more effectively. Additionally, the unified rank structure is unfeasible as well due to legal and joint constraints, culture integration, and service desire. However, direct commission and the part time guardian program present opportunities. Separate technical and leadership tracks are equally undesired, but technical expertise is highly valued and there are avenues to further incentive specific technical skillsets. Additionally eliminating career field codes creates a myriad of difficulties, but there are existing parameters for specialty experience tracking. Finally, Space Force should partner with the Air Force to create a base level corps to deliver the talent management outcomes. 

[bookmark: _Toc224133522][bookmark: _Toc224562620]Introduction
A 2026 HAC-D Spending Bill Report includes language for the United States Space Force to create a plan to build a novel paradigm of talent management to better fit the service needs. The congressional language includes organizational restructure, moving from the FIELDCOM concept to organizing by specific mission area, eliminating specialty codes across the force and replacing them with varying technical certifications, creating a bifurcated technical and leader track, and combining the officer and enlisted corps to one rank system. The language originated from a 2025 thought piece entitled “Embracing Space Force Exceptionalism” by Todd Harrison, a senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, and his proposals are what this paper will use as the basis of analysis. That proposal included expanded lateral entry into the Space Force as well. The ideas provide both significant potential upside and significant risk in terms of joint interoperability and the unknowns of an untested methodology. Additionally, the Space Force currently lacks the organic capability to execute any of the proposals without legislative changes and its own talent management arm or systems, so this would require significant fiscal and congressional involvement.
Eliminating the FIELDCOMs and organizing them by specific mission area takes the Mission Delta concept the Space Force is already implementing and expands to the overall force structure. Mission Deltas consolidate the units performing operations, cyber defense and intelligence support with Space Systems Command program offices that perform operational equipment maintenance, enhancements and application-layer software development (George, 2024). This construct enables the Deltas to harness economies of scope from developing and directly managing their personnel, operations, and equipment. Expanding this program to remove FIELDCOMs would move the entire organization into nine specific mission areas diagramed in Appendix B.
The changes to personnel management are also partly in line with areas the Space Force is already pursuing. Developing a Specialty Code agnostic force has been investigated, including a RAND study, since the Space Force stood up (Hanser, 2023). Mr. Harrison advocates the force could accomplish it with varying educational and experience-based certifications that members could attain and billets could require, and RAND argues for something similar. 
Additionally, bifurcating leadership and technical tracks has long been a discussion point in military manpower management, and this proposal is designed to give personnel an opportunity to advance either leveraging primarily leadership or technical expertise respectively. The proposal to combine the Enlisted and Officer corps is based on a blend of experience and education as is the lateral entry onboarding (Appendix C).
With the Space Force military personnel comprising fewer members than some individual Air Force bases, boutique talent management is possible. However, the question remains, is it advisable? What benefits would the reorganization and rank structures respectively yield, what difficulties would the proposals impose, and what would the cost be from both a dollar and personnel figure? The methodologies I will use to answer are an analysis of how the proposals mesh with the interconnected laws, Department of War regulations and Department level instructions, existing personnel system standards and requirements, Space Force organizational structure and manpower alignment, Space Force doctrine, and comparisons across over service branches. This will also include a review of applicable law that needs to be amended, how lateral entry works for the service currently and personnel system acquisition costs. These proposals could each be dedicated research projects on their own, so this serves as an initial viability and advisability recommendation. Further development will be required to implement.
[bookmark: _Toc224133523][bookmark: _Toc224562621]Feasibility Analysis

The proposals are ambitious, and the feasibility of pursuing them is a critical part in determining the advisability of pursuing them. To best convey the feasibility obstacles, this paper will evaluate each proposal in terms of legality, institutional frictions to include existing organizational paradigms and technology, and operational or personnel feasibility to include workforce capacity, training, and talent management impacts.
[bookmark: _Toc224562622]Mission Area Alignment Model

Appendix B shows the Space Force’s current organizational structure. Appendix C shows the proposed structure of the Mission Area Alignment Model. Referring to the visuals will assist in the analysis below.
To align the FIELDCOMs into specific mission areas would require significant manpower realignment. Each organization would need its own lifecycle acquisition functions, mission operators, and requisite support infrastructure such as cyber defense and relevant intelligence operations. Regardless of potential benefit, this would dismantle Space Systems Command. Space Systems Command currently counts for most acquisition billets in the Space Force and is largely centered at Los Angeles Air Force Base (LA AFB). To integrate fully by functional area, those members would need to be relocated to the bases performing their operational functions, or those operational functions would need to be moved to LA AFB, which would defeat the intent of the program.
The most extreme second order effect of this is it would likely require Base Realignment and Closure, commonly known as BRAC, for Los Angeles Air Force Base. This would happen if the Space Force elected to move the acquirers to the operational bases. Removing the acquisition billets, and the support for those billets, would account for the primary mission of the base and the majority of its authorizations, making it impractical to maintain the base. While the Space Force could hypothetically hotel the organizationally dispersed members, that would make the direct integration significantly harder and reduce the benefit trying to be achieved. Base closures are not impossible but are difficult, and there have been no authorized closures since 2005 due to the jobs and economic impact bases have in their area (Tilghman, 2025). 
There is no proposal for the next round of BRAC and Congress has shown no interest in starting one. The last request for BRAC from the Department of War was in 2017 and Congress declined to authorize the authority at that point (Tilghman, 2025).
If instead, operations were moved to LA AFB, so the Deltas were established there, BRAC would not be a factor, but congress would still be involved. DAFI 10-503 requires strategic basing actions for any units changing bases encompassing more than 35 personnel. These are less onerous than BRAC but still require congressional approval in accordance with 10 U.S. Code § 2392. The service would also need to request out of cycle funding for sending these members to new duty stations, which costs an average of 12,500 dollars a move and the military construction projects to build the infrastructure at the bases they would be relocating to (Lopez, 2025). Military construction projects take an average of at least five years (Tilghman, 2024). This would also be congressionally unpopular as it would lead to jobs moving out of congressional members’ districts. 
A potential pitfall for this organizational structure would be the difficulty in ensuring the development of well-rounded leaders to run the Space Force itself and bring Space capabilities to bear in the joint environment. At least a subset of Guardians would need to rotate through the different mission areas to develop the enterprise perspective requisite to senior service roles. 
This structure would also require a decision on oversight and the ranks required. The Space Force earns it billets from manpower positions and existing manpower documents. Overhauling the structure would require new manpower studies. Currently the Space Force has 24 general officer positions as part of the 2026 NDAA. This proposal has nine mission areas, and the Space Force currently has four Field Commands. Either some of these would need a colonel or senior civilian to run them, or the Space Force would need to consolidate general officer positions from other areas. The Department of War is currently working to trim the number of generals, so trying to expand to have a general at each would not be feasible (Copp, 2025).  Additionally, each of these mission areas would likely need their own staffs, and with that is another manpower tail which further limits the feasibility with confined end strength. 
This is the least directly feasible proposal due to the high cost, long timelines, and significant congressional action required. However, the Space Force has been moving to Mission Deltas which accomplish much of the function this proposal is advocating for without as many hurdles. 
[bookmark: _Toc224562623]Unified Rank Structure

The unified rank structure proposal’s limiting factors on feasibility include legal, personnel infrastructure and fiscal hurdles.  It would also face friction from the force. 
The 2026 NDAA approved a total of 10,400 uniformed guardians with 4,843 officers and 5,557 enlisted. Changing any number of enlisted Guardians to officers would require adjustments to future NDAAs. It would also require the commissioning of all the enlisted personnel who meet the “Officer” grade criteria in appendix three. These criteria include a four-year degree, two-year degree with six years of experience, or simply eight years of experience. As of Fiscal Year 2024, approximately 43 percent of enlisted Guardians had at least an associate’s degree and 81 percent had at least some college (Air & Space Forces, 2024). This could easily account for more than half of the personnel enlisted today and would heavily incentivize degree procurement and account for a higher percentage.
This would lead to the next legal changes that would need to be made: carveouts in 10 U.S. Code § 523 and the Defense Officer Personnel Management Act (DOPMA). 10 U.S. Code § 523 is what sets the limits on number of officers per grade based on population. The proposed education and experienced base criteria would not align with the limits the law imposes. Congress would need to amend the laws to create an exception for the Space Force to do this.  Finally, there would need to be changes to 10 U.S. Code § 619–628 - Active Duty Officer Promotions for the Space Force to codify its own process. This would make the service pivot from promotion zones, selection boards and competitive procedure in favor of experience years and education level. 
While the service would need to champion multiple changes to Title 10, it would then run into significant difficulties once those laws are changed. The Space Force does not have its own organic military human resources capability and relies fully on existing Air Force systems. Like all base support career fields, Civil Engineering, Security Forces, Logistics Readiness, and Force Support, the Air Force’s Human Resources and Administration career field provides the system management at base level. The Enterprise Talent Management Office is a Space Force owned talent management headquarters, but it also still relies largely on Air Force systems. That paradigm works because both the Space Force and Air Force operate on the same technology systems, evaluation systems (the Space Force uses a legacy Air Force system these professionals are still proficient on), assignment system, etc. However, if the service were to totally deviate from the Air Force systems, there would not be a corps of trained professionals there to manage these programs. 
Creating a new rank structure means creating new evaluation systems, new promotion management, and position validations. The same manpower limiting factor that applies to the mission area realignment applies to the combined rank structure. Each billet in the Space Force has an attached rank, so beyond converting Specialist-3’s into a First Lieutenant, do those positions then become a First Lieutenant position? The entirety of the Space Force’s Unit Manpower Documents would need to be changed in a comprehensive analysis style which would require significant investment and likely Air Force augmentation. 
Beyond that, the unified rank structure does not fit in any current warfighter requirements. Readiness reporting for Space Force units would need to be overhauled and joint billets would need to be re-categorized. Space Command, Northern Command, or Central Command, etc. would need to agree that what the Space Force would newly define as a Lieutenant Colonel would fit what those combatant commands need from a Space Force Lieutenant Colonel.
Other cultural issues would include the need for largely abandoning the enlisted corps and those career fields, parsing of education (are all degrees and collegiate programs weighted equally), parsing of experience (does experience just count in time or does a quality scale get implemented), and overhauling training pipelines for both functional and military education.
From a compensation perspective, the costs would be substantial as well. Assuming a transfer of 3,000 enlisted members to officer, the salary cost alone would increase approximately 150 million dollars annually and would consequently increase the pension cost across the force. Beyond the direct personnel cost, there would be the cost to create a Space Force specific HR infrastructure from both a system cost and personnel supporting that cost. This is likely a cost the Space Force will need to incur regardless, but it worth mentioning the difficulty and cost of new talent management systems.
The Department of War has historically struggled in talent management system creation in timelines and in cost. A recently successful launch, the Army’s new Integrated Personnel and Pay System cost over $600 million and a decade just to develop rolling out in 2023 (Beynon, 2023). Less successful endeavors include the Department of the Air Force’s foray into a similar system, the Air Force Integrated Pay and Personnel System (AFIPPS), which was designed to replace the DAF’s talent management and payment systems and has cost 179.51 million dollars to date and Officials reported an associated cost increase to $682 million to address current issues (GAO). The AFIPPS program started in 2009 and was set to go live in 2022 after field testing and was delayed over the course of two additional years before needing a rebaseline and a schedule delay of at least 12 more months as of October 2025 (GAO). myEval, a smaller system designed just to generate and route annual evaluations, utilized a high performing team of uniformed professionals working in concert with Salesforce, an industry leading service provider. The team used a waterfall process with sprints (Waterfall-Scrum-Fall model) rapidly iterating feedback from test locations and the field, and it was a colossal failure that also had to be shelved. That is not to say the Space Force should not pursue talent management systems. The examples are to illuminate how costly and difficulty they can be when establishing financial and manpower bandwidth for other initiatives. 
Finally, there is also no appetite for this from a service perspective. The Space Force released an update to its doctrine in April 2025 and spelled out the unique role of both the enlisted and officer corps. The doctrine identifies officers as the “leaders and planners” and enlisted as the “Service’s warfighters” with civilians bringing the specialization, stability and continuity (USSF, 2025).
This is the second least directly feasible proposal due to the same high cost, long timelines, and significant congressional action required as well as a disconnect from the joint operations paradigm and the service’s construct and desires.
Lateral Entry
[bookmark: _Hlk226108463]
The Space Force is already utilizing a Direct Commission Program, leveraging lateral entry processes for onboarding mid-career professionals. The service is also working on a part-time Guardian status to allow private sector permeability (Casciotta, 2025). The barriers to entry for this have already been crossed and it is a program prime for expansion.
10 U.S. Code § 533 allows and sets the framework for direct commissioning operations with cyber professional specific language in 10 U.S. Code § 533. Since 2022, the Space Force has had a Direct Commission Program for Cyber professionals and has since expanded it to the Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR) career field. Expanding this to cover specific Space and Acquisition skillsets is feasible as well. 
The Acquisition profession does have significant regulatory oversight, but recent Department of War efforts to improve the acquisition program have made this possible. As of 2024, the Army commissioned a private sector civilian with 20 years of experience as a Major in the Army Acquisition Corps (Kestner, 2025). Replicating the Army’s program may simply require an update of Department of the Air Force specific regulations, specifically DAFMAN 36-2032, but there would be no new Department of War policy or Title 10 changes required. 
Space Operations specialties needed would likely be tailored due to fewer direct private sector corollaries and long certification timelines in some areas. There is also a cultural question of direct commissioning operational career fields. That has not been a path the Department of War has often tread, but the Space Force has shown this works for cyber professionals. Additionally, the private sector is developing expertise in areas like satellite constellation management, satellite maneuverability, autonomous actions, machine learning, etc. that could all be surge needs for the Space Force. With how technical Space Operations is, there would need to be some boutique talent management, as the civilian brought in as a Major because of their work on Amazon’s Project Kuiper may not be the right person to put in Range Operations Management at a Space Launch Delta.  
This is the most feasible proposal. Direct commissioning in the Space Force is already under way and primed for expansion.
[bookmark: _Toc224562624]Separate Technical and Leadership Tracks

[bookmark: _Hlk226109614]This program would run across the same promotion program issues previously described in the Unified Rank Structure proposal. To that end, the Space Force would need to champion changes in law and Department of War policy as well rewrite Department of the Air Force policy. 
There would additionally need to be a scrub of every position and annotate if that position is technical or leadership. In the current Space Force paradigm, every position is a mix of both to varying degrees, so parsing that would take time. In addition, it would create difficulties in talent availability, as the personnel available for each position would be restricted to those on the technical or leadership path, limiting flexibility. This is especially acute for joint, deployment or short tour requirements, both of which the Space Force fills, which do not delineate between leadership and technical specialty. Further segmenting a military force of approximately 10,400 billets across the broad array of the Space Force covers creates risk. Many operational positions are 24/7 shift work, and as launch tempo continues to increase along with satellite density across orbits, those demands are going to increase. Segmenting those positions makes those shifts harder to fill.
From a micro perspective, it also creates an expensive administrative tail from a per-capita perspective. The technical tracks would need their own promotion boards and processes which would take time and money. The dual track would likely require a bifurcation of development programs as well. This would further levy financial and time investment as well as billets. 
There may need to be carve-outs to DOPMA to allow for the progression if the tracks are going to be promoted at different rates. Either that, or the progression would have to be artificially aligned despite differing scopes and responsibility level. Furthermore, it would create a cultural divide between technical experts and leaders, creating a division in a new force still building its identity that relies on interoperability. It also creates a cultural question about who makes the decisions. What decisions are in the technical realm and what are in the leadership? When leadership positions and technical positions are at odds, where is the decision authority vested? 
The National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) has over two decades of experience with “Technical Authority” and is a similarly sized space agency. They utilize a Technical Authority program out of their Office of Chief Engineer that provides an independent view of programs, ensures programs reflects the view of NASA, and approve change and waivers to all Technical Authority requirements (NASA, 2026). The Program or Project Manager still retains responsibility for the outcomes, and the Technical Authority provides NASA a check and balance system. This is much like the Inspector General program and not a full career shred out. However, the Space Force may benefit from having a technical expert position on Inspector General teams operating in the same role. 
Finally, the proposition that it would increase retention is untested in military environments and could have the reverse effect. The technical track personnel would become much more desirable to higher paying private sector positions, and the leadership track may find themselves unable to accomplish strategic forecasting in the highly technical domain of space. The highest levels of officer compensation will not keep pace with the salaries of senior engineers at companies like SpaceX, Raytheon, Blue Origin, etc. 
The feasibility of this is not overly onerous. The discussion for these tracks is largely on the advisability of pursuing the proposal.
[bookmark: _Toc224562625]Eliminating Specialty Codes

The feasibility of eliminating specialty codes runs does not explicitly run afoul of any Title 10 language. However, DOPMA requires officers up for promotion to be placed in competitive categories for promotion. If there are no longer specialty codes, and career progressions are more amorphous where a Guardian could have cyber, intelligence and space operations experience, then it breaks the current paradigm. Currently, the Space Force utilizes a Line of the Space Force (LSF) competitive category split into two subcategories, LSF-Operations and LSF-Force Modernization.  Those would need to be done away with as the distinction would no longer exist. They could be realigned by a preponderance of experience category alignment or just consolidated into a single category. There is significant precedent for that, as the Air Force used that combined method from inception until October 2019 (Losey, 2019). The Air Force moved away from this combined method to achieve more equitable promotion outcomes where career fields could compete with like career fields. The Space Force would have less of an issue there as the spread of specialties is magnitudes smaller. 
From a personnel management standpoint, this would increase talent management difficulty. Space Force specialty codes identify career area, career field, specific functional areas, and skill level (Appendix D). This lets career field managers and the service quickly query the force and see where manning levels are, where gaps may be, and allow for efficient talent management. Removing that for experienced based will allow for more tailored assignment management, but that tailored assignment management will take more time and cost more per member than any other service. That could lead to difficulties in advocating for congressional funding among competing priorities, even intra-service.
Joint operations are where this runs into the biggest hurdle. Joint Manpower documents, as governed by CJCSI 1001.01C and further guidance across 1300.05, 4320.01, and others all utilize specialty codes. The Space Force would either need to have all Joint UMDs (JMDs) updated for Space Force personnel or assign a specialty code to Guardians specifically for joint positions. Additionally, all Department of War units need to report their monthly readiness so that the Pentagon and combatant commanders know what the available force is in the event of contingencies. Without a specialty code identified, that reporting becomes significantly more complicated for the Space Force. 
From a cultural standpoint, training requirements and development become murkier. Guardians lose the career field mentorship Senior Non-Commissioned Officers and Field Grade or Flag Officers could provide. Career fields’ development paths would become obsolete and appropriate progression to senior levels of leadership would be harder to identify.  That also leads to difficulties for Developmental Team constructions. Additionally, the Space Force would lose the ability to create in corps cultures. Space Operations can have a sub-culture as can Cyber, Intel, etc. but when that barrier is broken down, so does the community feel and pride of the career field. 
Finally, there would be downstream financial difficulties to include recruiting, which would need to be more specialized to find specific skillsets, retention bonuses for specialties, and lobbying for congressional funding for anything specialty related. 
[bookmark: _Toc224562626]Joint Interoperability
	Joint integration is mentioned throughout the above topics and deserves its own section in feasibility due to the criticality of joint operations in the Department of War. The Joint Manpower and Personnel Program (JMPP) integrates the Joint Force and allows Combatant Commanders to define the force structure, to include manpower, to effectively and efficiently accomplish the missions required (CJCSI 1001.01C). This is accomplished through the Space Force’s Manpower Program Execution System (MPES). MPES alone coordinates with roughly 20 DAF and 100 Joint systems.
Regarding specialty codes, MPES does not allow for removal of specialty code so it would need system adjustment and likely rescoping to account for the experience-based system the thought piece advocates for. Additionally, all Joint Manning Documents (JMDs) utilize skill codes, the DAF version of specialty codes, so there would need to be coordination with the Joint Staff on if they would be willing to change that construct for Guardians (1001.01C). This would create cascade affects with the Fourth Estate Manpower Tracking System (FMTS) which is the system that defines joint manpower requirements (1001.01C) and the electronic Joint Manpower and Personnel System (eJMAPS). This increases difficulty in both coordination and cost, as there is a system change and management cost introduced to joint units. There are also DoW reporting requirements on skill codes as part of DoDI 1312.01 that would further exacerbate the difficulties.
The rank proposal runs into similar issues as the joint force determines its manpower needs and grades, so if those grades no longer mesh with what the Space Force can present, it presents a logistical problem. The joint force may also not concur with the Space Force’s new grade criteria, leading to a cultural disconnect. Those are less of a cost problem but do create an insurmountable obstacle if the force no longer has the enlisted personnel grade availability the joint force requires.
Finally, separating into technical and leadership tracks is not overly burdensome from a system perspective, and there is precedent with Warrant Officers. The difficulty for the Space Force comes in its size. The Space Force is so small that further splitting its available population into “leadership” and “technical” positions creates smaller population pools to pull from for these joint positions. Each joint billet would also need to be negotiated on which type of Guardian they want, and assurances that leaders would still be functionally technically literate and technical experts would still possess requisite management ability. 
Summary

[bookmark: _Toc224562627]From a feasibility analysis standpoint, most of the proposals, except perhaps the mission area realignment model and eliminating the officer and enlisted corps differentiation, are feasible, but possible does not mean advisable. Interoperability is key in the joint fight and pivoting the Space Force to an atypical structure limits that interoperability or makes it more expensive in a resource constrained environment. However, the space domain is unique and as the Space Force is in its relative infancy, now is the time to make any bold changes before further institutional friction is increasingly entrenched.
Impact Analysis

Now that feasibility has been determined, the below section will delineate the benefits and downsides of the feasible proposals. These include Lateral Entry, Separate Leadership and Technical Tracks, and Eliminating Specialty Codes. Mission Deltas are the feasible implementation strategy equivalent to the Mission Alignment Model, so the Mission Deltas will be covered in the Implementation Strategy Section as the Space Force is already proceeding with those. 
[bookmark: _Toc224562628]Lateral Entry

[bookmark: _Hlk226108478]The benefits of lateral entry are both strategic and tactical. In the long term, the Space Force is going to need Guardians with experience in rapidly developing technology that may not already be directly integrated into the force. The Space domain is shared in concert with commercial entities, partner nations, and adversarial nations. That requires an understanding that emerging technologies are going to become operationally significant at a rapid pace. 
For example, Starlink satellites were programmed and fueled to be able to perform routine collision avoidance. In just six months in 2024, Starlink satellites made almost 50,000 avoidance maneuvers (Pultarova, 2024). Understanding how mega constellations work, the data and lessons from all those avoidance maneuvers, and how exactly they were programmed and executed are all skills the Space Force may need at some point but would not generate in-house. Lateral entry with constructive service credit creates a way for the service to recruit and onboard that SpaceX engineer or programmer. 
The downsides are minimal with one exception. The minor downsides are that the individual off the street would be coming into potentially a Field Grade officer role with no military experience, but that has not been a substantive issue in our other professional corps or thus far in the Space Force. There is a personnel cost as well to run the system that onboards these officers, but that personnel cost is smaller than the cost it would take to train for specific skillsets at the pace of need. 
The downside that would need mitigation is the potential for conflict of interest. If someone is brought on board from private industry, utilized in a field that reflects their private industry expertise, and then eventually cycles back to industry, there is the risk of conflict of interest. If an acquisitions professional comes in and is part of awarding a contract to a defense contractor and then cycles back and works for that defense contractor on that contract, the ethical waters quickly get murky. 
The upsides of this far outweigh the downsides, but the downside of potential conflicts of interest and consequent appearance of corrupt processes does need mitigation. There is legal precedent for cooling-off periods for senior government employees that could be brought down to lower ranks (18 USC 207), and this could require some legislative updates, but that would be relatively minor given the existing framework.
[bookmark: _Toc224562629]Separate Leadership and Technical Tracks

[bookmark: _Hlk226109634]Unlike Lateral Entry, separate leadership and technical tracks have minimal upside but substantive downside if done wholistically. Even smaller shred outs, like the Warrant Officer program, provide a better return on investment, but are not desired by Space Force leadership (Hadley, 2024). Leadership in the military is a core competency in both the enlisted and officer corps. The Space Force is the most technical armed service, but that makes delineating between leaders and technicians more difficult. 
Gen Saltzman, the Chief of Space Operations, addressed the question on Warrant Officers, asserting “We don’t see a need to have warrant officers at this point. Because of the way we were designed, all our enlisted personnel have very technical paths…And so we feel like there’s other avenues to provide them the compensation they need. And at some point, how small can a career field or a rank be before it’s too hard or too onerous to manage administratively? So, we’re not pursuing that right now” (Hadley, 2024).  Further splitting the force creates myriad talent management difficulties, including joint officer development and fulfilling operational requirements.
The goal of the Space Force appears to be to have every Guardian as a technical expert, making the distinction of a technician meaningless. The upside comes if the service experiences exponential growth, the United States pursue a Chinese model of one unified space service and have a USSF and NASA combination, or some other substantive change happens to the force. Otherwise, the service needs to figure out how to reward technical expertise without sacrificing leadership expectations.
[bookmark: _Toc224562630]Eliminating Specialty Codes

Military departments have long made a practice of modifying career areas, consolidating career specialties, eliminating specialties, and creating new ones. However, no service has ever gone away from them completely. 
The reason no service has abandoned specialty codes is enterprise talent management and readiness reporting. Specialty codes designate a grade or skill level defined level of competence in a career area. Losing those would lose a standard readiness reporting and information tool to joint warfighting as the Space Force becomes increasingly integral to the joint fight. Career field development and vectoring would be wholly lost and need to be built from the ground up. This would not be just a talent management system change but a complete paradigm change for every level of enlisted and officer leadership. 
When the Air Force moved away from a consolidated Line of the Air Force for promoting, it did so in part to prevent enterprise biases from affecting promotion results. For example, Developmental Engineers who spent time on their PHDs competed poorly against their counterparts in other career fields who spent that same time window in command. Then, the PHDs would not promote, and the Air Force would lose that skillset. When there are no clear career fields, promotion decisions are at risk of being biased towards whatever fields the Space Force values more heavily. If one officer spends a significant amount of time in space operations roles, whereas another is more launch focused, or acquisition heavy, how does the Space Force compare those apples and oranges in promotion decisions? 
Furthermore, there are significant requirements in the development of Space Force officers from a technical perspective, so removing the deliberate development pipelines risks their technical expertise. For example, the Defense Acquisition Workforce Improvement Act (DAWIA) and DODI 5000.66 cover the standards and implementation of those standards for uniformed acquisition professionals. These cover the three levels of certification, Defense Acquisition University courses, years of experience in acquisition billets, etc. If the Space Force were to remove career specialty codes, they would still need to develop officers that hit all these milestones, making the removal more in-name-only. 
[bookmark: _Toc224562632]That is not to say there are no benefits. Converting to a system of tracked experiences and competencies centered around specific mission areas allows for more boutique development and focus on those areas’ operation outcomes. It could also generate more engagement from the force in guardians’ individual development if the service has the money and manpower for it. Tracking specific skillsets and making the assignment process more of an application and acceptance process as opposed to the standard “needs of the Air Force” model could generate more engaged production, less time spent learning systems and higher retention of topflight talent. 
Recommendations and Implementation Strategy

Ultimately, the idea is to reimagine talent management for the Space Force, so this section will propose implementation steps and recommendations on what to initiate and how to do it. The first step is setting the baseline for what the Space Force wants to look like from an organizational structure standpoint, then identifying the talent management steps to develop the force to facilitate that, and finally the infrastructure required to maintain the changes.
The Mission Delta progression should remain unchanged. This is a well-developed strategy to vertically integrate the elements that deliver operational outcomes and empower commanders at the lowest level and consequently accelerating decisions and actions. This also avoids the expensive and congressionally involved processes Mr. Harrison’s Mission Area Alignment model would levy. In Gen Saltzman’s 2025 Space Force Vector, he champions “the Space Force must align its people, its institutions, and its resources in the singular pursuit of domain control, cementing Space Superiority as the formative purpose of the Space Force” comparing the transition the Space Force is facing to a transition from a Merchant Marine fleet to the US Navy (Saltzman, 2025). In forecasting the combatant needs five to fifteen years down the road, Mission Deltas are foundational. 
Mission Deltas consolidate cyber, intelligence, space operations, engineering, force development and certain parts of the acquisition lifecycle for an operational capability under one authority (Saltzman, 2025). These are complemented with System Deltas at Space Systems Command to develop, field, and acquire the capabilities for those Mission Deltas (Saltzman, 2025). This format creates the benefits on unified consolidation without the difficulties of the Mission Area Alignment model for the FIELDCOMs and does so at a lower and more agile level. The Space Force should continue this path to create better vertically integrated mission outcomes and results driven decision making. 
From there, the S1 should work rapidly on expanding and integrating the direct commission program to all Space Force officer career fields. In Mission Deltas, Delta Commanders are responsible for their operational area, for example, Delta 9 is responsible for Orbital Warfare. The Delta 9 Commander can work with their component System Delta to acquire new systems to deliver Orbital Warfare outcomes, and they need to be able to work with Space Force’s Enterprise Talent Management Office (ETMO) to acquire the required talent to deliver those outcomes as well. This is where expanding the lateral entry direct commission program to all career fields becomes critical.
The next step for S1 should be to coordinate with their Army counterparts on lessons learned and implementation strategy for the acquisition professionals and create specific coordinators that can find talent for Delta Commanders. If the service is going to source boutique capabilities and act at the pace of need, the Space Force is going to need to be able to quickly onboard the talent to execute those systems. Just like System Deltas, ETMO should have a specific recruiter that can liaise with Delta Commanders and find the skillsets they need for critical programs and direct commissioning them.  The part time Guardian program may be an appropriate office to base this out of, as the skillset could come from a Guardian currently in the private sector. Once the service can onboard officers at any career field and go out into the private sector to find them, the Space Force will have matched its system acquisition capabilities with its personnel acquisition.
	Given that these lateral entry officers will not have the same background as their new same rank or subordinate counterparts, the Space Force will need to make efforts to ensure a smooth cultural integration as well as professional. To do so, the Space Force needs to make the program clear to both existing and direct commission Guardians, select the right candidates to direct commission, and invest in their onboarding.
The Space Force must educate existing Guardians on what the standards will be for lateral entry and why the Space Force is utilizing it. The messaging must show the program as an additive, not a threat to existing Guardians. This also includes publishing career pathways and pyramids for lateral entry officers to show what development paths might or might not look like, for example, not onboarding someone straight into a traditionally boarded position, such as Command or Director of Operations. Additionally, if this is to be a critical part of talent management utilization and a Mission Delta’s toolkit, the Space Force needs to teach the Guardians how to use it and advocate for it when in command positions. Intermediate and Senior Leadership Education are a prime target for including curriculum on utilizing direct commission officers. 
The most important step is selection. The reputation of these direct commissioned officers will outpace any kind of messaging, education or instruction. If the lateral entry program has a reputation of bringing in high caliber strong performers, teams will be excited when one is coming there way. To do that, ETMO must use a selection criteria that values not just technical expertise but a values match with the Guardian Ideals. The value match, in concert with the technical ability, creates enhanced team cohesion, integrated culture, increased morale and contributes to positive work environments (Harrier 2024).  If the skills and values match what the Space Force needs, it lowers both the cultural and operational barriers to entry.
The final step is to fully utilize the onboarding operation as an opportunity to integrate the new Guardian into the Space Force culture and operational requirements. Role clarity is key to newcomer performance, so a phased process that includes a centralized Guardian cultural immersion followed with a Mission Delta level operational immersion will pay dividends (Bauer, 2007). The Guardian cultural immersion would likely be a centralized STARCOM endeavor whereas the Mission Deltas would each have a standardized one-to-two-week operational immersion covering the mission and the teammates who execute it with them.
After lateral entry, the third step to capture and leverage the technical expertise of the force is to develop a more robust and codified incentive structure for technical expertise. The Space Force is right to continue fostering technical expertise across all Guardians. The Guardian career fields require it. Space Operations, Intelligence and Cyberspace Operations are all operational career fields where professionals need to be able to utilize their technical expertise to deliver operational outcomes. In addition, Developmental Engineers and Acquisition Managers are critical parts of the acquisition corps with the rigorous qualifications that entails and the virtually unlimited amounts of taxpayer dollars they become stewards of, not to mention the technical certifications for programs such as mission assurance. 
Instead of vectoring for technical and leadership, the Space Force can reward and incentive technical expertise, without sacrificing leadership ability, where it values technical expertise with a system like the Foreign Language Proficiency Bonus (FLPB). FLPB is a monthly monetary incentive paid to eligible and qualified military personnel possessing foreign language proficiency. The objective of FLPB is “to encourage the acquisition, maintenance, and enhancement of foreign language skills vital to national defense” (MyFSS 2025). To earn the bonus, the members must demonstrate proficiency on service standard tests. 
The Space Force could use this exact model on any technical area it values. A Space Force Technical Skill Proficiency Bonus (TSPB) could cover anything from certain languages of coding to rocket engine specifics and prove a validator for programs like Supra Coder that send Guardians to a six-month coding training.  Mission Deltas would identify what skills they need, FIELDCOMs would consolidate and ETMO would procure the tests with a technical advisor nominated from the FIELDCOMs to ensure appropriate rigor. 
The most difficult part of implementing this change would be securing the funding in a resource constrained environment and incorporating it into future NDAAs. Beyond that, the cost of doing this would simply be the congressionally approved bonus payments, the designing and proctoring of tests, likely an additional person in ETMO to manage the program, and ETMO creating a Personnel Services Delivery Guide for the Military Personnel Flights working the records updates at base level. Development Teams could provide input on what skills they want to incentive for certain time periods and foster that reward system. If Guardians do wish to fully eschew leadership development for technical mastery, then the part time Guardian program could provide pathways to civilian positions and look for authorities to waive separation cooldown windows.
In areas where the service needs to further utilize or develop the skillsets, the Space Force assignment teams and billet owners should utilize existing Special Experience Identifier (SEI) codes or create SEIs in addition to the incentive pay to indicate the specialty. SEI codes are used to annotate a member’s service-identified critical skillsets that are not necessarily inherent to their career field specialty (DAFI 36-2110). The Department of the Air Force’s assignment regulation, notes that “the SEI system may be used when experience or training is critical to the job/person assignment match, and no other means is appropriate or available” (DAFI 36-2110). SEI codes are a much easier program to grow than a removal of career specialty areas and allows for the Space Force to reach the agile talent management removing career field specialties tries to achieve without the readiness reporting, enterprise talent management, or joint integration difficulties. SEI codes also only require existing system updates, so their management and implementation on-ramps are much shorter, cheaper, and existing talent management personnel can manage them.
 Existing SEI codes cover hundreds of space, cyber, intelligence and acquisition specialties (AFOCD, 2025). If the goal is more boutique and vectored talent management, a focus on not just Career Field, but SEI possession and how that fits into what Mission Deltas need is going to generate a high return on investment. Mission Deltas should do a robust review of the SEI codes attached to their billets, assess if they are sufficient or require modification, propose any new identifiers they may need, and funnel these to the assignment offices at ETMO. This will lead to more time and coordination with assignment offices and will likely require additional investment in staffing those positions but will pay the dividends in the downstream efficiencies at a much lower cost than removing career fields entirely. This would need to be worked into what the Space Force is already doing with their contractor working on assignment systems but would provide the force a codified systematic way that can be assisted at both headquarters and base level.
Finally, the Space Force needs the right talent management infrastructure to support these talent management changes and the ones to come. Currently, the Space Force has its own talent management headquarters equivalent to ETMO and staff structure in respective S1 offices. However, base level support for uniformed guardians comes wholly from Air Force 3F0 Personnelists. These personnelists are unlikely to have ever been to a Space Force base before and to ever be stationed at one again. This means even the most seasoned technical expert Master Sergeant taking over a Military Personnel Flight will have likely never interacted with ETMO, never worked Guardian assignments, promotions, evaluations, etc. This paradigm degrades agility and the ability for the force to implement any changes as the experts in place to execute those changes do not speak the language. 
Therefore, S1 should work with A1 and the 3F career field and create an SEI and vector for 3F0s to account for space experience. The 3F career field can then work to make sure a meaningful percentage of the MPFs have space experience. This will build a stronger base of expertise and system management for the Space Force, grow professionals for S1 offices, and future civilian leaders in ETMO. 
[bookmark: _Toc224562633]Conclusion 

The Space Force is in its infancy as a service, but the talent management infrastructure that undergirds its force is not. Now is the time to take advantage of talent management change opportunities before the infrastructure becomes as culturally ingrained as it is professionally, but that does not reduce the cost or complication of total paradigm shifts. These shifts become especially acute in terms of joint operations and existing law and policy.
Therefore, the Space Force needs to be targeted and precise in the talent management outcomes it desires and then deliberate in the best process to achieve those in a resource-constrained congressional environment. The core goals of Mr. Harrison’s piece are all desirable; consolidated operational focus, agile talent inflow and compensation, incentivizing technical expertise, and more boutique talent alignment. However, the methods to reach those ends do not need grandiose programmatic changes. Mission Deltas, expanding existing direct commission programs, technical skill incentivizing, and career experience tracking all achieve those goals at a lower cost.  Finally, the Space Force needs dedicated professionals at base level to administer those programs and the other changes the service is working towards, ranging from evaluation, promotion, assignments, and the complexity that will come with the part-time Guardian program. 
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	Category
	Grade
	Rank
	Education and Experience Guidelines
	Equivalent Legacy Rank(s)

	General Officer
	G-10
	General
	Advanced Degree and over 26 years of experience
	O-9/O-10

	
	G-9
	Lieutenant General
	Advanced Degree and over 22 years of experience
	O-7/O-8

	Field Grade Officer
	G-8
	Colonel
	Advanced Degree and over 18 years of experience
	O-6

	
	G-7
	Lieutenant Colonel
	Advanced degree and over 12 years of experience or four-year degree and over 16 years of experience
	O-5

	
	G-6
	Major
	Advanced degree and over six years of experience or four-year degree and over 10 years of experience
	O-4

	Company Grade Officer
	G-5
	Captain
	Advanced degree and no experience, four-year degree and over four years of experience, or two-year degree and over 12 years of experience
	O-3

	
	G-4
	Lieutenant
	[bookmark: _Hlk224040296]Four-year degree and no experience, two-year degree and over six years of experience, or high school or General Education Development (GED) degree and over eight years of experience
	O-1/O-2

	NCO
	G-3
	Sergeant
	Two-year degree and two years of experience or high school or GED degree and over four years of experience
	E-5/E-6

	Junior Enlisted
	G-2
	Specialist
	Two-year degree and no experience or high school or GED degree and over two years of experience 
	E-3/E-4

	
	G-1
	Specialist Basic
	High school or GED degree and no experience
	E-1/E-2
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ENLISTED ONLY
USSF SPECIALTY CODE CROSSWALK


USSF Specialty 
Code


USSF Specialty Code Descripton Sister Service
Sister Service 


Specialty Code
Code Description


Navy K10A, K36A
 Imagery Analyst / OpIntel 


Analyst
Marine Corps 2651 ISR Systems Engineer


Army 25S
Satellite Communication 


Systems Operator-Maintainer


Air Force 1C6 Space Systems Operations


Coast Guard
Navy  K36A Intelligence Specialist


Marine Corps 0231 Intelligence Specialist
Army 35F


Air Force 1N0 All Source Intel
Coast Guard


Navy  K10A, K23A Intelligence Specialist


Marine Corps 0241/0261
Imagery Analyst/GeoSpatial 


Analyst


Army 35G


Air Force 1N1 Imagery Analyst/GEOINT
Coast Guard


Navy CTT
Cryptologic Technician 


Technical


Marine Corps 2631 ELINT Analyst


Army


Air Force 1N2A ELINT Analyst (SIGINT)
Coast Guard


Navy CTR
Cryptologic Technician 


Collection


Marine Corps 2621, 2629
Comm Intelligence 


Analyst/Operator, Signals 
Intelligence Technician


Army 35S
Air Force 1N2C COMINT Analyst (SIGINT)


Coast Guard


Navy CTN
Cryptologic Technician 


Networks
Marine Corps 0231 Intelligence Specialist


Army 35Q, 35NC2
Air Force 1N4A Cyber Intel Analyst


Coast Guard


5S
Space Systems 


Operations


Manages or performs duties to develop, sustain, and 
enhance space capabilities to defend national interests 


from attack and to create effects in the space domain to 
achieve Service, Combatant Command, and national 


objectives. Conducts space control, space force 
enhancement, and space force support operations using 


established tactics, techniques, and procedures.


Leads and supervises functions and activities associated 
with the collection, processing, exploitation, analysis, 


dissemination and production of all-source intelligence


5I0 
All Source Intel


5I1A 
Imagery 
Analyst / 
GEOINT


Manages, supervises, and performs intelligence activities 
and functions including, exploitation, development, and 
dissemination of multi-sensor Geospatial Intelligence to 
support warfighting operations and other intelligence 


activities that achieve the commander’s objectives.


N/A - no dedicated MOS for ELINT, however our 
35N (1N4B) course does provide an overview of 
OPELINT and our 35S (1N2C) course does have 


some TECHELINT


514A 
Cyber Intel 


Analyst


Exploits global communications to support Computer 
Network Operations (CNO). Employs techniques to 


collect, identify, and exploit appropriate 
communications to ensure accurate targeting.


5I2A 
ELINT Analyst 


(SIGINT)


Assembles operational and technical information on 
Electronic Intelligence (ELINT), collects, processes, 


analyzes and identifies operational technical measurable 
and descriptive characteristics of electronic signals 


through collection and processing of non-
communication signals; as related to radar, weapons, or 


platforms.


512C 
COMINT 
Analyst 
(SIGINT) 


Performs graphic and electronic analysis as related to 
various Communication Intelligence (COMINT) networks. 
Display, analyze, demodulate, demultiplex, identify, and 
report communication signals and their users found in 
the radio frequency spectrum. Performs analysis and 
identification of known and unknown protocol and 
communication signals in support of Cyber Network 


Operations.
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Navy CTR
Cryptologic Technician 


Collection


Marine Corps 0231, 2629
Intelligence Specialist, Signals 


Intelligence Technician


Army 35N


Air Force 1N4B
Analysis and Reporting (Fusion 


Analyst)
Coast Guard


Navy  K10A, K23A Intelligence Specialist


Marine Corps 0231 Intelligence Specialist


Army N/A


Air Force 1N8 Targeting Analyst


Coast Guard


Navy
K070,  K10A,  
K13A,  K23A,  


K27A, K36A, K37A 


Intel Analyst, Imagery, CI-
HUMINT, Strike, Strike-TLAM 
OpIntel, Cyber Threat Analyst


Marine Corps 0231 Intelligence Specialist


Army
35F, 35G, 35N, 


35Q, 35S 
All Source, GEOINT, SIGINT,  
Cyber Intel, Signals Collector


Air Force 1NX Intelligence
Coast Guard


Navy
IT, CTM, CTN, 


K37A


Crypto Tech MX/Crypto Tech 
Networks, Cyber Threat 


Analyst


Marine Corps 0631, 0639
Network Administrator, 


Network Chief


Army 25D, 17C Cyber Network Defender


Air Force
1D7X1A, 1D7X1E, 


1D7X3C


Network Systems 
Operations/Client System 
Ops/Cable & Antenna Ops


Coast Guard


Navy IT, CTR Cryptologic Tech Collections


Marine Corps 0671, 0679, 1721
Data Systems Administrator, 


Data Systems Chief, Defensive 
Cyberspace Warfare Operator


Army 25B, 17C
Information Technology 


Specialist


Air Force
1D7X1B, 1D7X1K, 


1D7X1D


 System Operations, 
Knowledge Operations, 


Security Operations
Coast Guard


514B 
Analysis and 


Reporting 
(Fusion 
Analyst)


518 
Targeting 
Analyst


5IX
Intelligence


Tests, implements, deploys, maintains, reviews, and 
administers the infrastructure hardware, software, and 
documentation that are required to effectively manage 
network defense resources; Installs, configures, tests, 
operates, maintains, and manages networks and their 
firewalls, including all hardware (e.g., hubs, bridges, 


switches, multiplexers, routers, cables, and equipment, 
proxy servers, and protective distributor systems) and 


software that permit the sharing and transmission of all 
spectrum transmissions of information to support the 


security of information & information systems


Conducts threat and vulnerability assessments and 
determines deviations from acceptable configurations or 


policies; Installs, configures, troubleshoots, and 
maintains server, systems configurations (hardware and 
software), and systems to ensure their confidentiality, 


integrity, and availability


5C0X1N
Cyber Ops - 


Network Ops


5C0X1S
Cyber Ops - 
System Ops 


Analyzes and reports intelligence information. Performs 
detailed analysis on target network communications for 
additional exploitation. Recovers, correlates, and fuses 


technical, geographical, and operational intelligence 
information. Recognizes and exploits information.


Manages, supervises, and performs targeting 
intelligence activities and functions including analyzing 
targets. In addition, develops targeting solutions and 


evaluates effects in support of planning and execution of 
an effects based approach to operations that achieves 


the commander’s objectives.


encompasses functions involved in collecting, producing, 
and distributing data that have strategic, tactical, or 


technical value from an intelligence viewpoint. This field 
includes functions necessary to maintain information 
security and language translation and interpretation.
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ENLISTED ONLY
USSF SPECIALTY CODE CROSSWALK


Navy IT, CTT, CTM
Crypto Tech MX, Crypto Tech 


EW


Marine Corps 0621, 0627
Radio Operator, Satellite 


Operator


Army
25P, 25Q, 94E, 


25C, 25S


Air Force 1D7X1R, 1D7X2F
RF Transmission Operations, 


Spectrum Ops 
Coast Guard


Navy CWE Cyber Warfare Engineer


Marine Corps 1721
Defensive Cyberspace 


Operator
Army 25D Cyber Network Defender


Air Force 1D7XXX Cyber Defense Ops


Coast Guard


Navy


Marine Corps 0673, 2653
Application Developer, 


Software Engineer
Army


Air Force 1D7X1Z
Software Development 


Operations
Coast Guard


5C0X1R        
Cyber Ops - RF 
Ops (SATCOM)


Assure information dominance through effective 
spectrum operations; Deploys, sustains, troubleshoots 
and repairs standard radio frequency wireless, line-of-


sight, beyond line-of- sight, wideband, and ground-
based satellite and encryption transmission devices in 


support of operational warfighters.


Z Prefix - 
Software 


Development 
Ops (SFSC 
Agnostic)


Develops and writes/codes new (or modifies existing) 
computer applications, software, or specialized utility 
programs following software assurance best practices; 


Develops, administers, and secures databases, data 
management systems, and/or data processes for the 


storage, query, and utilization of data.


No matching specialties in the other services.


No matching specialties in the other services.


5C0X1D
Cyber Ops - 
Defensive 
Cyber Ops


Responds to disruptions within the pertinent domain to 
mitigate immediate and potential threats. Uses 


mitigation, preparedness, and response and recovery 
approaches to maximize survival of life, preservation of 


property, and information security. Investigates and 
analyzes relevant response activities and evaluates the 


effectiveness of and improvements to existing practices. 
Conducts threat and vulnerability assessments and 


determines deviations from acceptable configurations or 
policies. Assesses the level of risk and develops and/or 
recommends appropriate mitigation countermeasures. 


Measures effectiveness of defense-in-depth architecture 
against known vulnerabilities. 
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USSF SPECIALTY CODE CROSSWALK


USSF Specialty 
Code


USSF Specialty Code Descripton Sister Service
Sister Service Specialty 


Code
Code Description


Navy VS5, VS6, VS7, VS8
Space Officer -


Operations


Marine Corps 8866, 0540
Space Operations Officer / 


Space Operations Staff Officer


Army FA40 Space Ops Officer
Air Force 13S Space Operations Officer


Coast Guard
Navy 1830 Intelligence Officer


Marine Corps 0202 Intelligence Officer


Army
35A (previously 35D); 
35B (previously FA34)


Military Intelligence Officer, 
Strategic Intelligence Officer


Air Force 14N Intelligence Officer


Coast Guard


Navy 1810, 1820
Cryptologic Warfare Officer, 


Info Professional


Marine Corps 1702, 1705, 0602, 0605


Cyberspace Officer, Cybersapce 
Warfare Development Officer, 
Communications Officer, Cyber 


Network Operations Officer


Army
17A, 17B


25A, 26A, 26B


Cyber Ops Officer/Cyber 
Electronic Warfare Officer,


Signal Officer


Air Force 17D, 17S
Warfighter Communications 


Ops, 
Cyberspace Effects Ops


Coast Guard


Navy
1440, 1510, 1310 (w/ 


5403, 5500 or 5800 SSC)


Aerospace Engineering Duty 
Officer/Engineering Duty 


Officer


Marine Corps


Army 12A, 51R, 51S, 51T


Systems Automation 
Acquisitions & Engineering; 


Research & Engineering; Test & 
Evaluation


Air Force 62E Developmental Engineer
Coast Guard


Navy
VR1, VR2, VR3, 310X, 


1510, (w/ 5500 or 5800 
SSC)


Space Officer -
Acquisition


Marine Corps 8059, 8061 Acquisition Officer


Army 51A, 51Z
Program Management; 


Acquisitions
Air Force 63A Acquisition Manager


Coast Guard


63A
Acquisition 


Manager


Manages defense acquisition programs 
covering every aspect of the acquisition 


process, including integrating 
engineering, program control, test and 


deployment, configuration 
management, production and 


manufacturing, quality assurance, and 
logistics support


13S 
Space Operations 


Officer


encompasses operating and managing 
systems involved in space surveillance, 
spacelift, ballistic space warning, and 


satellite command and control


14N
Intelligence Officer


encompasses a wide range of 
intelligence, surveillance, and 
reconnaissance (ISR) activities 


conducted by intelligence staffs and 
organizations for the purpose of 


providing commanders and national-
level decision makers with relevant, 


accurate, and timely intelligence


No matching specialties in the other service


17S
Cyberspace Effects 


Operations


Provides and employs cyberspace 
networks and capabilities including 


satellite communications (SATCOM), 
Electromagnetic Spectrum Operations 
(EMSO), operates cyberspace weapons 


systems and commands crews to 
accomplish cyberspace, training, and 


other missions


62E
Developmental 


Engineer


Plans, organizes, manages, and 
implements systems engineering 


processes to assure required capability 
delivery over the life cycle of Air Force 


systems
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