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ABSTRACT

AUTHOR : Bradley H. Petersen Jr., COL., AR.

TITLE: Should the United States Army have a Professional
General Staff?
FORMAT : Individual Study Project.
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With the passage of the Goldwater-ivichols Department of
ODefense Reorganization Act of 1986, on 1 Uctoper 1526, the
Unitec States Military faces the greatest reorganization
challenge to its leadership structure since the passage of the
National Security Act of 1947, with its amendments, atoliskecd
the Army wer Department and its General Staff and created the
Uepartment of Defense. Thic study seeks to examine some of the
forces anc reasons behind the 1984 Act. It also explores +he
design of the Prussian/German, Russian/Soviet, anc U.S. Army
Wzr Jecartment General Staffs. The purpose behinc exploring the
background and Methodology underlying these General Staff systems
1s: To shed zz=e light upon, and perhaps dispell, some of the
myths, sucerstitions, misconceptions, and apprehensions concerning
the wrole concent of the General Staff; To ewamine the mettods
usec to select, train, educate, and manage General Staff Officers;
To {llustrate that the concent of the General Staff ie not foreign
to t-e U.S5. Army; To look at the demanding standards used for
selecting, training, and educating the Gereral Staff Cfficers of
our chief military competition in the Soviet Unmion; 2nd finally,
the stucy attemnts to highlight some of the problems in the
present American system, draw some conclusions, anc -rovide an
answer to the question posed by the title in the form of some
recommendations,
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CHAPTEK 1

INTRODUCTION

The question being asked here involves profeecionalism ac
opposed to amateurism. It is not asking whether the U.S. Army or
defense establishment should have a "Great General Staff” with
command authority on the Soviet or pre Vorld Var 1l German Army
model. Although I believe a serious study in that area is needegd
and would be very timely, I have chosen to attempt to eat the bear
one bite at a time. For this reason slsc ! am not going 1o addrecss
in detail the guection of profeesional general staff officere 1un
the other services but intend to restrict myself to the Army.

The quecsticon of a "Great General Staff"” is wrapped in toc much
misinformation, superstition, and emotion to be adequately
addresced in a study of thie scope. In addition, and in part due
toc the above, the National Security Act of 1947 states that the
Department of Defense 1ig; "to provide for the unified strategic
direction of the combatant forces, for their operation under
unified command, and for their intergration into an efficient team
of land, naval, and air forces but not to establish a single Chiet

of Staff over the armed forces nor an overall armed forces general
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etaff." The Goldwater-Nichole Department of Defense keorganization
Act of 1986 retaine this prohibition? The preceived inability of
the Joint Chiefs and their staffs to accomplish their mission
brought about reform in the form of the Goldwater-Nichols Defense
Reoféinization Act of 1986, which gives more authority to the

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs and requires specially managed joint

staff officers, but still falls short of creating a true

'professional general staff with executive authority.

For a history of the German General Staff, two works

available in Englieh are, WValter Gorlitz's, History of the German

4
General Staff 1657 - 1945, and Col. T.N. Dupuy's, A Genius for

S
War: The German Army and General Staff 1807 - 1945.

I do not intend to address org#pnazation. Most governments anad
defense establishments have evolved or adopted more or less
efficient Weberian style bureaucracies in order to carry out their
missione. More importantly, "wiring diagrams" seldom tell us muclk
about how business is really accomplished. All potential threat
and free world forces are privy to or in posession of the latest
and as a rule sound tactical and operational doctrine. They all
understand and appreciate the realities of the modern battlefield.
they all posess modern highly mobile, highly destructive weapone<.
The only thing deferentisting them in effectivenes is their
ability to translate this doctrine into action, that is an

operational capability, with thelr troope and equipment.
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BACKGROUND

But why even ask the question, "Should the U.S. Army have a
.pfofessional general staff"”? There have been enough articles
written and studies conducted since the Vietnam War which claim
that all is not well with the U.S. Army tbhat it would pay to take
notice and do some objective self examination. Perbaps the 1968
verson of FM 100-5 said it best on page 5-2; "Combat power is a
combination of the phyeical means available to a commander and thke
moral strength of his command. It is meaningful only in reliation
to the combat power of the opposing fm-v:e.'é The Soviets are our
most dangerous potential opposing force. The Soviets also have a
very educated, proficient, and doctrinally proiific professiomnal
general cstaff.

In the opening paragraph of chapter one in his book, QOn

Strategv: The Vietnam War in Context, Colonel Harrv Summers, Jr.,

quotes General Fred C. Weyand as saying; "The American Army really
ic a people’'s Army in the sence that it belonge to the American
people who take a jealous and proprietary interest in ite
involvement."TThis may help to explain why €0 many outside the
military bave come out strongly for reform in the military. The

American people believe they invest relatively large amounts in
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§§ their military and therefore have the right to expect comenserate
$' returns on their investment when it comee time to use 1it. The
)
& record from Korea and Vietnam, from Son Tay, Pueblo, Mayaguez, and
ﬂg Desert One to Beirut is not one to give the American people warm
‘2 feelings concerning those with whom they have intrusted their
| defense and survival. Samuel P. Huntington asked a very relevant
ﬁ question, "Is American military incompetence since World War 11
E- ‘any greater than 1t was earlier in our history?" He says, "Looking
¥ back over American military history, one can find repeated
‘S instances of etrategic blindness, tactical stupidity, éross
:é deficiencies in training and dicipline, incompetent and
et vainglorious leadership, and sheer cowardice. One can also find
%s many instances of just the opposite.” He goes on to say; "1t
;3_ would, however, be hard to make the case that war and the military
- arts have been a sector of human activity where Americans have
'% distinguiched themselves compared to other peoples.}LThe
:‘ difference is, however, that it is only since World VWar 1] that
the American pecple have raised and maintained a large 1
§ professional standing army in peacetime. It is also only since
~§ World War 11 that a threat hae existed capable of destroying the
-~ United States and her very way of life. In short the old ways
g
‘f wouldn't wash. America's military had to grow up.
A
2
<
%
:
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and replacing them with, "a Joint General Staff,” who would, '"be

.;. “‘J\w:\.n.)‘.r_

THE MILITARY REFORMERS

In 1972, Stuart H. Loory advocated reetructuring the Defernse

Department to, "abolish the ineffectual Joint Chiefs of Staff,”

completely separated from their service,” and "would even wear a
separate and distinctive uniform.glGabriel and Savage's Crisie in
Command was one of the most widely read works of the 1970s which
seriously questioned professionalism within the U.S. Army;ZMany of
our military problems may be caused by still unsolved, or
uneolvable, political probkleme. Thie area ie not, howsver., the
rilitary's concern.

Fdward N. Luttwak's comments on staff work at the level of
the Joint Chiefs and hie proposed soluticn for & '"new cadre cf

13

national defense officers” to be taken from the services is of

interest. Mr. Luttwak proposecs '"officere of middle-high rank who

have already filled staff and command positione and who have beern

celected for early promotion by their own service would be givern

the opportunity to start a new career as national-defense officers

- if they pass etiff entrance examinatione and survive demanding
14

interviews."”

Mr. Jeffrey Record makes a convincing argument that the U.S

Military ie and has been in good shape at the tactical level and
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ie finally starting to think and plan at the operational level,
but 1s still woefully inadequate at the strategic level{sﬂe
praises the much needed recognition for substantial improvement in
the US military’'s operational performance, but laments the
apparent lack of recognition that the same kind of intellectual
force needs to be directed at the strategic level. He states; "The
reformers are no less right in pointing to the German army as &an
.inspiring model of operational effectiveness. From Koniggratz to
the Kiev cauldron, the German army routinely outperformed ite
opponents on the battlefield. And whereae Germany's enemies
occasionally produced a brilliant field commander--an Allenby, 2
Eruseilov, a Zhukov, a Patton, & MacArthur, or an QO'Conner--the
Generalstab system ylelded an assemblage of operational talent

1€
unparalelled in any other modern Militarv.”

Mr. Record savs the Germans locst despite this cperaticmne!
brilliance because of strategic incompetence;YThere i muchk to
indicate that the German General Staff was dragged into a war thev
strongly opposed and knew Germany wacs not ready for by HitleriTHow
much of strategy is determined by the military and how much bty the
civilian leadership is an open question. Colonel Reaiph 1. Allen
has made the point this way. "National strategy which we might
call the 'art of the civilian,' will determine how the elemente cf
nztional power will be used to secure national objectivecs.
Military ctrategy, 'the art of generale,’ 1is but one part i the

national strategy. Military strategy is developed by the Joirt

Chiefs of Statf, approved by the National Command Authority. ana
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passed in the form of strategic goals or objectives to the various
theater comnanders.ggThis aleo appears to have largely been the
case in Germany, except that for much of the war Hitler did not
allow the General Staff to develop and implement military
strategy, where the officer corps was even more apolitical than
our own.

Commendable as the revitalization of thinking at the
.opérational level in the US Military is, it must be recognized
that 1t ie late in arriving and is still in its infantile stages.
There exists, as of now, no real operational doctrine worth the
name in the US Army. Very little thought has been given to the
difference between tactical and operational weapone systemes and
their design and employment. American military publications have
not been involved in debates over whether Attack Helicoptere are
Operational or tactical weapone eystems, concepts o0f operationz.
mobility v. tactical mobility, whether operational artillervw

should be towed and tactical artillery self propelied, when the

Ooperational reserve c€hould be committed and how one knows, auncg

numerous similar questions. Until much of this type debate takes
place and is answered it appears the military will continue naving
problems with Concept Based Requiremente and that the Soviete wiii
continve doing comparatively better in this area.

A Strategic study on Mobilization in 1984 listed among its
conclusions the following; "mobilization or the KC hae never been
adequately planned. Mobilization planning has been generally

nonexistent, and in cases when some plans were prepared, they were

-----------
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based on grossly faulty assumptions. A result has been the conduct
of mobilization having the same errors, problems, and
inefficencies as previous mobilizations. It is embarassing at best
and disgusting at worst to realize that the US Army must relearn
the lessons from past mobilizations upon each new onegF]This is a
heavy indictment considering that FM 100-1 clearly stresses that;
“In national security planning, US active and reserve component
‘forces and allied forces are conceved as an entity, the Total
Fc:rce.z”I Ve plan to fight as Joint and Combined forces with our
reserve forcee acs an intergral part of the whole. One of the prime
functions of any general staff is planning for war and the
mobilization necessary to fight a war. In addition it is a general
staff’'s task to come up with a theory of modern war and a concept

for fighting it.

THE GERMANS AND THE RUSSIANS

Among the greatest achievements of the Fruesian-German
General staff was a theory of modern war developed according to
the demands of the time. Among the large number of German General
Staff theoreticians who tried to unveil the mystery of war stand
namee such ae Scharnhoret, Gneisenau, (Clausewitz, Moltke,
Schlieffen, and Guderian.

Although development of military doctrine may have progressed

‘
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in an uneven fashion since the early daye of the Soviet State, it

) has occupied a far higher place there than in the U.S. Military.
And, in contraset to many U.S. military officere, the Soviets
appear to take it very seriously.

“"Textbooks used at Soviet military and higher military

' schools show an emphasis on the art of war that is not found in

ﬁ U.S. Military ins‘c1tu1:1cans.2"'3 "The professional Soviet officer who

: is likely to be promoted to the rank of full colonel or general

will Lave studied the art of war far more intensively than
comparable officers in the U.S. Military forces."24

Although, by western standards, Soviet works on "Military
Art" are often not objective or balanced and are generally highly
political, many of these worke are highly profound and, in some
cases, far ahead ©of contemporary western thougbt?SPrDbably not
eince Nahan has comparable military thought of such quality beern

produced in the United States Military forcees.

Worke csuch ae M. EB. Shapocehnikov’'e, The Brain of the Army.

¥.V. Frunze's, A Unified Military Doctrine for the kRed Armv. N.L.

Tukhachevekiz'e, Tactice and Strategy, and, What is new in tke

Development of Red Army Tactice, are excellent works and were

cften far abead of their time.

In addition to these earler works "the Soviet drive for
superpower etatue has coincided with an outpouring of Soviet
Militery writing perhaps unsurpassed both in quantity and
quality.%éAmong these works could be listed Marshal V.D.

Sokolovskiy's, NMilitary Strategy, Colonel M.F. Serdo's, The
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People, The Army, The Commander, and Admiral £.G. Gorehkov's, The

27
Sea Power of the State. In addition to these 1 would mention V.D.

Sokolovskii's, The Revolution in Military Affairs, A.A.

Sidorenko’'s, The Offensive, and V.YE. Savkin's, Basic Principleg

of Operational Art and Tactice. These are just a few and are

probably not even the most profound as most truly important works

are classified in the closed Soviet system. Most of these works

"are the products of General Staff officers or of the Academy of

the General Staff.

All of this work has provided the Soviets with a well thought
out and comprehencive body of Military Doctrine. "The Soviets
consider their Military Doctrine to be one of their greatest
assets. It 1ie the concentration and distillation of military
ie constantly being refined, ammended

28
and improved by experiment, exercise and reevaluation.” Whereac

wisdom and experience and

the U.S. Army ie just beginning to struggle with the concept of
"Operational Art" and has no real doctrine for it, the Soviets
have. for a long time, been in possession of well thought out and
tested operational doctrine, weapons systems and concepts.

The U.S. Military has seemingly abdicated deep conceptual
theoretical thinking to the "Beltway Bandite.” "With few
exceptions, Soviet publications on military affairs are written by
officere. In contrast, much of the most influential military
writing in the United States is by civilians, most of whome have

29

never eeen military duty.”" Much of the "Military Reform Movement"

is also from the civilian sector.
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"Soviet strategiste are perhaps without contemporary equal in

‘L

providing theoretical insighte into the nature of war and its

epecific aspects. It would be difficult to find any book written
in the past two decadee by an officer in the United Statee armed
forces that matches the level of Marshal Sokolovskiy's, Military
Strategy, General Reznichenko's, Tactics, or Colonel Sidorenko's,

30
The Offensive. This allows the Soviets to truly practice a Concept

Based Requirements system, among other things. "Theory in the
Soviet Union is abead of actual capability. In the military area
it is intended to be so.EITo be fair to U.S. officers this ma2y not
be all their fault. U.S. Army officers receive less formal
military schooling than those of other modern western armyg% Most
successeful U.S. Army officers spend about three years attending
formal military echoole in the course of a career?aA senior Sovie
officer, on the other hand, who bas attended a school at each
level will have received from 11- to 15-years of formal miiitary
schoolin; by the time he completes the two-year Military Academy
of the General Staff in the grade of lieutenant colonel, colonel,

34
or general major [one star).
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CHAPTEK 2

THE PRUSSIAB/GERMAN GENERAL STAFF

Vhat makes this General Staff different from that ot the
General Staffs of many other nations, many of which were copies of
the German staff?

Col. T. N. Dupuy says, he found in the course of his research
concerning World Var 11, that: "On the average, a force of 100
Germans was the combat equivalent of 120 Americans or 120 Eritisc
troops.”IThis translated to- "a 20 percent combat eftectivenecs

superiority.”

Cel. Dupuy ask himself why this occurred. In answer he says:
"1 am convinced - and will seek to ehow - that the Germane.
uniquely discovered the secret of institutionalizing military
excellenc:e."3 The Five Keformere," Scharnhoret, Gneisenau, Croiman,
Boyen., and Clausewitz succeeded in institutionalizing military
excellence in the form of The General Staff.

They believed this necessary because, "ordinary generals and
ordinary armies cannot eacsily defeat a genius even when hie army
is not as good as theirs. But an operational genius, leading an

4
army created by an organizational genius ie virtually invincible.”
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X But naturally occurring geniuses are scarce and hard to come by,

W so they created the best possible army in peacetime
[organizational excellence) and created a General Staff of
carefully selected, well trained and educated officers to advise

g' the commanders in wartime [operational excellencel.
&

So far so good. This tells us some of the "why" and "what,"
5 but not the all important "how."”

How do you create a smoothly functioning system which
automatically selects and promotes competence? How does one make
"the brains of the army” an "arietocracy of intellect rather than
-, b:lr*th,"6 that can perpetuate military excellence through the

vagaries of change?

-

LY

B GENERAL STAFF DEFINITIOK

i.'

‘.J

=

"4

; Vhat 1ie a General Staff? Cocl. Dupuv defines 1t ae follows:

>,

A

L "A General Staff 1e a highly trained, carefully selected
group of military generaliste whose function in peace or war is to

N

x assicst the nation's military leadership - or a general commanding

L2

k a field force of combined arme elements - in planning,

)

4 controlling, directing, coordinating, and supervising the

; activities of &l11 military subordinate elements in the mcet

:' effective possible, mutually supporting etforts tc achieve an

N

~
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assigned goal or objective, or in maximum readinees to undertake
such efforts. The leader or leadership makes decisions and gives
commande; the General Staff's reeponeibility 1s to provide &1l
possible support to assure that the decisione and commande are

timely, sound, and effective.”

He then puts forwerd some criteria necessary to the

production of such a staff by the Germans. They are;

-selection

-examination

~specilized training

-historical etudy

-initiative

~recponelibility

~technical and tactical perfection
-objiectivity

-regeneration and

8
~a leavening process.

The "Great General Staff” changed many times auring 1ts
exictence from 16807 to 1945. Many of these changes were in
organization and form, not in gcubstance. While the "Great General
Staff" technically ends with the German defeat in May of 1945, the
Bundeswehr continues the practice of a professional General Stafi

in tbhe form of the "Fuhrungestab." The Bundeswehr differs from the
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old General Staff in that i1t has no command avthority over the
field forces, these are all under NATO command, and that it 1e an
Armed Forces General Staff, not simply an Army General Staff as
the old staff was? The position of the Chief of Staff in command
and control practice has been laid down in the "blankenese
Directive” of 1970 and the "planning Directive" of 1983{DA1though

the Chief of Staff is not included in the chain of command between

the Minister of Defense and the armed forces, his planning

responsibility commits him to develop the structure, organization,
command and control, education, training and equipment of the
armed forces} But for this very reason, i.e. it more closely
recemblecs the U.&.model, 1t is valuable for estudy.

Limiting this study by not going into organization does not
mean that organization has no role to play in how effective &
staff ie. While it may not matter if one calls arn operations
officer the la or GZ, it ie important that the organizational
structure provide for performance at a high level c©f preoficiency.
In order to do this the organization of the Germarn General Staif,
like that of our own, changed numerous times to meet the realities
of the environment in which it exiested.

Some thinge remained rather constant. The organization into &
"Grosser Generalstab" and "Truppengeneralstab” remained a fairiy
constant system. This facilitated the regular trancfer of General
Staff officerc between the "Great General Staff" and General Staill
positions with the field forces. This kept the General Stait

officers in touch with the field army and expanded thelir influence

18
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with it. Another thing that has remained fairly constant is the

method of selecting, training, educating and developing General

Staff officers.

SCREENING AND SELECTION

"The officers of the German General Staff were the elite cf

the Army, carefully selected through a process far more

12
and deliberate than that of any other army."

rigorous

Dr. Waldemar Erfurth, General of Infantry, General Staff

k; officer, author and hietorian explains how the screening and

_?7 selection process went. He claime that the organization of the
General Staff receted upon two pillare, "painstaking celectici. aund

E thorough, carefully conducted training."13

a)

'3 Of about 1000 applying each vear for the Var College orniv =

\nJ

) very few [some 80-90)] were actually accepted as a recult of the:ur

5 entrance examinations}LBut ac General of Cavalry, Siegiried

b Vestphal save;

f: “"The reculte of the military area exaninatione were bv nc

3, : means the sole factor deciding the selection. Nore important was
the regimental commander’'s hearty recommendation of the candidate

‘E for General Staff assignment, with regard to his conplete

N qualifications as a line officer as well as his character tra:its.

;
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This requirement wae deeigned to guarentee that only competent

line officers of unsullied character would be assigned to the
General Staff. The character proviso in particular, elicited the
keenest interest of the Army Personnel Officer. The author
remembers instances when inquiries were made about unfavorable
marks in efficiency reports dating back for years, and that men
assigned to assistant chief of staff training were turned down

: I
because ot trivial 'infractions of conduct.”

General Erfurth continues:

"Thie selective process waes continued at the end of the three
- year training period at the war college. since only about hali
the studente were found fit to be accepted by the General Statt
echocl. Of these again oniv about half were transfered intc the
General Staff after two years of training. Consequently, cf
roughly 1000 officere starting out in the contest, &t the end ct
five training years only some fifteen or twenty were left who hac

16
reached their goal."

But it didn't end there. Upon graduation and being pronouncec
fit for assignment to the General Staff, the now designated
ascistant chiet of staff, was transterred for probationary service
in the General Staff for a period of one to cne and a haif vears.
The length of this probationary period has varied depending on the

historical period in question, peace or war, and the length c©f the
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war college courses. The General Staff course at the war collage
has generally run between two and three yeares, with the three year
couree generally being considered the ideal. The probationary
eervice period was standerd practice until Vorld Var 1, wae
discontinued in the 100,000 - man Richswehr, reintroduced in 1934,
and only recently discontinued again by the Bundeswehr%TVbile this

practice was in effect, it was only upon satisfactory completion

AR N TS Y I ey
i

.of this probationary period that the officer was accepted as a
General Staff Officer and allowed to wear the General Staff
Insignia.

Vhile some disagree with probation as an unnecessary and
ineffective additional hardehip, others etrongly support the
system. General Westphal makes the point that it is important for
the field commandere under whom the new assicstant chief of staff
workse to be heard. He says; "it is by no meane an ecstablished fact
that an individual who had good marke in thecretical subjects at
the war college would automatically prove his worth in actual
General Staff practice, for the sake of a really effective
selection and a continued screening one is bound to agree with the
above mentioned procedure.“IB

The new General Stafi officers were normally assigned
initially to the Greater General Staff in Berlin or at corps
headquarters as la or Ic (assistant chief of staff for operations
or intelligence). After a two year tour of duty in these positions
they were assigned to the line for a two year tour of duty

followed immediately by another posting to the Greater General
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' Staff. Upon successful completion of this assignment he was

normally posted as la [operations officer, G3] of a division.

"

5 "Then the proccess of selection again began to function. Not

?3 all General Staff officere were considered qualified to take over

) the functions of a la at corps headquarters, and only a small

!

»3 number of those who were so considered, and not until they had

‘? 'successfully passed their assignmentes ac battalion commanders, as
chief of staff of an army corps or as section chief in the Greater

i General Staff."l9

4

7 It should be pointed out here that in the old

5 Prusesian-Imperial German system the "Troop General Staff”

,? positions were restricted to a chief cf staff and two assistantg

atzi?ch corpe and one General Staff officer in each division, the
‘ la. This served to keep the General Staif small and select as weuil
W ac preventing ite membere monopolizing promotione at higher levels
of responsibilitv. The system has since expanded to the point thatz
in the Bundeswehr today there are two General Staff billete in
each brigade?I
Expancion of the General Staff creates some problems in that

: exceptional quality is harder to maintain and the General Staff

Y officers begin to monopolize promotions. Despite this a two track

eystem is still operational in the Bundeswehr. Command tours are

X

generally shorter for General Staff officers, nomally two years,

X

compared to five or even seven yeare ac battalion commander for

»

I
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troop officers. In this context one must understand that in many
areas the Bundeswehr ie not as officer heavy as the U.S. and
Soviet Armies. For example, instead of four or five lieutenante in
a company the German Army normally has only one, who is understudy
to the company commander. Most platoons are commanded by senior
NCOs. This has an advantage in having platoons lead by seasoned
soldiers and also prevents the extreme pyramiding of officers at
‘higher ranks. Command is the only time a General Staff officer
reverts to wearing his original branch color.

Selection of General Staff officers differe somewhat in the
Bundeswehr from the practice of the pre-war armies. In the 7th
year of service all officere undertake a rigorous one-year self
study program in their units called the Tactical Professional
Training Program [ TATF]l. Thie prograr ic capped by & two wecek
exarination. The TATP ie controlled and administered by the
divieion chief of staff who muet write a detailed evaluaticn ou
each officer.

During the 8th year of commissioned service senior captains
are assigned to the Fuhrungsakademie der Bundeswehr for the Field
Grade Dfficer Qualification and Selection Coursel FQSC]. Thie is arn
intence three and one half month couree of evaluatione anda studen:
presentatione which all officers must pase in order to be promocted
to the rank of major.

The top graduates of the FQSC will be considered for
attendance a2t the thirty-month long General Staff Officer Course

22
{GSOC) of the Fuhrungsakademie. Selection of the very best 40 Army
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Structure of the Field Grade Officer Education

no

HXeu

time

at

least

year

Special Courses

] T

<

Attendance of severa!
different courses is
posible

Staff Courses

General St -
Officer Couree | 2 1 S2 S3 S4 S6
Air
b Force
only

-10°/, ~10°%7, ~18%. ~ 0%, ~30%.

of those who complete successtully

Junior Staff Course

100 % of all regutar officers

of Army, Air Force and Navy
after completion of their 8 th
year of service as officers




officers (25 for the Air Force and 12 for the Navy), regardleee of

branch, for attendance at the GSOC is based upon; (a). performance

in the TATP and comments and written recomendation by the chief of

staff and the officers commander, (b). his last three efficiency
reporte which must all be outstanding, and (c). class standing at
the FQSC?3

Vhile consistently seeking the "aristocracy of intellect” the
-Germans have always attempted to weed out the overly ambitious and
arrogant. The traits fostered have been valor and veracity,
critical judgment, objectivity and intellectual versatility,
personal force and self control, sound self-esteem. and those
noble qualities characteristic of all great leaders.za

The drive to combine these etbhically high gqualifications witk
the intellectual capabilities necessary to achieve the highest
martial spirit and atility, together with a sp¢rit of self-denial
and pride only in serving, is responeible for some of the well

2%
known mottos of the General Staff:

"The General Staff officer has no name.” - von SEECKT.
"Be more than you appear to be.” - von SCHLIEFFEN.
"Accomplish much, remain in the background.” - von NMOLTKE.

"Genius is work."” - von SCHLIEFFEN.

Moet General Staff officere were celected from the conbat

arms. As General Fortsch puts 1t, ...'the officers originating

from the main branchee of the service were superior to those

25
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originating from the special branches. Even in war, the latter did
not have the necessary insight into tactical leadershipnasoi these
combat arme officers about half came from the infantry and a high
percentage were salid to have come from the artillery due to the
overall high quality of officers in this branch. Later, ac the new
motorized and armored branches gained in size more and more

General Staff officers came from these branches. No officer was

said to have ever been accepted as a result of pull but only

because of his own demonstrated ability.27

"The completely nonpartisan selection of General Staff
officers was so widely known and so undisputed that it was

~
13

considered an ecstablicehed fact and never even diecussed."

Efficiency reporte ftor General Staii oificere were aiwave
filled out by their immediate superiore and reviewed by the next
higher superior. In the case of officers assigned to trooyp units,
the divisional commanders or the chiefe of staff at army corpe or
army group headquarters rated. It was a standing rule that the
corpe commander would review the reporte of all General Staff
officers in each corps command. All efficiency reports on General
Staff officere were collected at the central branch of the Army
General Staff, where they were evaluated and submitted to the Army

29
Chief of Staff.

26
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EXAMINATION

Of the six foreign armiee examined in the RETO etudy lesrael,
the United Kingdom, Canada, tbhe Federal Republic of Germany, the
German Democratic KRepublic, and the Union of Soviet Socialest

Republics:

"Examinations for promotion to captain and/or major, or for
entrance into command and staff colleges, are required in all the
foreign armies in this study. The prospect of examinations

(combined with rather formal profescsional development systems in

T TG NN Y VYW YN K A RS P S o —— . - = —— ——— — = -

the Canadian and British Armies) places a heavy self-study burden

P 2
.

on junior officere in thece foreign armies. OUnly the U. & Armv

r.
r

-

-

does not test its oificers...”

In the Reichswehr the Truppenamt publiched the namees ci
officerse each September who were to take the Militarv Area
Examination tbe following March. These officers were given
correcpondence cource protlems in the areas they wouid later be
tested. These areas were applied and theoretica. tactice, terrain,
ordnance, history, econonice, geography, and civice. The study of
a foreign language was also required and would be tested but the
officer could select the language bimse]f.EI

These officers were given time to prepare and do the careful

and methodical study necessary 1f one was to do well on the
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examination, never—-the-less, a great amount of the officers own
time and energy was required.

Military Area headquarters assigned experienced General Staff
officere and experte to carry out all the preparatory work and
administer the examinations.

"The examination probleme were uniformly fixed for the entire

32
Army by the Reichswehr Minietry.*” They took place at military

‘district headquarters at the same date and time to preclude any

posibility of compromice or collueion. The total examination
consisted of a written portion on the subjects previously listed,
requiring a detailed solution to each question, for example
studente were given two and a half hours for each tactical

problem, plue a Physical fitness and language tect.

"The examination papers were corrected and evaiuated bDv
specially detailed Generel Staff officere and experte according to
directives issued by the Reichswehr Ministrv. In order to preclude
any possibility of unfair rating, the examineec did not write
their names on their examination papers but used a coded key
number given them by the keichswher Ministrv. Thic evetem was €0

unobiectionable that in the keichswehr there wac never raiced eveun

-3

the e€lightecst c¢criticiem about unfair ratingse.”
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EDUCATION AND TRAINING

Unlike the U.S. Army, responsibility for officer training and
education resided not with a German equivalent to TRADOC but, with

the General Staff.

"Responeibillity for officer education would give to the
General Staff control over the preparation of young officers for
staff and command positions, and thue facilitate the selection of
the most promising of these for the General Staff. It would alsc
assure the Staff that training and doctrine were fullv consistent

with war planning." 34

There Is no intention here to go into & detailed explanation
of the entire Germen officer education system. That would be
beyond the scope of this study, which ie only concerned with the

special training of General Staff officere, and ies therefore mnot

2ll relevent. A comparison of officer education systems can be

2
found in volume S of the S5 volume RETO etudy. It 1ie not my intent
to get into an in depth study of Programs cf Instruction (POI), as

they tell one very little beyond what general subjects are tought.
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A POl, like an organizational chart, is only useful 1f one knows
how it operates, i.e., what is actually taught, in what detail,
and with what precision. The most important aspect, the quality of
the instructor and hie method of instruction, 1s not to be found
in a POl. When all is said and done, the end product is probably
the best measure one can use.

The Germans constantly strove to provide the best officers
'avéilable as instructors to the War College. In this they
generally experenced the same probldms, successes and frustrations
most armies have in this endeavor.

Not all German General Staff officers were nor are great
thinkers, scientific luminaries, nor prolific publishers, but the
cultural level of the German General Staff, taken as a whole, has

remained exceptionally high.

m

In training and educating future General Staff officers,

three- vear long General Staff Academy was widely believed to be

(2
(929

about the minimum essential to produce an exceptional product. At
times, usually due to time or other resource constrainte, the time
hae had to be shortened, as it presently 1s, at 30 months, in the
Bundecswehr. But, this hae usually been by neceesity rather than
preference and is concsidered by some to be ftar from the ideal.
General Vestphal says that with a cutback to a two-year curriculurn

"it wae virtuelly impossible to obtain really outstanding General

37
Staff officers.”

Tactics and operations received the heavest emphasis at the

Var College, but military history, logistice, administration, and




command and control, as well as study of a foreign language, of

the students choice, was also provided. Particular strese was paid
to the ability to Judge quickly a situation and make decisions.
Most important was a highly perfected technique of issuing
commands that were terse yet complete.

School solutione were, and still are todey, avoided. The
object of the Var College has always been to; 'teach HOV to think,
.not VHAT to think.gsnodel orders and school approved solutions

were not be employed.

"Critical judgment is a matter of training. To overcome the
problen of arrogance is a problem of education. To recognize the
eénemy, see through his plans and take into consideration all
resulting consequences for oneself, even the most disadvantagecus
ones, ie a subiect of military training, To strengthen one's willi.
to increase one's celf-confidence and the belief in one’s own
powere is & very important problemn of education. Realistic
thinking, facing facte without any illueione or untruthfulness, ic

39
a matter of intellectual training."”

Before the war, academic instruction was normally conducted
four days a week with a staff ride or tactical field probler on
the fifth day. Eight- to fourteen-day etaff ridec to more distant
areas were conducted at intervals throughout the academic year. In
the summers, 30 June to 1 October, officers were detailed out to

Oother branches and services for on-the-job training and

31
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experiance.

A sample three-year program recommended by General Fortsch

looke about as followe;

FIRST YEAR - Division and regemental studies.
SECOND YEAR - Corps and army level, with repetition of some

division level study.

THIRD YEAR - Total armed forces (joint) study. Command

problems with the Army, Navy, and Air Force and overseec commands

(combined).

Instruction in military history and foreign language would

4]
continue through all three years.

At thie point a brief explanation of the current German
officer training and education program may be in order.
a general rule most German officer applicantes are
graduates of a Gvmnasium and poscess an Abitur, roughly eguivaient
toc a Junior College degree in the U.S. After initial screening
thoce deemed to have the potentiel undergo two and one-half days

4z
of testing at the Officer tecsting center in Cologne.

Thoce finally selected are cent to a basic training unit, of
the branch into which they are to be commissioned, for three
monthse. Next the officer aspirants are assigned to their branch
school for a six-month course. Upon completion of this course the

aspirante are administered the Officers' examination. Those whc do

32
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43
well are eligable to become regular officers.

The next phase 1s Unit Traning during which the candidates

will be trained and licg¢ensed on all vehicles in their branch.

54

h Following thie phase the officer aspirante are aszigned as

o

: trainers in a basic training battalion which provides recruits to

their unit. During this quarter they are assigned and evaluated as

g' leaders of squad-sized units. Having proven their leadership

% .potential. they are transferred to one of the two Armed Forces
Universities where they will spend three years and three monthe

}5 studying for a degree. From thie study the candidate will earwu a

Diplom, the equivalent of a Master’'s Degree in the U.S. Failure

LAN

means serving ones time as an NCO. Failure rates run 30% tc 50%.

The successful candidate is promoted to Second Lieutenant on the
44

third aniveresary of hie entry into the Army.

Following commissioning the officer is sen*t to & four arnc
one-Lalf month Army Officer School followed by a three arnd
one-half month Eranch Basic course. This is normailv followecd kv &
2 - 3 year troop ascignment. Officere celected tc command
companies return to their branch schools for a one month command

4t
course.

Ac alreadv stated, during their 7th vear thev wilil undergc

the TATF. and in thelr &th vear all regular cfficere attend the
Junior Staff Course (FQSC>. Of these, about 10% attenc the General
Staff Officeres Course (GSOC>. The Pundecswehr currentlv hae no

senior service school equivalent to the U.S Army War Ccllef._ie.éé

Hicstorically, the military education cof General Staffg
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officere has usually continued beyond the Kriegsakademie. In
addition to war games and annual maneuvers, a two—week staff ride
and a problem provided by the Chief of Staff was normally required
of all senior General Staff officers. The etaff problem required
detailed work and had to be returned to the Chief of Staff for
evaluation and use. As in all armies, day to day events and normal
duties often impacted upon and interferred with these
.requirements.

German General Staff officers usually worked far longer hours
and received far fewer outward signs of recognition than their
comrads in the troop units. The German Army has historically given
decorations only in time of war and for gallantry in action. Most
cf these went to field troops and their commanders. The General
Staff officer had to be content in the knowledge o©f, and pride ir,
hie contributions to the Armv. He was the servant of his commander
and hie troope and often knew rno real life of his own. He
reguired, qgualities all hic¢ own which combined & harmonious
tlending of the heart and mind, splendid idealicsm, a large degrec
0f self-denial, tactful self-control, the faculty tc feel content

3

to live cut cf the limelight notwithstandinge & knowlieage cof L

(&N

cwn merite, and such a sencse 0f responsitility as wouia meke him
feel amplv rewarded with & graduzlly increased reliance on hin
Col. Dupuv sums up the unique gualities ot the German General

Staff well when he says

"The Germans had no monoply on an understanding ot military
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theory, or an ability to analyze operational experience. Nor did
they have a monoply on military competence. But what they did have
wae a monoply on coneistently reliable and excellent performance
throughout the army and in accordance with doctrine and theory.”
-+ ."The only significant military professional development in

Pruseia and Germany that was not matched in these other countries

. was the creation of the Prussian, later German, General Staff, and

the special qualities of professionalism that differentiated that

General Staff from imitations in all other nations."
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CHAPTER 3

THE IMPERIAL RUSSIAN/SOVIET GENERAL STAFF

HISTORY

The ancectry of the modern Soviet Armed Forcee General Staff
could be traced back to the Imperilal Russian military reforme,
undertaken under the direction of Dmitrii Alexeyevich Milutin
(1816-1912>, during the 1860c as a result of the lescsone learmned
from the Crimean Var}

The Russian General Staff, ""Glavnye Shtab'” or "Main Staff,
existed prior to the 1860e. 1t was narrow and one~cided however
and could not be considered a true General Staff in the modern
sence of the term. It had no control over officer or troop
training, supply and logistics., weapons nor equipment. It dealt
only with comnmand and control and operations. A military academy
to train Main Staff officers existed, it was opened in 1832, but

2

it also was very narrow in scope.

Beginning in 1863, Minister of Var Milyutin, seeking to

better align theory and practice created the Main Administration
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of the General Staff (Glavnoe Uprovlenie General'nogo Shtaba:
GUGSh) which incorporated the Military-Topographical Depot with
the Main Staff and placed the military academy under its control.
In 1865 he fused the GUGSh with the Main Staff. He centralized his
control over army personnel, deployment, force structure,
education, and operations. The new General Staff, as the
operations arm, dealt with military organization, mobilization,
'tréining. and intelligence as well as the planning for and conduct
of war.

The education and training of new staff officers was given
particular attention. In 1869 the military academy was given the
designation of the Imperial Nikolaevskii Academy of the General
Staff with a course of study three years in duration.d

Much of the Russian General Staff system was very similar to,
1f not copied directly from, the Pruesian. The kussians had,
however, some unique problems of their own which do not seem to
have been encountered, at least not to the same degree, by the
Prussians. These limited, and in some cases almost negatiated, the
effectiveness of much of the Russlan system. Some of these problem
areacs were difficult to overcome and persisted into World Var 11i.
The very poor educational level of the KRuesian People and oif the
soldiers and officers, as a whole, mandated that education in the
army begin on a very bacsic level. The strict caste system and the
advantages that birth and social standing provided were difficult
to overcome and caused bitter claes divisions. The Russian

bureaucracy had a tradition of corruption and inefficiency, which

L0
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compounded by a poor but rapidly changing economy, and primitive
transportation and communications networks, provided Russian
etaffe with a challAnge not encountered by their Prussian
counterparts.

In Imperial Russia industrialization, urbanization, and
rieing educational standards produced severe tensions between
society and the regime. Growing professionalism in the officer
Eorps of the Imperial Army brought into being a new caste based on
education and ability, which contributed to the erosion and the
undermining of the social and political order in its own way.SThe
Imperial Russian regime never succeeded in harnessing these forces
to strengthen the state. The Soviets seem to have learned this
lesson, and after initial heated and often violent struggle, have
succeeded in harneesing this profescionaliem to strengthen the

regime.

""And at the heart of this profescsionalism lies the General
Staff, the apotheosis of professionaliem and the

institutionalization of expertise par excellence, at once an

inetitution and a professoinal elite in i1te own right, & planning

agency, and a command instrument which has latterly assumed j
6 )
managerial functione.”

k But this all lay in the future, in Imperial Russia even
b

‘ .
3 recruitnent of officers to form a profeesional General Stafts
‘ presented difficulties. The poor educational level of the officer
"
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corps as a whole was compounded by the difficulty in setting up an
effective school system due to the mistrust on the part of the
regime of books, and education in general, as having subvereive
potential. Although education gradually came to be viewed as a key
to success, it never fully succeeded in overcomming social
distinctions and in some cases 1t reinforced them, nevertheless,
"ability by and large put a man in the General Staff Academy."7
Passing a rigorous entrance examination, a strong commanders
recommendation, and having served at least four yeare in a line
formatinn was required before one could be considered for
adnicsesion to the Academy. General Denikin deecribed the entry

process to the General Staff Academy as "a trial” where potential

applicante were turned into ascetics, "bent over booke on military
science and general subjecte -- languages, mathmatics, history.
E

and geographyv.”

The General Staff Academy entrance examination was
adminicetered by the staffe of the Nilitary Districte. The overallil
numbere cselected corresponded somewhat to the Frussian/German
experience. About 48 officere would end up being assigned to the
General Staff each year of some fifteen hundred who initial:y
entered their namec for the examination.9

O0f the approximately fifteen hundred officers who initieally
entered their names for the examination, only 400-500 would be
selected to take the examination, of these 140-150 would gain

admission to the Academy. Of this group 100 may graduate after two

years as "first class” students and go on to the "supplementry
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course" from which only balf again were selected for the General

Staf:!.’.“J

As in the German experiance, Artillerymen and Engineers
normally did well thanke to their generally high educational
level. In Russia most General Staff officers, regardless of
branch, came from the Guards due to their generally higher

educational standards. As a branch the Infantry usuvally suffered

‘the heaviest attrition rate due to their poorer overall education

level.

Once on the General Staff the officer was required, by
regulation, to be rotated between troop units and the General
Staff. much like the Prussian/German model. But here the Rusecianes
didn't quite pull it off. The regulatione were generally not
observed which resulted in a loss of contact between line and
staff. It also resulted in General Staff officere assuming CcOmmalc
at higher levele without the experience of command at lower
levele. This lack of operational experiance cauced real weaknessec
at the top.I2

Regardless of its other problems the Russian Gencral Staff
did succeed in becomming the "brain cf the army" and were highly
respected. ]t waz during the period of the 1890e that kussiau
General Staff officercs begin the exploration of operatione whichk
were to lead to the theory of "operational art."13

Vith the disintegration of Russian Society in 1917 the old
Imperial Army and General Staff ceased to exist. However, reality

triumped over pure ideology and the new Soviet rulers found it

43
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necessary to employ many Imperial officers and the officers of the
Imperial General Staff to fight off the enemies of the revolution

and the new Soviet State.

"The Red Army was eventually built on the bones of the old
Imperial Army, fleshed out with men conecripted to the Bolshevik
colors and furnished with a ‘'brain’ consisting of none other than

. 14
erstwhile 'Genshtabistyis' who manned the several staffs."

The formation of the modern Soviet military machine and its
General Staff wae a slow and very painful process. This 1& not the
place to go into that tragic history in any detail and onlv a few
pointe vital to understanding todays Soviet Armed Forcee General
Staff will have to suffice. When all was said and done much of
what exists todesy is based directly on the Imperial model and

experience.

In May of 1918, compulsory military service was reintroduced

and the Revolutionary Military Council of the Republic (RVSK) was

o, .
-, established in September, as the new suprenme military organ, in
o
IJ' I 5
B place of the old "Stavka.” In November a new academy to train Kked
b
3 Arny staff officers was in operation at a very basic level. A
i Field Staff was eetablished responcible for field operations.
"I
3 manning, and training. A special staff, the "Vserosglovshtab:
}
5 (VGSh)," was made recponsible for all "central agencies.'" Fron
-
$ these, in 1921, a Red Army Staff (Shtab RKKA) was formed and its
N I6
" organization confirmed by a decree of 25 May 19z2.
3
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The General Staff Academy was redesignated the Military

Academy of the Red Army, with M.N. Tukhachevekii at ite head, by
an order of 5 August 1921 and all military academies were placed
under the Commander in Chief.17

In 1924 M.V. Frunze was appointed Chief of Staff and began
instituting sweeping military-educational changes. These changes
were designed to increase idological awareness, improve courses,
.provide for close contact with troop life, bring about unified
military command, and ensure that Marxism was the guiding
principle of military science. Frunze brought the best, most
experienced commanders in as faculty to the Academy. He abolished
the old Inmperial junior and senior course and instituted a

I8
component course.

"The let courcee shouwld treat tactice of the various arme and
general tactics; the 2d couree, further instructicn on general
tactice; and the 3rd, the military operatione of Armiee and
Fronte, the probleme of preparing military districie for war
operations, and the conduct of war. Operational art and strategy

were in the future to be the main themes purcsued at the
19

Academnmy. ..’

Frunze died in 1925 and M.N. Tukhachevskii became Chief of
Staff with K. Ye. Voroshilov becomming Peoplee Comniscar for

Military and Naval Affairs. In November of 1925 the Ked Army

Military Academy was renamed the Frunze Military Academy.




3
; In 1925, a number of high ranking Soviet officers, among them

g Tukhachevsekii and Zukov, traveled to Berlin in order to study the
Y
methods used by the German Reichswehr to train General Staff

) officers.

N

o Order No. 390 of 12 July 1926 concentrated all functions
e

)

. relating to defense of the country and preparation of the army for
)
W war in the Red Army Staff. The idea of a "Greater General Staff"
1) : 21
;E wae proposed by Svechin and also by Shaposhnikov.

“ By 1936 the reforms that would form the basis of the modern
? Soviet system were in place. The Commieariate for Defense of the
-

:} USSR, the precurser of today's Ministry of Defense, was

o

X

v
c established on 20 June 1934. The ked Army Staff wacs formally
ji changed to the General Staff in September of 1935 and on 11 April
: i 22
. of 1936 the General Staff got back ite own General Staff Acadenvy.
P Unfortunately Stalin’'s purges of the late 19230c eliminatec
:i many of the best minds of the Soviet armed forcee on the eve of
’A

-

C" World VWar Il at a time when they were most urgently needed.

“r

e General of the Armv S&. M. Shtemenkc understated it in hic comment
:; that, "it was a great misfortune for our army and our country as a
’.

:\ whole that on the eve of the war we were deprived of manv ci our
'n 23

experienced military leaders.”

>
v$ Due to this unfortunate circumstance the first class of
Pl
‘§ studente of the new General Staff Academy had to be graduated

. early to fi1ll the vacancies created by the purges. Although this
"~

i: made rapid advancement in rank possible, it was a very tough

Y

o

o school to learn in and many did not survive the experience. The
b

"
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Academy ran short courses throughout the war to train the needed
General Staff officers and it was not until 1946 that the Academy
returned to a more or lees normal two year course.24

A major organizational change occurred in 1958. The Higher
Military Academy named for K. Ye. Voroshilov became the Military

25
Academy of the General Staff of the Armed Forces of the USSK.

OFFICER EDUCATION IN THE ARMED FORCES OF THE USSEF

The Soviets have generally succeeded in overcoming their
earlier problems caused by a generally poorly educated officer
corps. Todav the Soviet Union runc the worlds most extencive
network of nilitary schoole.

It 1 estimated that there are between 720,000 and 9&u, Gl
officere in the Soviet Armed Forces today. In order toc maintaail
thie force there must be & cadet population numbering close tc
160,000 at any one time of which about 40,000 must be commiesiocned
each year.bThe military student population of the militarvy
academies and higher courcee 1e estimated at eome Su, UCu
additional 50,000 staff, facultyvy, and support percsonnel.
totale at between 350,000 and 470,000 personnel in the
military-educational system. This number does not include the

extensive civilian para-military training system, of which there

27
is no counterpart in the United States.




v T AT BT A T
W NI AR M OC R A A

Formal military education begins with the 143 premilitary

schools of 3-, 4-, and 5-year duration which lead to the
comnmissioning of officers. These schools, unlike the U.S. service
acadenmies which only attempt to provide cadets with a general
military education and leave job specific training until after
commissioning, attempt to produce a newly commissioned officer
fully capable of performing his initial duties in his specialty -
‘when first assigned to his unit.28

Beyond these there are advanced courses for officers of up to
11 monthse duration, the best known of which ie the "Vystrel”
combined arms commanders course, and then 19 military academies,
roughly equivalent to CGSC in the U.S., but of three to five year
duration instead of 9 monthse. Three general types of academy
exiet: command, specialized, and composite. There is no "up or
out” policy for the Soviet officer corps o not all officerse wiii
compete for nor attend one of thece academies. One must, however,
be a graduate of one of thece academies if one hopees to prorfress
on to high rank. Only about twenty tco twenty-five percent of the

officer corps will attend a military academy. Only officers under

3z vears old. who are gracduates o0f military schools and have
served 2 to 2 vears ac company commanders are eligible. The moet

prestigious. the Frunze Military Academy of the Ground Forces,

"
n

an exception in that it will accept officers up to 38 but they
muet have 4 yeare command. Thie academy 1e aleo one of the
research centers for Soviet military science. These military

academies are specialized eo officerc attend an academy of his

45
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29
branch or service.

Each major command is given a quota for each academy so there
ie keen competition for the few vacenciee available. Selection is
dependent on scoring high on comprehensive exacting examinatione
which normally eliminate two-thirds of the applicants. At the
Frunze Academy, for example, the examination covers mathematics,
physics, language, literature, tactics, and military equipment. It
.is’recommended that officers spend from two to three thousand
hours, or the equivalent of three hours per day, seven days a week
for two years studying in preparation for the examination. The
examination may be attempted up to three times.

Much of the 1nstruction at the academies is by lecture, field
exercise, group discuseion, and individual study. Each student
must prepare, present, and defend a thesis on a definitive
militarv sublect before a board of officers prior to graduation.

Upon graduation from an academy an officer goes onto a
epecial list, the "nomenklatura,” from which he will be aseigned
to positions which are only allowed to be filled by officers fromn
this list. The basic list, from which officers receive directea
assignments, is prepared by the Ministry of Deiense.31

Higher level refresher coursec are ocffered periodically by
many of the service academies and may run from 10 to 12 months.
This system of long formal educational courses broken by
assignments in command and staff positions insures tbhe Soviets
that high level commandere maintain contact with the field and

have experibnce at each level of command.
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E At the highest level in the Soviet military-education eystem
A
5

i stands The Military Academy of the General Staff (Voyennaya

o~

Akadeniya General'nogo Shataba) of the Armed Forces of the USSR 1in
the Name of K. Ye. Voroshilov. It is located in Moscow and its
course is two years in duration. Attendance ie limited to those
specially selected officers from all the services who are "being
prepared for top level positions in the Ministry of Defense,
‘command and staff positions with large groups of forces, fleets

and other major commands."32

"Approximately 100 to 150 officers of the rank of colonel and
major general are selected yearly by the Main Directorate of
Personnel of the Defense Ministry. Candidates must have had at
least 2 yearc experiance ac commanders or staff officers of large
commande and must be graduates of a command type program of a

military academy.”

It has been estimated that about half the Academy’'s students
are alumni of the Frunze Academy? Thie ie hardly esuprieing, as 1in
addition to being a center for theoretical research in military
art and ecience, it 1e the foremost school of the Ground Forces

and the Soviet Union is primarily a2 land power. Between

twenty-five and fifty general officers are asssigned there as
staff and faculty.
Between fifty and seventy-five generals and admirals are

assigned to the General Staff academy as etaff and faculty where
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extensive research on military subjects is conducted. The prime
purpose of the General Staff Academy, however, is "preparing
cadres for working in the central apparatus of the Ministry of

Defense and the General Staff, in large formations and formations

of all services of the Armed Forces.”

THE GENERAL STAFF OF THE USSK

The Soviet Armed Forces General Staff has no equivalent in
the United States. As we have seen ite closest equivalent may have
been the pre-World War 1 German Army General Staff. The Soviet
General Staff is a carefully selected, well trained and highly
educated elite taken from all the Armed Forces. Its impact upon

the Soviet Military 1s monumental and pervasive. It encompases

work that in the U.S. would require the entire Department of

Defense, Federal Emergency Management Agency and numerouvus private

study groups and think tanks.

The General Staff possesses executive authority and functions
ae the main agency of the Stavka” of the eupreme high command in
time of war. Its main directorates are: operations, intelligence,
organization and mobilization, military science, communications,
topography, armaments, cryptography, military assistance, and the

38
Varsaw Pact.

Most General Staff positions are '""nomenklatura.' The key
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¥ positiones are held only by graduatee of the General Staff Academy.
s Although they come from all branches and services the General

Staff officers are seldom parochial in outlook since once assigned
. to the General Staff an officers future depends upon how he

performs for the General Staff.
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CHAPTER 4

THE UNITED STATES ARMY GENEKRAL STAFF

4 »

BACKGROUND

‘tatt the

o
n

A= 1n the caees o the German and Fuesilal General

(]

U.S. Armv Var Department General Staff system grew out of a
military reform movement resulting from somewhat lese thaun
eplendid campaign performance. In America’'s cacse tnic wats tlhe neae
tragic dieplav of militarv incompetence during the
Spanieh-Americar War. This war was the catalvet that propelled the
Army from the outmoded thinking and intormal arrangements of the
nineteenth century into real reform of its staff and officer

I
education system.

11 the military reforms undertaken in the U.S. Armyv were not

A2 4

0f the depth and breath of those undertaken in Frussia after 1806

it may well be due to the fact that the war with Spain was not &« .

debacle for America of anywhere near the magnitude that

Jena-Aurerstadt was for Prussia. ln any case the reforms were, for

America, significant. The American equivalent of the Fruseian

56
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reformere would have to include Emory Upton, Stephen Luce, VWilliam
Harding Carter, Tasker H. Blise, J. Franklin Bell, and perbaps
most importantly, Elihu Root. And, ae with their Prussian and
Rueeian counterparte, they built uvpon and modified many already
existing systems to acheive their goals. Also, like their
counterparts, they were not able to acheive all they set out to
accomplish.

The time was right for reform of more tban just the military
in America and this helped change the system. America was
becomming urbanized. Urbanization brought with it the requirement
for honest and efficient civil service, law enforcement, fire
protection. and bureaucracy. The old spoils systems were on their
way out. The frontier wae closed and Americanc were pbeginning Ic
realize they were part of a world of interactive natione whetner
thev wanted tc be or not. The concepte of profescicnalien were
growine throughout the public sector.

TiLe concepte used to reform the Armv'e command auc etar?

i

vstem were baced largely upon the Frussian model. with SOme

peculiar American charicteristice thrown in. As early as 1&E8

Stephern Luce, having founded the Naval War college. wes callinbg

-

for & "Chief of the General Staff"” for the Navy? Emorv Upton, wWhe
bad studied foreign staff systeme extensively, was greatly
impressed by the Prussian systen and recommended consolidating tLe
offices of the Adjutant General and Inspector General as & 11rst
step toward creating a true General Staff. Ltc. Carter, who becans

Root's military tutor and assistant Adjutant General, was a true
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reformer and staunch advocate of a real General Staff and much
more efficient officer education system.4

Once created the new Var Department General Staff, and the
professional military education system designed to support it,
almost immediately began to take on a distinct American flavor
that increacingly deviated from the Prussian Generalstab and
Kriegsakademie upon which they had been modeled. The American
-system never managed to maintain its focus on the preperation and
planning for war and became increasingly 1involved in

administration. Clearlwy defining the role and responsibility cf

the individual institutions within the fragmented educational
g

system has remained a problem.

The American general staff system reformere encountered some
verv unicue American protleme ac well ac seome which were very
cimilar to manv encountered by their European predecessore. (One
unigue American problem was that of the etrong. well entrencuea
and politicallv influential bureaus and their respective chieics.
The 19th century American Armv wae dividec into the "line" ang
vstaff.” The staff consisted of ten departments or bureaus, each
with ite own chief. The bureaus cealt mainlv with matters ol
procurement and supply. Conflict between the line and

csimiautonimue bureaus wae frequent. These powerful bureaus

strongly resisted any form of change or reform that threatened

6

their power and autonomy.

v"Officere were asigned to the bureau permanently, and the
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g chief of bureau remained chief until removed by death or extremne
Q disability. Resident in VWashington, these tenured chiefs
cultivated strong congrescsional tiee with which the relatively

X short-termed Secretaries could not compete.’

Some other problems were not &0 unique to the Americancs aicue
! although their root causes may have been. One of these has beer
‘the more or lese continuous distrust on the part of some members
pf the congress pf a profescsional militarv. Much ot thie dietruet
of a professional standing army naturaly comes from the colonial
experiance with the personal armies of the European Monarche.
Theee armiec were swept away bv the French kevolution. out o1
which arose the mass popular conscript armies of modern times,
decigned to involve the people in the defencse of their naticrn. As

was pointed cut in the brief history of the Imperial Fusesa

'

aln
Soviet General Staffes. the Tzar and later communist leaderchii

alen distructed educaticon and professionalisnm in the oilicer corre

roecsikiv ceonstitutine & threet tcoc the State, Fcnarch., or Fartvy.

[+1)
m

Another similar American and European problen dealt with the
level of ecucation anc training irn the otfilcer ccrwe. Althoursl

Emerican officers probably Lec a higher overall civilian

educational level in 1900 than their Kkussilan counterparts. neve:

e}

- the leses a csevere problem in the American Armv, "was the lack c:
body of officers educated and trained to plan and solve probiens
Q
from the perspective of the Army as > whole.”

The solution to the problem of providing the Secretary w:i:th a
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now-parochial staff was the creation of a War Department General
Staff. Thie wae basically accomplished when the second General
Staff bill was approved, on 14 Febuary 1903}Dauthorizing
fo*rty—two officerse be detailed to the General Staff Corps.
However, unlike in the Prussian system, officers would not he

11

permanently appointed to a General Staff Branch.

The responsibilities of the War Department General Staff were

‘far broader than those of the Germen Grosce Generalstalb.

Responesibilities performed in Germany by the War Ministry were to
be performed in America by the General Staff. The Chief of Stafif
of the Armv was to be the equivalent of the German Chief of the
General Staff, but in addition tc war planning and war fighting.
the American General Staff, under direction of the Fresident arnag
Secretary of War. haed suvervieion over all troopse of the line arnd

the adminicetirative staff and supply departments. Similar tc the

.
ot
[\
—~

German mocel the General stat!f was’  to have a Truppengenerais
L4
component witlh the urni+s in the field ana & Grosse Generalstab in
17
the War Department.

In order to solve the proplem of training and educating
officers to serve on the War Department General Stafi, &
combination 0f existing schoolse and the addition of & new

inetitution would be put in place toc serve as the eocuvivalent o:

the Kriegeakademie in training General Statf officers. General .

Order Number 185% of 27 November 1601, began the establiicshment cof

the educational svetem that was to chart the path to
13

profeccionalier for the U. & Army Officer Corps.
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At the loweet level officer schools were to be estabtlished on

every post to train officere in baeic €kills. Next in line would
be the echool at Fort Leavenworth where the existing Infantry and
Cavalry School would be redesignated as the "General Service ana
Staff College.” This school would train officers for the
Truppengeneralstab. At the higheet level and educating officers

for the Grosse Generalstab would be the new Army War College to be

built at Washington Barracke in Washington D.C. Thics two level

system in America. Fort Leavenworth and the War College, were to
accomplish what the single three-year Kriegsakademie did in
Germany. However, unlike the German Kkriegsakademie whose sole
purpose wac to train cselect, highlv qualified officere for the
General Staff, the VWar College was to be a direct adiunct to the
General Staft. 1t was to studv war. educate officeres, design anc

e recuecsted Ly the Genera.

. -

mn
nl

Wwa? eanmse L.ans. &nd carry out studie

Stzff. 11 effect the Armv War College was a department oI the Va:

1<
lierartmert General Staff.

The firet studente were chosen fcor Fort Leavenworth bw thone
War College Board in 190z. As ehould have beern expected thev were
1

nct up to the work. The second clace cf 1¢0--04 wae vetter.

xperience soon demonctrated., however., that & Che veear course wa

(f

ineufficient and that Fort Leavenworth needed to expancd to two
veere. Thic was approved and the General Service and Staf:r Ccllege
was devided into an Infantry and Cavalry School whick later tecams
the "School of the Line"” and, for distinguiched graduates. &

16

second vear "Army Staff College.'" The two vear course remained in
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of the pre-World War 1 college were line officers who tended tc

effect for most of the time until the Army began mobilization for

Vorld var 11.

The students selected to attend the new Army Var College were
to be promiseing majore and captaince selected by the Chief of Stazff
with preference being given to Leavenworth Staff College
graduates. Acs at Leavenworth, the studente tended to be a

17
disappointment. The first class was that of 1904-0%5. Most students

lack formsl education and professional competence. This problem
continued o that in 1914 the War Department publiched new
regulations tightening entrance requirements. These new rules
required entrance examinations for Armv candidates who were nc:t
craduates of the Staff College with the exception of the one
technicel cervice officer admitted each vear. Thie helped Ifcr =&

however the problem of cstudent gualification has continued
1
4

b
'y
v
et
m

‘N

tc resurface throughout the War College’'s historvy.
The tiret cfficere to serve in the War Department cvendra.

LY

Staff were chosen bV & Losrd or e€ix general cfticers i Ayri.

[

[

1¢0Z. Thie had to be done until the General Stafi Coryps Sveten

1<
became celit-cucstsinine.
Tohuse bv 1¢04 the U.&. Armv hac in place & sverem tnas . Il
: ¥
theorv at least, had &2l! ©f the elemente cf the German svetem. [t
had a Chief of Staff, although withcout the full executive -

authority the German Chief enjoyed and with far broader i
!

responceibilities. There was a General Staff Corps divided into & |
1

b

Greater General Staft ana a Trocoy or Line General Stat:, 1o whic
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:
;é officers were, however, only detailed rather than assigned. A
; profeseional education eyetem wae in place deeigned to support and
: sustain the Staff. The Corps was generally untrained, the
% education system primitive in comparieon to the Kriegsakademie,
? and the selection criteria extremely lax compared to German
. standarde, but the U.S. Army was beginning to march along the long
W road toward professionalism.
By 1917 entrance examinations, tighter screening and amn
increacsing availability of Staff College graduates were improving
‘E the quality of General Staff Officers. The Army War College
% preparing officere for the duties of the General Staff in
- campaigne and for the higher command. General Staff officere were
E: working on plane to insure that the problems encountered in thne
3 Spaniek-American War would not reoccur?IEut. even greater new and
. unfcreeen probleme were on the way.
g The War Department General Staff performed the functione of &
& Greater General Staff "adequately i1 not well." Unfortunantly
a there wae nothing in the American svetem anazlogous to the German
': Var Ministry to handle administrative mattere or coordinate, "the
E etill independent-minded lc»ureaus."23
TN Ir. 1010 a conflict Lad aricen between the Adiutant Generai.
'E Fred C. Aineworth and the Chief of Staff, Major General Leomnard
y ) Vood, that wae to have long term concsequencee for the Army General
Staff. Vood had reorganized the General Staff to increase
i: efficency and in o doing had strenthened ite control over the
!
- bureaus. This percipitated the conflict between Ainsworth and Wood
’
;
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which came to a head in 1911 and resulted 1in courte martial
charges against Ainsworth and hie retirement?dUnfDrtun*antly this
was not where the matter rested. Gereral VWood bhappened to be a
Republican. In 1910 the Democrats had gained control of the House.
James Hay, a rural democrat who distrusted standing armies and
General Staffs in general but Republican Chiefs of Staff in
particular, became the head of the House Military Affaire
‘cocmmittee. The Congress soon began to demonstrate hostilitv toward
the General Staff. The fact that the General Staff then
recommended closing some military posts, in order to increase
efficiency by conepolidating some of the widely scattered unite,
only served to make matters worse. Evy the Appropriations Act o1
1912, "Congrese reduced the General Staft Corpe, alreadv
ridiculouslv small bv European standards, from fortv-tive tc

-~
-

thirtv-cix officeres.

THE NATIOKAL DEFENSE ACT CF LGt

v, 101, while Voricé War ] raged 11 Burcpe. Jams: kav sirul:.
L, . p- , - - s
introducing the rill that becams= the "kational [reternce Lcv I
103¢." Under thie Act the General Stat! Corys wes alicowed 0

increace trom thirty-six to a totas 0 1131TV-Tour Lut th.r was
onlv to be accompliched over a four vear pericao and onlv hLait

could he etationed i1 Wachington. In ettect the Generas Stz vy
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Vaebhington went immediately to a total of nineteen officere.

Furthermore the Act prohibited "“the General Staff from interfering

I N

with the bureaue or 1in administration.gsueither inetructore nor
. studente of the Var College were allowed to be membere of the
'« General Staff Corps.

In May of 1917, the realities of U.S. involvement in a Worild
N War finally hit home. The Congress lifted the ceiling on the
'strength of the War Department General Staff allowing it to grow
during the couree of the war to a thousand, largely untrained
officers. With this corps the U.S. Army planned, mobilized, moved
an army to France, and fought the American Campaign in Europe.
Considering ite size., age, and profescsional level of education the
! performance of the General Staff in Vorld War I ehould not be

} ludged too harehlv. The near total unpreparednecse of tue Unived

4]

., 1n reaiitv, as well

gl
(i

Statec ftcocr war 1in 1917 recst

n

27
Conetitutionally with the Congress and the President.

vt Al

.

When the unexpected and uncoordinatec volume 0I counutracts
trom 21] sources nearly swamped industry, causing the Great Vinter
Criele cof 1917-18, the VWar Department General Staff was given

executive poweres to deal with the crieis anc ecstablicsh control.

o A R

Never before nor eince hae an American General Stafi had as much

power vested in it as it may bave had during thie period. In any

‘i cace. after thice, the need for a General Staff Corps and for
trained and educated staff officers was never seriously

questioned. How much authority the General Staff should wield anc

i e A

how it ehould be constituted and organized has been a rather

N i 4
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conetant matter of concern however.

After the war it was the hope of many in the Army, that
profiting from the lessons of the war, a strong General Staff
could be maintalined and even improved upon. The shadow of James

Hay remained, however, and the Congrescs deceided to reestablish

2
its full control over the Army and its General Staff. ?
THE NATIONAL DEFENSE ACT OF 1620
The Congress passed the "National Defence Act of 1920." which

incorp@rated some cf the leesone learned from the war in Europe
and wae to be the basic directive for the Army until 1947. The act
made the assumption that future ware would be fought btv mass
armies. and thus a mobilization svetem and rapidliy expandatle
Regular Army wae reduired. but it mzde nc provicion for universa:
nilitarv peacetime trainine. Under the act, the "Army oi the
United Statee” coneicsted of the kegular Army, the National Guard,
and the Organirzed Reserve (Corpe. A single promotion list replaced
the branch liets. The autheority of the General Staff wae reducec
by ageain removing the bureaus from itse control and givine
responeibility for procurement and industrial mokilization to the
Assictant Secretary ot War. The act did put some teeth into the
selection criteria for officere detailed to serve in the Brain of

-~

the Army.
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"The high command called for by the scheme underlying the act
wae embodied in the General Staff, or more accurately, in the
General Staff Corpse. While officers were not permanently assigned
to the General Staff Corpe, as was the German practice, detail to
the General Staff Corps was highly selective and tightly
controlled through tbhe means o0f a 'general staff eligibie list.’
‘The law required that to be selected for thie list an officer hagd
to succeescfully progreec through the General Staff Schooi at Fort
Leavenworth (admission to which was highly selective in itself)
and then be selected by a board of pfficers. To serve on the War
Department General Staff, the act required graduvation from the
General Staff College (Armv Var College) at Washington Barracks.

Failure to be selected for the "general staff eligible lict” meant

S

- 4

a future career limited to regimental leves gutiecs. ™

The provieions of the National Defense Act of 1%Zu. as thevy
aprlied to the General Ctati., were implementec by War Lepsrtmernc
General Order Number 48 of 12 August 1920?21t was under the basic
provicione of thie zct that the U.S. Army developed the Geunersa:

Staff which planned for and successiully rought World war 1i1. ILn

1022, while Perching wae Chief of Staff, the echool at For:t

Leavenwoth's name wase changed to the "Command and General &taff

-

School.” The school wae given the miseion of training Troop

General Staff officers through the level of the Army Corpe. and
33
the term was reduced to one year. It became quickly apparent,
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however, that one year was totally insufficent and in 1927 1t
returned to a two-year course, where it remained until increased
General Staff officer requirements for mobilization forced it back
to a2 one-year course in 1935-36.

1t was also realized that one year at the VWar College was
insufficent to teach operationse of field armies, army groups, and

theater operations as well as all the requiremente involved in

"preparation for war." Rather than expand the War College to twc

years, the Army Industrial College was opened in 1924 with the
mission of training officere in military and 1industriai
mobilization. It was intended that the Army Industrial College
would be on the same level as. and equivalent te, the Command and
General Staff School, thie however further fragmented the General
Staff educational syseten ac cfficere did not attend both schools.gs
During World War 1! and the immediate postwar period the
current cstructure of the U.&. nrilitary establiceshment evolvea. The
wartims changes. such as the Joint Chiefs oif Steff and unitied
combatant commande, were not then incorporated into 1aw;67ue
leaderchip of the Armed Forces appear to have beem reasonably
saticfied with General Stafi performance during Worla War 1i. with
the exception of joint and combined operations. To 1ill this gat
an additional school was created in the form of the twentv-one
week "Army and Navy Staff College" activated, in June of 19405, .
under eupervieion of the Joint Chiefe of Staff%7ln crder 1o

further rectify this problem area, after the war in 1946, General

Eicenlower agreed to the alolishment ot the Armv Var (oliegpe and
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the founding of a joint "National Var College" 4in ite place. The
National Var College wae established on 4 February 1946 in the
Army Var College building at Vashington Barracke, now renamed Fort
Mc Nair, and in April the Army Industrial College wase tranefered
to joint control with a status equal to the National War College.
The educational system was further fragmented whern the Navy view

won out, over General Eisenhower's, in which the Army and Navy

Staff College, now renamed the "Armed Forces Staff College,"” wae

not made a prerequisite for attendance at the joint war colleges
and was to stress "staff" over "command and staff."” To make
matters worse., the Army gquota for the National was only thirty and
for the Industrial War College only fifty-eeven studente. This
meant that, in effect, the one-year Leavenwortlh course had to
teach what a pre-war two-vyear Leavenworth and one-yvear Armv Way

College course had taught in order to produce sufficient orricere

-
pl

(R4

for Army General Staff reguiremente. It wae clearliv inadequatle.

THE NATIONAL SECURITY ACT OF 1947

The National Security Act of 1947 then changed many of the
basic operating systems and underlying premisses that the Armed

Forces had been operating under eince the acte of 1916 and 19Z0.
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1t provided for a National Military Establishment consisting of an
Army, Navy, and Air Force. The War Department was renamed the
Department of the Army, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, with a
strength not to exceed one hundred officers, was put on a
statutory basis. However, as indicated a2 the beginning of this
study, the Joint Chiefs of Staff were prohibited from becomming a
true Armed Forces General Staff by the act, as ammended.39

The act was ammended in 1948 to strengthen the position of
the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefe of Staff. The
Department of Defense replaced the National Military
Establishment, and a Chairman of the Joint Chiefe was established.
The Joint Staff waes expanded from 100 to not more than 210
cfficere and the service Secretaries lost their cabinet rank and
ceate on the National Security Council. Significantly the act did
ot place anv educational nor qualification requirements upon
celection of officere for service on the Joint Staff. There were
no positicns decsignated throughout the Armed Forces which were to
be fillec only by general staff qualified officers. The services
were left, more or less, on their own as to how they trained and
educated their ofiicers%c

In order to fill the obvious gap in the Armyv education system
the U.S. Army VWar College was officially reestabliched by General
Order Nunber 4 on 1 February 1950 at Fort Leavenworth. In 1951 it
moved to ite precent home at Carliele Barracks, Fennclyvania. 1t
was decided that the new Army War College program would be broader

than that of ite predeceseore but not as deep. It was to
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Ry concentrate on army matters, and not try to duplicate or overlay

}' the joint colleges. Unfortunately the gap between the Command arnd

. General Staff Course and the War College continued to grow wider.

§ The Var College, inepite of ite avowed emphacsie on the

% "preparation for war" and the "conduct of war,” increasingly moved

into international affaire, security policy and joint planning

:§ systems. It was a problem that could only be overcome by

;; ‘increasing the time officers spend on profescional education.’?

) In 1955, the Baxter Board recommended that officers attending

. the National War College first be select graduates of their own

? service war colleges. In 1956, a board beaded by General Bolte

L3

1 aleo recommended that the Joint Chiefe ecstablish selection

{; criteria for the jfoint colleges and that those selected for the

g; ioint collieges be graduatecs of their own service war coliege. Tue
’ 195¢ Williams Board recommended extencding the Army War College tcC

;i two years. None of these recommencatioine were actecd upon bv the

r5 services.C?

)

. Since 195% selection of officere 2or attendance at the

E: Command and General Staff School and the Army War College has beewn

Eﬁ made bv centeralized board action%the bacsice upon which the boarce
i

3 eelect ofticere ie based primarily upon evaiuaticn 0f previcus

iz duty performance as reflected in the Ofticer Efficiencv kerort.

?‘ U.S. Army officers are no longer required tc take & formal

; examination for admittance to advanced military schooling, and

:. very few are eliminated for substandard academic performance Once
)

% admitted.

o
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THE DEFENSE REORGANIZATION ACT OF 1958

By this act the joint staff wae increased to 400 officers and

the authority of the Chairman over the joint staff was increased

"while the unified commandere were provided full operational

command. The role of. the separate services was reduced to
basically a support function. In thie fachion the Joint Chiefe oI
Staff were relieved of the old problem of administration that
continuously vexed the o0ld War Department General StaiiéLVitL
pascage of thie act the system, ac we know it today. wae bzsicallvw
in place.

Some educational reform was undertaken, to help 1:.1 the
€till existing wide educaticnal gap and bring about & li1tlie more
coherence in the system. with implementation of soms o1 tns
recommendatione of the keview pf Educaticn ana Training o2
Officers (RETO) study of 1978. The study recommended that the
Command and General Staff Cource concentrate on operations &7
divieion level and below and that the Army VWar C(ollege deai: witll
corpes level and above (what we now know ac the operaticnal level:.
A 9-week Combined Arme and Service Staff School (CASI) was
establicshed, at Fort Leavenworth, with a miesion not uniike tLe
earlier School of the Line, but with muchk less time to accomplieh

5
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{t
N In spite of these improvemente the gap remains, primarily in
e
a the critical area of "Operational Art,"” an area in which, "as the
3

Soviete point out, no matter how good the tactics are, if the

23

46
operational plane are no good, you loee.”" The Frofeseional

Development of Officers Study (PDOS), still shows that the U.S

P
Pl

Army does considerably less professional education and training of

e
-

its officers than do the other nations, with the exception of

‘Canada, in the RETO study. Officers of the Soviet Armed Forcee

& o &

enjoy a 2.7:1 ratio over American officers in time spent on

a7

profescional military education.

e &

v s o S

The potential to fill the Army's educational gap may already

N

exist in the form of the "School of Advanuced Military Studiec

)

SAMS)," a one-vear long add on to the Command and General Statfi

3

Cource at Fort Leavenworth, with the miecion to furnieh the Arnmy

with cenior officerse who are expert in the art anc science ot

nilitaryv operatione, and who poscese the character and attritutes

recuired to be succeecsful commandere and general stafit officeres.

The cource leads to the award of & Mastere of Military Arte anc

: Science (MMAS). For the past several yeare approximately 46,

s

J rrimarily combat arms, pfficere have been ceejectec from the

recident Command and General Staff Course to attena tor an

additional vear the Advanced Military &£tudies Frogram. These

' pfficers are selected from student volunteers by the CGSC
Directore EBoard. 0Of the students selected for the 1966-67 class

' most are from the combat arms, four are from service support

branches and four are from the military intelligence branch. The
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o! proposal haes been made to expand thise course to 90 students each
? year. At this time the Advanced Military Studies Program remains
no more than a potential gap filler as, although these graduates
initial assignment upon graduation is eupposed to be divieion or
» corps staff, they receive no new Military Occupational Specialty
B or Additional Skill Identifier and are eoon loet in the system.aB
iy In addition to the Army educational gap just mentioned there

are other noteable problems in the system which inhibit & true

professional U.S. Joint General Staff Corps, these are:

- Lack of clearly defined and decignated General and or Jcocint
Staff positione which can be filled only by General and or Joint
Staff qualified officere. This muet be done at the "Trocp General

Staff” level asc well as the "Greater General Staff'" level, or one

i~
eTaTs e B

can make no sencse 0f the career pattern of trained officers nor

4

: the role of the various schoois in the system. "There is now mnoe

I.

N €ystematic meane for accuring that AFSC graduates ever get foin:

. 45

, duty assignments."” In addition to clearly defining the

i qualificatione required for these positione, this would. for the

. firet time. give the militarv an idea of how manv o1 these highiv

- and specially trained officere the school eyetem needes to produce

N

N each vear at each level. This is vital, "because it costs from

\

0 $25,000 to $£75,000 or more to send an officer through AFSC
(5-month course) or NDU (10~-month course), these schoole should
not be treated simply ac alternatives to their Service

’ \ SC

3 equivalent' schools.” There is a "General Staff Insignia"” in the
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U.S. Army, but it is virtually meaninglese as it requiree no
special qualifications to wear.

- There is no stringent selection system to chose the "best
and the brighteet” for the brain of the army. Our eelection boarde
remain a reflection of ourselves and reward "field time" far above
academic acheivement and intelligence. In thie respect time spent
in formal education can become a career liability. Of the zZ®
officere selected to command at the battalion level on the 1GEC-£7
list only three did not serve with troops as a maior. -

Unfortunately for some there are not enough troop positions. For

example, approximately 850 Armor majore are competing for 15& &

ey

n

or XO positions. Assuming an 18 month average tcur lengthl, thi

number of positione provides the opportunity for only &0 rpercern:

mn

of Armor mziore to return to battalion-level curtv. Thie i turTther
complicated bv nominative asesignmente, funcliocnal ares
recguirements, and longer stabilized tours. On top 01 it &3

MILPERCEN acscsigns to inctailation onlv. Once at arn instzlila-ic:

€>
it'e catch ae catch can. The U.&. Armv remazine one ©l the few
modern western armed forces which still does not test ite officers
[
for field grade promotion or &dvancec military ecrociing Tne U2

Arrmv remaine one of the few aleo that does not insiset upo: siudy,

mucl less macsterv, cf & foreign language on the part or its seric:

y

(28

officers., vet at the came time incicte it is cericus abour

fighting ac a part of a coalition. An elite existe, whether it is
an elite chosen by the boardes, bzttalion command, and war ccllege

celection, or an elite of the intellect. A tougn selectich eveten
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ie not foreign to the U.S. Army, as we have seen, the Army hae
tested officere for admiseion to General Staff schooling and

maintained a "general staff eligable" list between the World Vare.

- There is a lack of cohesion and direction in the

professional education system. Part of this appears to be a lack

0of & clear concept and definition as to what each schools exact

'roll and mission is within the overall system. Part of it is the

lack of a true General and or Joint Staff Corpse for which these
schoole are supposedly educating officers. Most Joint Staff
officers come to Washington directly from field assignments and
bave no experience or training for the complex issues in the joint
arena?CAttendance at one'e service equivalent Command and Gernersa:l
Staff Course is not a prerequicite for attendance at the Armed
Forces Ftaff College, =0 many etudente there cannct be considerecd
trulv qualified for higher staff in their own service. Nost
service’'s CGSCe are nine-monthe, the Armed Forces Staft Ccllege ig
five. An officer receives no ASI or NMOS from his service CGSI, hur
gets a "3H" AS] from AFSC. Attendence a2t AFSC is not a
Frerequisite for attendance at the Naztional War Col.iege nor is
prior attendance at ones egervice war college. Tue industria:
College of the Armed Forces was put in place to deal with militarvw
and industrial mobilization, but being attended primarily cv
€ervice support branches has the effect of separating the
logistice "doer" from the operational "plauner." The Nationa. Wwar

Ccilese was to be the tor "Joint Service School” vet its courses

77
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have moved more towards etrategy, national policy, and politics to

the point that it teaches little more, if any, joint military
operatione than any of the other eservice war collegee, and far
lese purely military operations.sThere ie no clear track that omne
can discern that one should take through the educational system
for a specific career. Currently, there is no personnel management
system that ensures that graduatecs of the three joint colleges of
-the National Defense University actually serve in joint duty
assignments. AFSC graduates initially assigned to joint positions
were; 1982 - 36 percent, 1983 - 40 percent, and 1984 - 63 percent.
In 1984 -17 percent of NWC and 15 percent of ICAF graduates were
initially assigned to joint positions.56
- Relating to the areas 0f quality and egalitarianiem, bas

been the strong tendencv of the U.S. Armed Forcee to prefer, at
times, quantity over quality Or to accept the lese capaltle rathey
than have a vacant position. Thie ic one of the most striking
differences between the Pruseian/German evetem &nd the Americaln.
American military schoo! systems verv celdonm eliminate anvone fc:
substandard academic performance. On the otherhand under the
German svstem: "Quality alwave hac pricrity over guanti®*v anc
substance over aprearance in an armv which gladiv rejectie:
candidates after one, two or even three vearece at the War Academv.’
With the continuous praice one hearc of todave high guality
€clcier one would hore the armed fcrces have learned a valualle
lesscn. RBut whether that leesson will prevail in harder times and

whether that lescsown ie cnlv to be arrlied a* the enlisted level

75
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remaine to be seen. There aleo seems to exiet, among the American
Military, a strange anti-intellectual and anti-profescsional
education streak which is not found in other sectore of American
society, such as doctors, surgeons, engineers, physiciste, airline
pilots or air traffic controllere. One thing eeeme certain, a high
quality army with a dynamic doctrine requires operationally

competent commanders and key etaff officers to lead it, if it is

'to0 execute that doctrine effectively.

In 1982, General Jones, USAF, then Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, wrote an article entitled '"VWVhy the Joint Chiefe
of Staff Must Change.” More Criticiem of the Joint system soon
followed when General Edward C. Meyer, USA, then Chief of Staff of
the Armv voiced eimilar critism. Public criticiem of the svsten
such as this lead to examination of these and other problems. Tnis
recsulted in the formation, during May of 19&%., of a Tack Force
Defense Organization to study the problem. Crn 1€ October, 1%E%5,
the Comrittee staft'es G4%-page studv, entitiec "Defence

Creanization: The Need for Change' <(Senate Frint 9u-g&ec, wae

.
L R
L A A

cg
rutliclv releaced.

One cf the stuvdv findinges was., "the irnadecuate quaiity 01 the
OJCES staft." 1t cited three dimensione of gualitv: " (i  the
inherent ckille and talents as professional military officers: <z
tbe necescceary education and experience; and (2) a eufticiently
tG

long tour to become efiective and to provide continuitv.'" the

report goe< On to sav that, "In his book., 'A Geniuvue for Var'
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Colonel Trever N. Dupuy, USA (Retired) states that the objective

of the Prussian General Staff was to institutionalize excellence
(page 24>. Vhatever the real or imagined deficiencies of the
General Staff concept, 1t 1s clear that the OJCS staff ie at the
other end of the spectrum; at best it can be described as the
institutionalization of mediocrity.” 60

Two of the possible solutions to the above suggested in the
'report were; "Option 2G - establish in each Service a joint duty
career specialtyéland, "Option 2H - establish a General Staff in
place of the current Joint Staff.ézln making thia latter

recommendation the report cited Secretary Schlesinger’s testimony

before the Senate Committee on Armed Services:

."At the close of VWorld War 11, we sought , above all, to
avoid the creation of a2 dominating general staff - reflecting &
fear of the German General Staff, that revealed both & misreading
of historv and a susceptibility to our own wartime propagande.
Whatever the paramount position of Ludendorti in Imperial Germany
during World War 1, the German General Staff in World War 11 had
little power *oO control or influence Hitler's regime. Noreover,
the iscus was quite ceparate from that of unification, 1for tue
German General Staff controlled only Germany's ground forces. In
any event those concerns, whether real or invented, bear little

relevance to the conditions of today and bear all the earmarks of

63
another era. (Fart 5, pages 1806 and 187>
Thise brings us 1o the present.
8l
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THE GOLDVATER-NICHOLS DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE REQRGANIZATION ACT OF

1986

The Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization
Act of 1986 was enacted as Public Law 99-433 on 1 October 198¢.
The implementing general order ac 1t concerns the Joint Staff hac
not yet been publiched. The manner in which thie significant piece
of legislation is to be implemented is still being studied. Thie
act presente the Department of Defense with an outstanding
oprortunity to greatly improve the overall professionalien of the
Armed Forcee and correct many of the problems and inconesistencies
noted previously. The act increases civilian direction over the
militerv and at the same time greatly increases the authoritv cf
the Chairman, however the prohibition against the Chairmar
exercising military command over the Joint Chiefs of Staff or anv
cf the arme¢ forces is retained, as ic the prohibiticn ageinst tne
Joint Staff functioning ae an Armed Forcee CGeneral Staii.EM

The act raises the number of members aliowed on the Joint

Steff to 1,627.

"Selection of officers of an armed force to serve on the

Joint Staff chall be made by the Chairman from a list of cificers

81
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submitted by the Secretary of the military department having

juriediction over that armed force. Each officer whose name is
submitted shall be among those officers considered to be the most
outstanding officere of that armed force. The Chairman may specify

66
the number of officers to be included on any such list.”

"The secretary of Defense shall establish policies,

" procedures, and practices for the effective management of officers
of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corpe on the active-duty
list who are particularly trained in and oriented toward, joint
matters (as defined in section 668 of this title). Such officers
shall be identified or designated (in addition to their principal
military occupational epecialty) in such manner as the Secretary
of Defencse directe. For the purposes of this chapter, officers tc
be managed by such policies, procedurec, and practices are
referred to as having, or having been nominated for, the 'joint

67
epecialtv.”

“"The secretaries of the military departments shall nominate
officerse tor eelecticn tor the joint epecialty. Nominaticneg cshai:
be- made trom among officere-

(A who meet qualifications prescribed by the Secretary c:
Defencse; and
(EY who-
(1> are senior captains or, in the case of the Navy,

csenior lieutenante; oar
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(11> are serving in the grade of major or lieutenant
68
commander or a higher grade."

"An officer who i€ nominated for the joint specialty may not
be selected for the joint specialty until the officer-
(A) successfuly completes an appropriate program at a joint
professional military education school; and
(B> after completing such program of educatiormn,

successfully completes a full tour of duty in a joint assignment."”

Furthermfre:

"The Secretary o0f Defense shall insure that approximately
one-half of the joint duty ascslignment positione in the graaes
above captain or, in the case cf the Navy, lieuvtenrnant are filiec
at any time bv officerce who have (or have been nominatec 10y tue
ioint specialty.

The Secretary ot Letense chall decignate not tewer thau 100G«
joint duty ascignment positione ac critical joint duty asesignment
pocitione. Each such pociticon €hall be hela onlv by an oifice:

-
with the ‘cint specialtv.” =

Also:

*"The Secretary of Defense shall ensure that-

(1) unlees waved by the Secretarv in an individual case,

69




each officer with a joint specialty who graduates from a joint
professional military education school shall be assigned to a
joint duty assignment; and

(2> a high proportion (which shall be greater than 50
precent) of the other officers graduating from a joint
professional military education school also receive assignments to

71
a joint duty acssignment as their next duty assignment.”

The act also sets minimum joint duty tour lengths at three
yeare for general officere and three and one-half years for other
officers. In addition it requires joint officers be promoted at a
rate not lecee than officere in the same armed force and in the
same grade and competitive catagory. Each selection board shall
also have & joint officer as a member. Upon expiration of &

specified grace period;

"Ar. ocfficer may not be selected for promotion to the grade of
brigadier general or rear admiral (lower halfs, unlece the officer

7z
hae served in a joint duty assignment.

In adéition:

"Each officer selected for promotion to the grade c:
brigadier general or, in the case of the Navy, rear admiral tlower
half> shall be required, after such selection, to attend a

military education course designed cpecifically to prepare new
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general and flag officers to work with the other armed forces."
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CHAPTER 5

FPKODUCTIVITY

"Productivity is a ratio of some measure of output to some

I
‘measurement of input.” It is normally thought of as having two

major components. "Effectiveness," generally refers to achieving
certain defined resulte or outcomese without regard to the cost o1
achieving them. A sledgebhammer will kill flies, it is therefore
effective. It ie also a gross miesllocation ot resources. If vcur
only object is to kill fliee and cost is no object, you are
operating on an effectiveness only criteria. "Efficiency,” on Ti-
other hand., refere to achieving any given resulf with the nin.r.r
expenditure of effort reguired to achieve that result. Quaiitv C:
putput is normally part of both and ie measured by various
ctandards.

"Froductivity asks both whether a desired resuitl was & ..«

(the effectivenees aquestion) and what recources were Coi.cm

~

achieve i1t (the etfficiency question’)."” The purpowe ol 1.

efforte ie to get improved yield ocut of allocateld re-. 2

"Productivity improvement in the public cectcor 1.0 1 " v »
public sector activities are difgicult 10 Mesd e, o
casecs the coste 0f measurement may he <o oprot .
4
outweligh the benefitse.” Never-the-lesc,
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cost and efficiency of government is increasingly forcing
productivity improvement on an often bhostile environment.

In the period 1960-1975, ocutput per man-hour in the U.S.
increacsed an average o0f 3.3 percent a year. Not bad, but thie 1e
compared to: 10.4% in Japan, 6.4% in Italy, 6% in France, 5.8% in
Germany, 4.3% in Canada and 3.9% in the U.KF Annual rates of
change averaged over multiyear periods (%) for the U.S. business
‘cector are: 1046-1966, 2.7; 1966-1973, 1.6; 1973-197¢, 0.7; and
1978-1982, 0.1%.6

Four factors affecting the productivity problen are:

"-Advancee in knowledge (and our inability to keep pace>
-Decline in R&D investments and spending
-Decline in capital technology ratios per worker, i.e.,
the subetitution of labor for capital, and
-Lecline in the relative levele of commitment,
participation, and motivation of individual workers and work
groups tc work quality, productivity, and :'Lm':ov.a‘t:icm."7

All are hotly debated, but whatever the cause productivity
problems have become a national concern.

Given the dimensions of the problem, productivity imrrovement
ie now recognized ac one of the most critical elemente in
sustaining effective organizational performance. The public
gector, and that includes the military, is a part of, not apart
from, the national economy. In fact, the public sector is one of
the largest, and fasteet growing, componente of the U.S. eCDany.F

Resourcees absorbed by the public sector cannot be used for
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' production by the private sector. Therefore, as the public sector
! absorbs an ever increasing portion of the nation’'s available
resources, its productivity performance becomes increasingly

important to the nation's well-being.

- - . oy

Vhile it is easy to see what the public sector is consuming,
it is barder to measure what it is producing. Regardless of these
speculative issues, the Army must recognize that productivity

‘improvement is expected of it by the public and the Congress. The

C et e

1986 Defense Act requires improved productivity. Its intent i1e "to
\ improve the military advice provided to the President, the

9
National Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense." At the

- -

same time it mandates a "reduction 1in personnel assigned to

-

. 1Z
management headquarters activities and certain other activities."

Army Secretary John O. Mareh Jr. said changes would result in a 15
percent reduction in the Army'e military and civilian staffs at

11
the Pentagomn, eliminating 54& jobs. This is on top of the

e T -

Congrescionaly mandated officer cutse of 22,700 from all services

12
befor Oct. 1, 198¢, fixed end stringths, and declining Defense

Budgets.
There are five major sources of productivity growth:
"-Application of knowledge. E.g., introduction of
® technology, such as ADF.
' -More capital per worker.
“ -Higher quality of labor. i.e., improved worker job
performance through training. education, and motivation.

-Improved allocation of labor, and
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14
-Economies of scale."”

Because the military is much more labor intensive than
manufacturing and other sectore, lees opportunity existe to
increase productivity through the employment of more capital and
technology. Also, in this labor intensive sector we do a poor job
in institutional arrangements for inducing individual

productivity. Ve cannot increase the pay of a major who performs

‘excellent work over that of a major who only does average work.

Most productivity improvement measuree fall in the area of
management rather than labor. The Army's leadership can improve
productivity in the staffe to a degree through automath?n, but the
)
cost of the avtomation must then be taken into account. For
example, if an automatic car wash were inetalled in a government
motor pool operation, human resources might be reduced, output
raieed and productivity per unit of human resourcee input
substantially increased. Yet the car wash may have been so
expencive, relative to benefite derived. that the financial value
of the output compared to the financial coet ot all the relevant
input hae decreased. The military might aleo contract out more
planning and studies, thus decreasing or increacing man-hours
needed tc generate output, and artificially affect the me@sSered
level of productivity. The problem is that the militarv needs
trained proficent staffes which can perform equally well in a
battlefield environment, with little fixed automation and no handy
beltway bandit contract study firme, as thev do in the Fentagon.

]t would appear that the most promising area for military
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staff productivity improvement remaine in the srea of higher

quality labor. This would seem to require better selection,
training, education, and management of General Staff officers.
The previous chapters outlining the history and metbhods of
selecting, training, educating and managing German, Soviet, and
American General Staff Officers were researched for several

purposes:

~To dispel some of the misinformation, superstition,
ignorance, and apprehension concerning the concept of the General
Staff.

-To illustrate the fact that the U.S. Army once had &
functioning General Staff, modeled largely upon that of the
German's.

-Iln order to show the methods and procedures that Set the
German General Staff apart from, and made it superior to., copies
in other nations.

-To illustrate the demanding standards set for, and the
education and training lavished upon, the General Staff Officers
of our mzin "competition,” the Soviet General Stafr.

-To provide examples from kistory, for those who must now
remodel the U.S. system in order to conform to the provisions and
epirit of the Goldwater-Nichole Act, that they do not have to
reinvent the wheel, but may profit from that history.

~And finally, to illuetrate alternative systems for

maxamizing staff labor. In the end it all comes down to enhancing

9¢
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productivity in a world wide competition,

finish at all.

i

where second may not
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSIO0OKNS

1. The U.S. Army bhad a General Staff and supporting system from

1603 until Vorld Wwar 11.

2. This General Staff possessed most of the elements contained in

any true General Staff system:

a. a system for selecting General Staff officer candidates,

b, a school eyetem to train and educate General Staff
officers,

¢. a trained and educated General Staff Corps,

d. a troop or line and a greater General Staff between wiiclh
General Staff officers rotated, and

€. & Chief of Staff.

3. The American Army and its General Staff functioned well,

although not ae efficiently ac ite German counterpart. Its

shortcomings in comparison to the German system were:

far less rigid standardes of selectivity for General Staffl

officers than those practiced by the Germans,

b.

a far more shallow, less extensive,

and cohesive

supporting educational system under the control of the General

LN

a7

-’-‘-’- -{-.’- - ...-‘.- u"}-..-a-... -’th'_‘-i--.‘Q \'Q'i '-'
o < . R e A i r

R S e
" w

1)

o,

LIPS TS T T TR S P
< o’ N

>




Pl

Lt

Staff,

c. lack of a General Staff Branch with the requisite
comprehensive personnel management policies,

d. the lack of executive authority with all the prestige,
authority, direction and leadership command entails,

e. it became a staff of '"generalists"” rather than a

“generalship staff,” and became involved "in matters beyond the

traditional grosser Generalstab functions of strategic planning.

I
combat developments, military education, and force readiness,” and
f. it contented itself with having a large number of
shallowly trained and educated officers rather than fewer who were

educated in greater depth.

4. Vhatever the merits or deficiencies of the War Department
General Staff, the system was virtually destroyed by the evolvea
changee after World War 11 and the National Security Act of 1647.
Since then no coherent eyster has been put in place to replace it.
Rather new has been piled upon old without apparent clear thought

ac to how the entire system ie to operate and to what part each

piece plays in supporting the whole.

5. Dissatisfaction with the demonestrated performance of the
Defense Department since World War 11, has caused the Congress to
mandate reform in the form of the Goldwater-Nichols Department of

Defense Reorganization Act of 1986. This act, although it falls

short of requiring a true General Staff and probably gives toO
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much emphasis to joint operations at the expense of equally
important coalition operations, doee virtually require some fornm
of professional Joint/General Staff Corps. This will probably
require, ac a minimum, the return to something much like the

"general staff eligible list.”

6. This act provides the services with the opportunity to now make

meaningful and much needed reforms which would have the potential

to greatly increase the professionalism of the Armed Forces anc
their competitiveness 1n relation to the Soviet Unien. Or, the
services can attempt to do the minimum required, put patches on

the current esystem, and hope the Congreee buye it.

7. For the U.S. Army to make any meaningful reforms will reguire
extencive changes 1n both education and personnel esvetems ac wes.
ac changes in the way we think. 1f the Army chooses not to make
these changee, it appears, that cenior Army commanderc anc their
staffs will become, more and more, amateure in a world of
stringently selected, bhighly trained and educuated profecsciomnals.
U.S. Armv unite mey still remain tactically proficient, but be

poorly served at the operational and etrategic level.

8. In order to close the education gaps that currently exist as
well as train and educate officere in depth for combimed and joint
operations, plus, at the higher levels, teach national policy,

strategy, how the Army works, preparation for war and conduct of
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war, there appears no alternative to increasing the total time
spent in formal professional military education. Individual school
roles and missions will have to be modified and the clearly
defined and delineated. 1f, as appears to be the case, the Army
cannot see its way clear to greatly increasing time spent in

school for all its officers, it will have to selectively educate

and manage a select few.

9. The Army will have to become highly selective and
discriminating in choosing ite future Jointr/General Staff ofiicere
at the senior captian/junior major level. It will then have to
provide them the extensive professional education to do their
complex jobs and, at the same time protect them from the boards

who demand "field" eoldierse over highly skilled "staff" officers.

10. Critical positions should be designated from division or
brigade on up which can only be filled by these Joint/General
Staff qualified officers. Thie would, for the first time, provide
the Army an exact figure as to how many of these highly gqualified
officers the system had to produce. It would alsc allow for
rotation between the Troop General Staffe and the Greater Joint
General Staffs. In order to manage these officers effectively in
the personnel system, as it currently existe, thece officers
would, at a minirum, require a seperate MOS, and should preferably

belong to a eseparate non-accesion General Staff Branch.
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11. Col. William O Staudenmaier stated that; "There is an obvious
neceseity for cohesion and coherence among the elements of the
national military strategy, the coordinative nilitary strategy and
the operational military etrategy. Thie unity doee not come
easily. One reason is the absence of a comprehensive military
theory.g Col Eall also quotes a Research Analysis Corporation
opinion that the Army could not contue to "hire out ite staff
work” and that "An organization can lose ite decision making
authority if it lacks the means to make those decicsions.”
Unfortunatdy 1 can see little hope that the U.S. Armed Forces will
soon be able to successfully compete with the Soviets in this
area. This is due to our 30-year retirement system, that has the
effect of eleminating our senior officers just at the point where
thev have gained the experience and ability to think i deptt &t
thie level. And to the Congress, which has demonstratecd the
unwillingnese to even allow the cservicee the officere they thiunk
thev require tc perform day to day missions, muclh liese have
csufficent capability to allow senior officere ur tc two-year tours
of duty at a war college for theoretical tbhinking and writing, as

ie Soviet practice.

12. Finally, 1 do not believe that the Congress will completeilv
€ucceed in having the services asesign their first class officers
to the Joint Staff as long as that body is viewed as only an
advisory body, off to the side, and with no real power. The

important jobs in the U.S. Armed forcee are those with command
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authority. Unless the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Chairman are
provided executive authority and placed in the chain of command
they will remain impotent and and staffed with less than the best
and the brightest. I do not believe that a true Joint General
Staff would in any conceivable eince conetitute a threat to
American democracy. When all is said and done it is the American

officers ethics and oath to the Constitution which has preserved

that democracy. As civilian control of the military in the U.S. is

ascured, but does not assure against civilian militerism, so
bypassing the Joint Chiefs assures nothing but impotence and

continued confusion in the overall direction of the Armed Forces.
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CHAPTER 7

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. That the United States Army form a Joint General Staff Branch,

"composed of select high quality officers, in the rank of major,

graduating from a two-year long Joint General Staff course.

2. That thie two-year long Joint General Staff Course be composed
of the one-year long resident Command and General Staff Course
conducted at Fort Leavenworth plus, for some graduates, an
additional year at the School of Advanced Military Studies at Fort
Leavenworth, and for an additional group, an additional year at ar
expanded Armed Forces Staff College teaching the operational level

of war ac well as joint operatione.

3. That these two-year long courses be deceignated as "The Joint

General Staff Academy of the American Armed Forcee."
4. That thie corps of Joint General Statf Officers be kept
relatively esmall and highly select in order to ensure that

exceptionally high quality is maintained.

5. That only the top graduates of the resident CGSC be selected




5 for attendance at the eecond year course leading to induction into
]
4 the Joint General Staff. 1f only the best 40-50 percent, based on

demonstrated performance, as attested to by OERs and carefully

o selected by centralized board are chosen, as advertised, for

vy attendance at resident CGSC, then chosing only from among the top
academic graduates for the second year should assure selection of

¢, the "best and the brightest” to be the future "brains of the Army .

Y ‘and Department of Defense." The use of ac8demic standing in the

CGSC, will add the long absent additional discriminator of

examination for selection of General Staff candidates in the U.5.

Army, while avoiding the usual reason put forward of heavy duty

requirements precluding study and thus excusing eubstandard

~

N protessional knowledge in the American Officer Corps.

N

s

‘..
6. Thset the Army designate positions in all combat commancd
headgquarters, from division to field army, which may enly be

»

g filled by Joint General Staff gualified officers. Thie would give
the army a clear idea, in conjunction with the Secretary of

o Defense decignated Joint positions, of exactly how many of these

A bighly gualified officerse it had to produce each vear. At division
level the present two ADC positions ehould be eliminated &and the

. Chief of Staff position be made a brigader general slot. The G-5&

:: should become a2 Colonel €lot with the deputy G-3 a Ltc. Thie would

i clearify the chain of command and restore the primacy ot

by
operatione.
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7. That upon graduation from the two~year Joint General Staff
Academy, and induction into the Joint General Staff Branch, these
officer’'s assignments alternate between service line General Staff
poeitione and the Joint Staff positione deeignated by the
Secretary of Defense in the DoD, JCS, and Combatant Commande. The
only exception should be for command duty when the officer would

¢ revert to his original branch. This will help ensure maintainence

‘of branch and service qualification.

8. That the National Var College be designated as the top level
school of the U.S. Armed Forcee. That it be attended only by
officers selected, or recently promoted to general or flag rank.
And, that graduation from their respective service war coilege,
whose primary task should be instruction in "the preparation fcv
war' and '"the conduct of war" in their eervice, or the Indusirial
College of the Armed Forces be a prerequisite. Thie would qualitfy

general and flag officers to eerve in select critical joint &nd

general staff positions, at their level, while remaining masters

of the art of war in their own service.

©. That the asignment of all Joint General Staff Officere be

reviewed and approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

10. That upon implementation of these, or similar, programs
designed to guarantee the production and sustainment of a bhigh

quality Joint General Staff, the service chiefs return to Congress

a ata LGN A",




f in order to request modification of some of the requiremente, such
as the three and one-half year minimum joint tour and absolute
requirement to have served in a joint capicity for promotion to

3y general officer, which are in all probibility unworkable.

e
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