Houske oF REPRESENTATIVES,

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Mnurrary EpucaTioN PANEL,

Washington, DC, Thursday, May 12, 1988.

The I_iaanel met, pursuant to call, at 9 am., in room 2337, Ray-
burn House Office Building, Hon. Ike Skelton (chairman of the
panel) presiding.

STATEMENT OF HON. IKE SKELTON, A REPRESENTATIVE FROM
MISSOURI, CHAIRMAN, MILITARY EDUCATION PANEL

Mr. SkerLToN. Ladies and gentlemen, this morning we continue
our hearing on the education of professional military officers. We
are fortunate today in having two senior officers with extensive
combat and peace-time e?enence in beth service and joint com-
mands. They bring a broad perspective to the panel and will share
with us their extraordinary competence in joint and strategic mat-
ters.

Gen. Paul F. Gorman retired from the Army in 1985 after more
than 34 years of service. He served in both Korea and Vietnam as
an infantry commander and was deeply involved in training sol-
diers throughout his career. He was the Assistant Commandant of
the Infantry School at Fort Benning and the Deputy Chief of
Training of the Army Training and Doctrine Command. From 1980
to 1988, he served on the Joint Staff, first as the J-5 and then as
Asgistant to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. In 1983, he
assumed command of the United States Southern Command in
Panama with responsibility for U.S. strategy and planning in the
Southern Hemisphere.

Gen. W.Y. Smith served in both Air Force and joint command
and staff positions throughout his 36-year career. From combat in
Korea and Wing Command in Germany, General Smith’s illustri-
ous career included key assignments to a Presidential committee
studying military assistance, Staff Assistant to Gen. Maxwell
Taylor, Staff of the National Security Council, Military Assistant
to the two Secretaries of the Air Force, and Assistant to the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. In 1979 he became Chief of Staff of
the Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe [SHAPE) and in
1981 was appointed Deputy Commander in Chief, United States Eu-
xl'gggan Command. General Smith retired from that position in

We anticipate an interesting morning with these two very distin-

ished retired four-star generals who have a wealth of experience
in joint operations and strategic planning.

Members sometimes float in and out, and unfortunately a full
committee hearing begins shortly, so we may be having a three-
way discussion here, but at least I want you to know how apprecia-
tive I am of both of you, because what you say here becomes part

(811)



812

of the record and part of our report which we hope to wind up in
November or December. Thank you very much.
Mr. SkeLTON. General Gorman, would you like to lead off, sir?
General GorMAN. In matters of this sort, sir, I would prefer not
tt:. ,Dr. Smith always takes academic precedence over a mere mas-
r's.
Mr. SKELTON. Dr. Smith, you are in.
General SmitH. I think he is going to be more contentious than I

Mr, SkELTON. Not General Gorman. Surely not.

STATEMENT OF GEN. W.Y. SMITH, FORMER DEPUTY COMMANDER
IN CHIEF, UNITED STATES EUROPEAN COMMAND AND FORMER
CHIEF OF STAFF, SUPREME HEADQUARTERS ALLIED POWER
EUROPE

General SmiTH. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to be here. I have
been asked to express my views on professional military education
and specifically to comment on the contributions of that education
to jointness and developing strategists. I do think I am competent
to talk about jointness because I spent more than half of the 85
years of my career in joint assignments. I became good friends with
General Gorman when we were both studying at Harvard prepar-
ing to going to teach at West Point. In fact, at that time there were
a number of Air Force officers teaching at West Point. I found that
situation vagnhealthy and very productive, and I would like to see
more of it y. :

Let me begin by stressing my strong support for professional
military education, but before I get through, you will see I don’t
want tgfut too big a load on it. I would like to see a strong profes-
sional education program, and I would like to see more joint educa-
tion taught at all the service institutions.

My reasons follow: In the future, even more 8o than the past, we
are going to have to fight our forces as integrated military forces
with units from all four services. The first time they get together
can’t be at the edge of the battle; they have to have worked togeth-
er before that time and have learned the true sense of jointness. I
think ardthat service schools can make a great contribution in that
regard.

But let me here define what I mean by jointness, because I think
it is important to have clearly in mind what one’s thinking of joint-
ness is, What it means to me is to have units from separate mili-
tary departments in a condition so that they can operate as a fight-
ing team in protecting United States interests. Now the key word
there is to operate, to conduct combat operations, and I don’t be-
lieve that we should lose that focus as we talk about professional
military education and its contribution to jointness.

Now, what does it take to achieve jointness? In my view, four
things. First of all, and the thing that I always looked for in people
who served on joint staffs under me is the person must have in-
depth, expert knowledge of his own service. He has to know how
his own service forces operate. Second, he must have some knowl-
edge of the capabilities of other services. Third, it helps if he has
had some experience in working with the other services; and, final-
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ly, there must be mutual respect and trust among the peoi)le that
are working together.

Now professional military education can contribute to all those
four areas. Knowledge of one’s own service is learned grimarily
through study and experience in the individual service schools, but
joint education can help because it is always good to see one's self
as others see us.

The second, which is knowledge of the capabilities of other serv-
ices, is developed by exgosure to other services and the viewpoints
to other services, and those can be facilitated at joint professional
military education institutions.

The same is true of the third, which is to get some experience
working with other services.

The fourth, and which I think often is under-estimated, is
mutual trust and respect. I think you get that from having fre-
quent contact, and serving with fellow professionals, so you can
learn their strengths and observe their integrity, because our mili-
tary forces depend on that integrity. It is important to remember
as you think of those four things and the contribution professional

ilitary education can make to them, there is no simple, single
route to developing strong professional officers. Professional muli-
tary education can eg&.lbut as I said, I don't think we should place
the entire burden on that. In fact, in my view, professional military
education is very much like discipline. The only kind of discipline
that really works in the long run is self discipline, and the only
kind of education that works in the long run is self education. That
means that professional mili education must become a way of
life. It is not something, for military officers, it is not somethin,
they only get in school; it is something that is instilled in them an
becomes a part of their every-day life.

In the same vein, let me say in my view jointness is as much a
state of mind as it is the result of specific assignments or attend-
ance at service schools. Assignments in schools can help, but the
can't do the whole job. A joint culture has to be created. I must te
you, in my view, in my experience in the service, I have found that
a joint culture is emerging. I think we have made a lot of progress
in recent years, and I really think it comes from the logic of mili-
tary operations in today’s world that you just have to think in
terms that go beyond one’s own service. In every operation we have
conducted recently we have seen that.

Now you askéd me to talk a little bit also about what profession-
al military education can do to develop strategists. Well, my goals
are much more modest probably than yours are in that regard, in
part because I am not sure what we mean by strategists and,
second, to the extent that I do, I am not quite sure how profession-
al military education programs that are designed for what I call
the every-man officer are really going to be that much benefit to a
truetlgt;taytegist who views matters from the perspective of his own
creativity.-

But that goes back again to the point that professional military
education must take place outside of schools as well as in them. So
rather than looking for strategists, I myself would be satisfied to
develop sound joint planners and operators because I know what
that means, and I can recognize those officers, and we need them
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_ very badly. Again, professional military education can help in de-
veloping joint planners and joint operators, and, therefore, I think
it has an important role in that regard.

Now let me close with, I would say, a fear that I have. It is that,
in our well-intentioned desire to encourage and facilitate jointness,
we may impede the development of professionalism in other ways.
After Vietnam a lot of attention was placed to what is called ticket
punching, and the adverse impact of ticket punching on the devel-
opment of combat leaders. I would hope that our efforts to foster
jointness—and I can tell you I don't believe anyone believes in
Jointness more than I do—but I would hope in your efforts to facili-
tate and foster jointness we do not establish the need for a lot of
ticket punching and a lot of ticket punching that must be done in
any precise order.

I think what we need instead are flexible policies that are imple-
mented in a way that allow the complete professional development
of an officer in a way that encourages jointness but does not make
jointness become such a criterion that it impedes the development
of professionalism in other ways, particularly the development of
knowledge of one’s own services. I think we are going to need a lot
of joint professional military officers for a long time. Joint profes-
sional military education could contribute to that very much, and I
think we ought to encourage that in a positive way.

Thank you.

Mr. SkeLTON. General Gorman.

STATEMENT OF GEN. PAUL F. GORMAN, USA (RETIRED) FORMER
COMMANDER IN CHIEF, UNITED STATES SOUTHERN COMMAND
AND FORMER ASSISTANT TO THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF
STAFF

General GorMAN. Let me begin by strongly endorsing Bill'’s re-
marks, sir. I thoroughly associate myself with them.

I was invited the year before last to present the Ira Eaker Lec-
ture at the Air Force Academy on the subject of jointness. I think
if your staff could provide you a copy of that, you would discover a
remarkable parallel in my remarks at that time with what General
Smith has just said.

What I said on that occasion—— .

Mr. SkeLToN. I may interrupt you at this point, General, without
objection, we will obtain a copy of that, without objection, and
make it a part of our record here today. _

[The following information was received for the record:)
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FOREWORD

In the spring of 1978, Major General and Mrs. Robert ). Smith,
USAFR (Retired), established an endowment fund through the
Air Force Academy Association of Graduates for the purpose of
presenting an annual lecture program in honor of Lieutenant
General Ira C. Eaker, USAF (Retired). Entitled “The Ira C. Eaker
Distinguished Lecture on National Defense Polity,” the leclure
series commemorates the many important and significant
contributians to national defense policy and security made by
- General Eaker, the alr p pit , col ist and
commentator, .

The tecture Is delivered at the United States Alr Force
Academy toward the end of the spring semester pf each

demic year to graduating cadets by an individual
distinguished In the fleld of national defense policy. The
lecturer is chosen by a nominating committee of four civilian
and four mititary members, and chaired by the Professor and
Head, Dep of Palitical Sd , United States Alr Force
Aczdeny. Based upon orgna.l research, the lecture becomes
the property of the Alr Force Academy for publication and
distritution. The endowment fuad is administered by the
United States Alr Force Academy Association of Graduates; the
lecture series itsell Is administered by the Department of
Potitical Sclence, United States Alr Force Academy.

The tra C. Eaker Distingulshed Lecture
on National Defense Policy
1985-1986

PROGRAM CHAIRMAN

Colonel Douglas J. Murray
Professor and Head
Department of Political Science

NOMINATION COMMITTEE MEMBERS
Mr. Richard R. Burt
U.S. Ambassador to the

Federal Republic of Germany

Ms, Antonia Chayes
Former Under Secretary of the Air Force

Dr. Thomas EHler
Rep ive, USAF Acad
Association of Graduales

Mr. Leslie Gelb

National Security Correspondent, New York Times

Major Generzl Harold W. Todd
Commandant, Air War Collage

Brent C. Scowcroft (Lt General, USAF, Ret.)
Chai President’s C ission o

Slralegi;: Forces

Rear Admiral F. F. Marryott
President, Naval War College

Mafor General Perry Smith, USAF
Commandant, National War College
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PROGRAM STAFF MEMBERS

Director: Major Michael Dziedzic
Asslstant Professor of Political Science

Assotiation of
Graduates: Lt Colonel Richard M. Coppock
(USAF, Ret) .
Executive Director
Colonel Jock C.H. Schwank (USAF, Ret)
President and Chalrman of lhersoauAi
Editor: Major Harold W. Murphree

Assistant Professor of Palitical Science
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LIEUTENANT GENERAL (RA C. EAKER

Ira Eaker began active military service at £l Paso, Texas, in 1917
as an Inlanlry second ligulenant. He was 21 and a recent
I School, Durant, Oklahoma.
The same year he apghed for pilo? training. While at Rockwell
Field, California, where he was serving early in 1919 with
Colonel H.H. “Hap" Amold and Major Carl Spaatz, Eaker got his
l‘usl opportunily to organize a unit. He volunteered fos

BI( nment to recruit a squadron of 60 men, to help train it, and
to take it 1o the Philippines as the first increment of the Second
Aero Squadron.
For the next few years lra Eaker a:qulred fiying skills as well as
riance in military or After two
years in the Philippines and more !hm ayearat Mitchell Field,
New York, where he commanded the Fifth Aero Squadron, he
was assigned as execulive assistant in the Office of Air Service in
Washington.

Until 1938, when the rumblings of war in €urope moved the
United States to begin rearming, the needs of the smali Air
Corps were accorded a relatively low priority by the War
Department. Airpower advocates, foreseeing the great
potentials of aviation, were impelled to draw public aitention to
the capabiiities of the aircralt. Ira Eaker was one of the small
group that led this effont. Possibly no advocate had greater
sustained influence on public understanding of airpower
during the 20s, 305 and 40s than Eaker. He worked not oaty
behind the scenes but in the forel asa
official spokesman, and a noted pliot.

He wiole speeches and p:epared reports for Genesal Patrick,
Chief of the Air Corps in the mid-twentles, and later was chief
pilot for General Fechet and the first Assistant Secretary of War
for Air,F. Trubee Davison.

With Mulr S. Fairchild he flew one of the amphibjan planes,
the San Francisco, that made the 23,000-mile Pan American
Good Wil Flight to 26 Latin American countries from December
1926 to May 1927, This plane is now in the National Air Museum
{Smithsonian).

He was chief pilot for the “Question Mark,” which in 1929 set
a world endurance record of more than 150 hours, using
in-ilight refueling,

In 1930 he made the first non-stop transcontinentat flight,
refueling In the air. In 1936 he made the first blind (instrument}
transcontinental flight.
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Ira Eaker was Assistant Chief of the Air Corps Information
Division from 1937 to 1939, and during the next year was
exega.lélve officer to the Chlef of the Air Corps, General *'Hap™
Amold.

Then, in August 1941, he was ordered to special duty with the
Roya! Air Force in England to fly new types of fighters, lo
obscrve British fighter-contro) methods, and to repon his

findings 1o G Amold. A (i hs later, in January, lra
Eaker, then a brigadier g §, was assigned to organize t
Vill Bomber Command, to understudy the British system of
night bomber operations, and to d: ine the feasibility of the
roposed daylight bombing effort. He led the first United
igadier g 1, was assigned to organize the Vill Bomb
C d, to understudy the British system of night bomb

peratl and to d Ine the feasibility of the proposcd
daylight bombing effort. He led the first Unitedliied Air Forces,
which included the Twellth and Fifteenth United Stales Air
Forces and British Desert and Balkan Air Forces. He (lew on
many missions over Europe including the first shultle bombing
raid from ltaly to German targets, landing in Russia. He piloted 2
fighter plane in the invasion of southern france in August 1944.

The Fifteenth Air Force in ltaly, the counterpart of the Eighth
Air Force in Britain, was highly effective in bombing
German-held targets from the south. But there may have been
no daylight bombing at all-and undoubtedly there would have
been aless effective use of airpower—if it were not for General
Eaker. It was he who persuaded Prime Minister Winsion
Churchil] to withdraw British objection to American daylight
bombing in favor of the less hazardous night bombing. When
General Amold leamed early in 1343 that President Roosevelt
had agreed with Churchitl that the Americans should
discontinue daylight bombing, he ged {or Eaker to discuss
the matter with Churchill.

Churchill said later that General Eaker “pleaded his cause
with skill and 1enadity.” He said Eaker “stated the case for the
daylight Fortress bomber with powerful eamestness and

nted oul whatii preparations had already been made
in England—the fer of many sq! from America, the
piling up of men, materials, spare parts, and so forth, and also
the preparation of airfieids now at length read;.é..Consldming
how much had been staked on this venture by the Uniled States
and ali they felt about it, | decided to back and his theme,
and | tumed around completely and withdrewall my opposilion
to the daylight bombing by the F ~

From Apri) 1945 untl! August 1947, when he retired, General
Eaker served with Generals “Hap” Amold and Carl Spaatz as
lsJep“uw Commander of lhe Army Air Forces and Chief of the Alr

talf.
6

Born on April 13, 1895 in Llano County,
education in journalism and three years o I;cmh;k:ﬁ
:!Ie Ale forc.e. w_?ll. He prepared policy directives and
ngl nal Y. proposed legislation, and sceved on
many boards which selected fighter aircraft. He was an
l(l;uel:vmt’:d Nandﬂmlculale spokesman for the Air Arm. With
eral Arnold as co-author he wrote a ublished three
bogeks onlllty::g and aeria) warfare, e and p
‘Lenoral Laker continued to scrve the na explai
with rare insight the effect of aerospace pmv;?:nb:odd a(l:::'ss
His weekly column was published by more than Jonewspapen.
including Afr Force Times, which Is read widely in the ammed
forces. As always, he spoke from first-hand knowledge, having
observed combat in the batileflelds of Vielnam in 1967,
bly to the devel

on December 17, 1979, at the Pentagon. This medal, which i
shown on the covers of this pamphlet, Y ized 2
of Congress on October 10, 1978, et suthosizedbyanAa
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INTRODUCTION OF GENERAL PAUL F. GORMAN

BY LIEUTENANT GENERAL WINHELD W. SCOTT, [R.
SUPERINTENDENT, US. AIR FORCE ACADEMY

Good evening, and welcome to the Eighth Ira C. Eaker
Distinguished Lecture on National Defense Policy. This lecture
establ in 1978 lg Major Gencral and Mrs. Robert |. Smith,
long and dear friends ol the , is our only endowed
lecture series. | would like to pay tribute to General Smiih, a
patriot who has served his nation in three wars. He is a truly
great American, Please join me in saluting General Smith.

This lecture honors the air power ploneer, wartime
[ der, and p columnist, Lt General Ira C. Ezker.
Heven years ago | had the persona! honor of worklnidosely
with General Eaker. He is one of our greats and bears substantial
responsibility for the fact that we have a United States Air Fosce

Our Eaker Lecturer this evening has served his nation with
great distinction in a variety of crudial posts over a 35 year

career.

Graduating {rom West Point in 1950, General Paul F. Gorman
subsequently recelved a master’s degree In Public
Administration from Harvard University. He is a veleran of both
the Korean and Vieinam conflids, having served two lours In
vi one as the C der, 1st Battalion, 26th Infaniry,
1st Division; and the other as the Commander of 15t Brigade of
the 101st Airberne. Later he served as a member of the United
States delegation staff to the Vietnam peace lalks In Paris.
G I G ‘s decorati include the Distinguished
Servioe Cross, the Distinguished Fying Cross, the Legion of
Merit, the Purple Heart and the Silver Star. Most recently he
held positions as Diroctor of Flans and Policy for the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and as Commander in Chief,
Scuthern Command., In the latter capacity he was Instrumental
In stemming the spread of insurgency in Central America. He is
emmently qualified to address the challenges of Joint Service
Combat Operations because of his remarkable success in this
3|

ty.
rlai?a great hanor (or me to present to you the Eighth Ira C.
Eaker Distinguished Lecturer on Naticnal Delense Policy,
General Paul F. Gorman,

|OINT SERVICE: PLANS AND OPERATIONS

PAUL F. GORMAN, GENERAL, U.S. ARMY (RETIRED)

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE ACADEMY'
. IRA C. EAKER DISTINGUISHED LECTURE
ON NATIONAL DEFENSE POLICY
21 APRIL 1986

During l!.xe past three years, a great deal of controversy has
is to

T proposals p lhe way the Department of
D is org and ged. The Military Reform
Caucus in the Co did much lo promote the debate, but
ary good friend and mentor, your fifth Eaker Lecturer, General

deserves first mention among those who
brought about this latest attempt to concert more surely the
contributions of the tap leaders of our military profession, and
of their civilian masters. Changes there will surely be this year,
butit remains to be secnwhetherPresident Reagan will be more
successful In bringing abaut new clarity and breadth of vision,
and more unity and coherence in (ormulating naticnal military
strategy than were Presidents Eisenhower, Truman, or
Thecdore Rooseveit.

1 do not wish to discuss tonight the range of Issues which
caused the latesi ol the periodic attempis to reorder
organization charts and procedures for the D:.:::mnenl of
Defense. | betieve we could all agree that, tever the
outcome of the current reorganization, America’s defense
establishment will continue 1o evolve, and thar probably
another Blue Ribbon Commission, and certalnly another
President and another Congress will have to deal with those
issues once more,

Rather, | want to camment on a direcily related subject which
is, unie}s } miss my guess, of much more immediate interest to
this audience: falnt operati e planning and executing of
military undertakings invoiving elements of more than cne
service.’ Amid the furor over defense organization, much has
been said and written about such operailans, the flaws in
which, it is said, argue for drastic change. There is in some

arters a presumption that we military professionals have lost

t ability, manifest among such predecessors as tra Eaker
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during World War 1i, to conceive arifulty and to carry out
successfully invasions, campaigns, battles, or even raids. Most
defense reformers these days have a repertoire of anecdoteson
joint operations 10 illustrate how the services have
subordinated the Quest for the Grail of Victory to intramural
bickering. Interservice relationships, once means to the end of
winning, have become, so the charge goes, ends in themselves.
The “joint system,” as it has come to be known, proliferates
rank and staff, and otherwise fosters careerists and military
bureaucrats, rather than warriors, as in the good old days. The
“jolnt system,” same bolieve, lies al the root of all the military
disappointments and failures the U.S. has known since the
Mgrfwas seized in 1968. Mayaguez, Desert One, Beirul, even
Grenada have become code-words for a malalsc of command
which breeds ineptitude at the lop, and doubtand confusion in
the ranks.

Of course, most of these judgements are based on bunkum,
on erroneous information, pl:;lial Iacls,'an'd eglegu\(::;
exaggeration. Yel they must be 1aken setiously, for som!
holsgtfmm accupy hfg);\ positians, and believe that they should
be an issue in the next presidential election. For example, one

i fi considers the defects of the jolnt system so
serious that he would scrap one or more of the regional unified
[: ds and Ign theit responsibilities for pla'n_s aJ'\dl

offered by the ref d cc d and staff colleg
and war colleges, including the second-year courses
in at least some of these. The candidates would have
to demonstrate that they were the ovtstanding
students in these courses in order finally to be
selected as National Defense Staff officers....

As part of their continuing education and trainin,
ail National Defense Staff officers would riodimlf’
return to troop duties as unit commanders or mz
officers. There would not be an “ivory tower”
atmosphere In the National Stall. However, even
when assigned to traop units, the National Staff
officer’s promotion would be controlled by the
Natlonal Staff.’

The last is f d as follows:

They would prabatly, though not nec ily,
fretumn to the service from whence they came. But
their fitness report during their tour of field duty
would be written by the National Defense Staff, not
the service.?

Fellow Evo(es;lonah: given lhe gravity of the charges leveled at
us py the Military Reformers, we have a right to expect more

tions amang the several services. Another, a pr
aspirant, is persuaded that more, not less joininess is the
answer, and would create a new super-service, 3

diagnosis and prescription.
The obvious consequence of abplishing unified commands Is

Defense Staff, camposed of officers who, unburdened with
leall}' to one of the ‘::;dllional armed services, would man the
h of the Depa of Def and its c
commands with unprecedented pride and professionalism. To
quote Senator Hart:

Officers would be chosen while young, probably al
the rank of majorflicutenant commander. The intent
would be ta choose people befare they developed a
parochial mind-set. Selection would put especially
strong emphasis on strength of character; candidates
woul§ have to have shown such character In their
previous service careers. Then they would have to
pass an extensive test. Passing would gain thementry
into the National Defense Staff education system.
This could be either a spedial school, prebably of
theee years duralion, or a compendia of 1 curricula

10

B to the military department “executive agents”
which were the major target of President Eisenhower’s 1958
reform. | see no need to recycle that experience, for 1 agree with
what the President said inhis ge to Congressin April 1958:

..separate ground, sea, and air warfare is gone
forever. |f ever again we should be involved in war,
we will (ight it with all elements, with all services, in
one single concerted effort. Peacetime preparatory
and orqanlzzllonal activity must conform to this fact.
Strateglc and taclical planning must be completely
unified, combat forces organized into unified
C ds, each equipped with the most efficient

'Hart, Gary, with lind, William S., America Can Win: The
Case For Military Refarm, Adler & Adler, Bethesda, Md., 1986, p.
29

7.
2ibid., p. 282.
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weapons systems that science can devetop, singly led
and prepared to fight as one regardtess of service....

| recognize that there will be occasions when it makes sense
to use units of one service (or a particular operation, and that
lheNavymdMarﬁanvpshmeaspedalvelaﬁomM&md
admirable rezdiness upon which ary CINC should capltalize for
projecting force ashore from the sea. But in this year of 1986,
unification has evolved to the point that all such operaticns
would be planrned and oxecuted within the “joint system,”
under ane of the unified commands. The evident abillty of the
United States to muster all the depth and flexibility of the
several services assure any operation of back-up power and
sustainability, and enhances deterrence, especially vis-a-vis the
U.S.S.R. Joint openati can ge the power of
panticipating service components, and a joint command,
properly led and stalfed, is a force-multiplier. In a dangerous

world, with zdversaries who outnumbes our farces, and who'

are In many instances as well armed, our warriors, our country,
need such advantages.

As for establishing a new service named Nationa! Defense
Staff, that seems to me a dublous way to beding about the “one
single concerted effort” which Eisen saught. | am quite
sure that most officers who have served as cammander-in-chief
of a unified command would much prefer to be advised, and lo
have directives acted upan, by a staff composed of service
practitfoners rather than staff spedialists.

There are quite contrary views. Last Friday moming | watched
S Hart on televislon agree with Brian Gumble that the
faillure of seven F111 crews to pickle their bombs over
downtown Tripoli was symptomatic of irresolute teadership and
Incom throughout the services, not justin the Alr Force
units from Lakenheath, You and 1 understand, of course, the
collateral damage strictures bearing on those crews. But
cvidently the Senator has been led to believe that operational
performance would have been materiaily impraved had the
squadron been led by a lieutenant colonel from the National
Defense Staff, perhaps an (nfantry officer of admirable
character, weating on his coveralls a carmine stripe denoting his
complete mastery, during three rigs academic years at
[ h and M , of Sun Tzu, Frederick the Great,
c itz, and the gospels according to Steve Canby, Chuck
Spinney, Pierre Sprey and fohn Boyd. But note that, in a
event, Senator Hart would have the National Defense Staff

12

determine whether his performance was uate or

otherwise, not Colonel Sam Westbrook ai Lakenheath, or any

other USAFE commander, or even USCINCEUR. Ladies and

gentlemen, | do not purpont to und! d whether such

notions add up to good politics. | can only repost that | consider
nonsense.

them military
However, let me be quick to add that | agree with Senator
Hart’s ob) lees““he wants mare delen?e for the dollar, and |
am convin t we can and should provide fo .
Maoreovor, | strongly concur with his 4 t;la;‘mufe
individual service staffs should be forbid to involve
lllen:selves In most war-fighting issues, and that force
yment should be guided, on behall of the Secretary of
Delense, by the Chairman and the |CS, their Staff, and the
Commanders-in-Chlef of the combatant commands.? Surely

..what is needed now is to strengthen the “joint system“—the

Chalrman., the Joint Staff, and the unified and specified

the exp of the military depasrtments, to
evolve (urther toward the * unified commands” 1
President  Eisenhower. Obvicusly, | e ulxz

recommendations of the Packard Commission to thatend, and L
admire the provisians of the bills now before Congress which
ha{: that effect.
tmo see if | can direct your own analyses of these issues
posing F.:m q:hes Id . W tder | . by
rst, should you consider loyalty to a service an
cutmoded idea? ovalty
Second, |f being a “service practioner” s what Is
Impartant, shou!d you seek joint service cutside the
of o~ Fo:cer will
course, | now will give you my own answers, but to do so, §
will have tog;bad: to my beginnings,

The year 1950 witnessed one of those events in the cosmos of
the American military profession which caused a shower of stars
de:adeg alterward. Just as the USMA Class of 1915 produced an

ber of the g Is of World War Ii, the USMA
Class of 1950, I am told, went on to eatn more starg:than any
class since 1915. lts contributions 10 the “joint systém™ were

. signlficant, including Charley Gabriel, Chlef of Staff of the Air
* Force, john Wickham, Chief of Stalf of the Army, Generals

Volney Wamer and Wally Nulting who served as
Commanderss-in-Chief of the U.S. Readiness Command, Benny

Ybid., p.218,
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Davis as CINC of the Strateglc Air Command, and myself as
USCINCSO.

What we were then taught aboul the value we should attach
to gur chosen service is, It seems to me, what you should be
1aught today. 1 still have emong my books one of our texts on
that subject, a slim blue hardback entitled The Armed Forces
Officer, a manual on leadership first published in November,
1950, under the signature of George Marshall, then Secretary of
Defense. The Armed Forces Officer had as its principal au
Bﬂ&dlev General 5.L.A. Marshail, the Army’s combat historian
of World War I, Korea, and Viet Nam. SLAM Marshall figured in
a ber of updales and ites of the book until he died. As
far as | know, lhere have been no editions since the late ‘70's.
That's regrettable, especially In the cantext of this lecture, for
SLAM Marshall held up Ira Eaker 1o his readers as an example of
the sort of searching intellect which he calculated that modem
professionalism demands. Llisten to this description of the
commander of the 8th Air Force:

...a strikingly soft-spoken, sober, campact man who
has the mild manner and the judicial outlook of a
member of the Supreme Court. But he is always
about two steps ahead of everybody ...there is a
quiet, Inexorahle loglc about everything he does....

1 have no douht that General Ira Eaker would have been as
successful as a modern CINC as he was planning and direciin
the operatians of 8th Air Force against Germany during Wo
War 1l. His upbringing as an airman would no more have
handic him forc d of el of hers service
than would his 1raining in civil law. indeed, from all | have read,
he provides an excellent rolc-model for any young professional
of today who may be Interested in preparing for the highest
levels of joint command: an inquiring mind, anlicipation,
rallonal calm. .

Incidentally, The Armed Forces Officer was reissued in 1956
as Department of the Army Pamphlet 630-2, when Maxwell D.
Taytor was Chief of Stafl of the Army, and Dwight David
Elsenhower was in the White House. General Eisenhower, you
krow, told the cadets al West Point in 1945 that theie should be
but one service. Nonetheless, as President, he signed into law
the bill authorizing establishment of this Academy in April,
1954, and in his memoir, he wrate in 1965 that:
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I have zlways believed that a nation’s defense
would be most cificiently conducted by a single
dministrath Isina el of

service, g
sca, and air. | did not {and do no) join those who
insist that 2 system of “checks and balances” armong
services contributes to the natlon’s securlty.
Successful defense cannot be conducted under a
debaling scdety....

‘H . | well recognized that the feeting of the
individual soldier, sailor, marine, or ai for his
own service was very real, that much of his morale
was based on service loyalty. Therefore, a complete
amalgamatian of the services in 1958, | feit, would be
unwise and cxtreme....*

David Packard, Chail of the President's Blue Ribbon
Commission on Def M has interp d the
mission of our panel as lulﬁllln;ﬁfe’s objectives. Several weeks
ago, General Paul Xavier Kelly, United States Marine
Corps—year-group 1950, by the wa ed before the
Commisslon to provide his advice on what it should aim to
achleve, Dave Packard told him that we wanted to bring abbut
what Eisenhower <ould not In 1958. P.X. was ready: he had
brought his cog&:lhe little blue book with him, and, by way of
reply lo Mr. ard, read the following passage (som the
Armed Forces Officer:

Toward services other than his own, any cificer Is
expected to have both a comradely feeling and an
{maginative interest. Any Army officer is a better man
for having studied the works of Admiral Mahan and
{amiliarized himself with the modern Navy from
:lm-hand expeﬂmlla ence, ThoJIe who fead sea-goiag
orces can rge upon thelr own tics
knowing more, rather than less, aboutmamve of
the air and ground establishments. The submariner
can always leam something useful to his own work by
e
officer as he grows n
and sea ﬁghlging. «
But the fact remains that the services are ot alike,

‘tisenhowes, Dwight D., Waging Peace, Doubleday, New
York, 1965, pp. 248-249.
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that no wit of man can make them alike, and thal the
retention by cach of its separate character, customs
and confidence is essential to the canserving of our
national military power. Unification has not allered
this basic proposition. The first requirement of a
unifted blist is moral di in each of
the integrat parts, without which there can be no
soundness at all. And on the questicnof fundamental
toyzlty, the officer who loves every other service just
as much as his own will have just as much aclive
virtue a3 the man who loves other women as much as
his own wife.

The beginning of wisdom (or und: ding joint operati
then, Is an apprediation of the profound differences among the
services of which Marshall wrote, distinguishing characterisiics
which are often functional and benign, and and should
not be dismissed. | have ¢ d before that these
hallmarks are so Ingrained as to warrant the appellation
culture—a carpus of Ideas, suppositians, traditions, customs
prejudices, and obstinactes, as well as language and coslume.
The frequently mentioned “purple suiter” exists as surely as the
unicorn, and 1, for one, find the descriptor offensive.

The differences among the services be plainly perceived
by comparing four three-star com rs: a Vice Admiral,

SN, ding a numbered (lect; a Li General,
USAF, ¢ ding a bered air force; a Lieutenant
G I, USMC, ¢ ding an amphibl: force; and a
Ueutenant General, USA, commanding a corps. There is an
order of magnitude difference an:;& the numbers of
independ bordi to : the admiral would
have within his command something like one hundred entities
maneuvering under a single intelligences—submarines, ships,
flights, single aircralt. The Air Force commander would have
something like one thousand such entities. The Marine
three-star would have perhaps ten thousand, and the Army

corps commandcr, upwards of one hundred thousand. Both
the fleet and the Air Force ¢ der would disp of
fighting el underc d of officers; their Marine and

Army counterparts would perforce rely on more junior, less
3E.g., “Genuine Jointness: Cross-cultural Aspects of Airspace

Mana; t,”" MITRE Corporation, Proceedings of the
Batilefield Airspace Symposium, September 1982.
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well educated and trained leaders in the small detachments of
their forces. The commanders of the (leet and of the Air Force
would know with same precision where thelr elements were
from moment to moment, and would be able 1o talk directly to
them, or ctherwise ziter their orders at will. The Mzrine and his
Army part would prabably nellher know where all their
elemenis were with certainty, nor possess the means to order
them about except through a hierarchy of subordinates.

these distinctions are, of course, a function of the
environment within which each command must eperate: the
naval and air forces within the homog and '
hydrosphere and atmosphere, the Marines and soldiers amid
the disp conlining and confusing clutter of the susface of
the e:}::'h. T with mem:a;en‘ihm dited, these dicate
very different attitudes toward planning and operations among
the commanders concerned. &

8y and large the air and naval commanders would be afike in
that they would be relatively unc d about employ
that Is, how or where batiles might occur, In that their forces
would be practiced to deal withan adversary in ane part of their
dom'a'Im a:d t?adily a‘s an:hlh;:. Both can afford to plan without
much regard for tactics, which are a make-it-up-as- g-alon
maiter safely left to subordinates. To be nwr.ml nmﬁ
commander would have to be concerned with the status of his

! but g Ity speaking, of the four, he would have

the greatest strategic independence and tactical flextbility. The
Air Force commander would have a higher concein than the
2dmiral for deployment—with all that connotes (or enroute
sustainment and protection of the force, overflight rights, and
access to key fadilities—and for bed-down, ar basing (or the

force during o::ﬂllons.

tn . both the Marine and his Army colleague would
have to plan in detall all aspects of depfoyment and
employment, to calculate carefully how to deal not only with the
enemy, but also with the terrzin, the weather, the civil
population, and the logistic infrastructure of the area in which
they intended to operate. They would be less able, once
committed, to Im;’:‘emue‘ a major devialion from these plans,
The Marine, were he to execute an am&hibiom landing, would
have to see ta it that his ships were foaded so that men and
materlel were avallable (or landing in the proper sequence.
Were the corps the senior Army headquarters involved, is
commander would have to shoulder most of the burden of
planning and providing for seapost throughout and overland
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logistic support for forces of all services within the thealer of
operations.

Concerning logistics, both naval and air forces preler to
operate from secure bases remole flom combat, and lo emp!oy
lactory-like techniq and
The forces on land must plan 1o resupply and repair within easy
u:ad\ of lheil loe, and to do so wilth amuch more deceniralized,

Even selvice docmne or ﬁghling cancepts tend to have
diflerent gs lo eache . Forthe admiral and the
commander of the Air Force, these center an how to exploil the
capahilities of their scveral weapon systems. For the Marine and
the soldier, doctrine has 1o encompass materiel, but then go
beyond to provide within their dispersed forces and
decentralized command and control apparatus an clfective
concensuson howto h defeat the y.and
to cope wilh lerrain, weather, and other uncenainties.

But it is impartant to remember that these pairings | have
identified fly in the face of history: despite the fact thal the Navy
and Air Force commanders have a great deal in common, as do
the Marine and Army commanders, the maritime services, both
in the Department of the Navy, have a long tradition of
cooperation, and they praclice continuously al making it work
despite adversity. By the same token, there are strong bonds
between the Army and the Air Force rooted in their common
heritage, and in their common need to prepare for joint air-land
battles of the future.

In recent years there has been a striking growth in the
ol lnlem!ependence among the services, reflected in critical

ies ol one unified or specified command upon
otheu In any joint operation, the more demanding the
mission, the more imporiant these dependencies become.
Think of a depl n to Southwest Asia: neither the Marines
o1 the Army could get there withaul MAC, and forces from all
sefvices would have to count heavily upon a sea line of
communications. O¢ think of Tripali. You were probably as
disturbed as was ! with the continuous coverage in the visval
media of the position of our aircrafi carriers, and Ihe repetitive
speculation on lhe time of slrike In the evenl, CINCEUR
achieved the req by using entlrely
unanhdpaled forces, and t by sluking inthe dead of night. These

ies can be

1 find, however, that there is a canard which even those of us
who should know belter often repeat: the charge that the “joint
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system” causes the services to vie one hv:llh anothe':” to
riicipate in any contingency operation, so that everyone hasa
%eoe of the action.” | had lunch last week with two retited
Army generals, both of whom asserted that F-111s were
superfiuous 1o the Tripoli operation, their pasticipation an
attempt to attract for the Air Force a bit of the favorable publicity
accorded naval air for its earlier forays against the Libyans. 1 tell
you what | told them: certainly the carriers could have struck
unaided,'but they could not have allacked so swifily, widely,
preasely, and devastatingly, and the hazards (or all involved
would have risen proporti tothe of time available
for the Libyans to veact. In this case, 11hink ajoint tion was
solidly Indicated, and that far {rom carping and nit-icking
criticism, | think USCINCEUR, USNAVEUR and USAFE deserve
high praise for a difficult nt well executed.
Of course, joint operations are more difficult than
:ﬁw G They are therefore ofien more risky,
polemiany mare costly. They may wolate lhe prindple of
Simplicity\o achieve Surprise, exert Mass, , OF
insure achievement of Objective. But they y will assuredly be
more efflcacious if well planned, and if the forces invalved are.
well trained. Incidentally, it is not enough (or participants to be
ready or proficient in-a general sense: most joint contingency
plans address operations which are highly situaticnal, and
which demand rehearsal of the specific cooperative interactions
among the service components of the joint ml: force. A
long-standing Y plan te and
re-rehearsal, espedaﬁyllninvolves marltlmeunils, ichoften
rotate. One hears a lot these days about “C*; the commander
of a joint operation must plan for “C"': command, control,
communications, a.md culture. ln(elhgence—lelevam umeiy

for joint planning. The auﬂwmy ‘who can plan the C‘l most
cogently and train most appropriately for such joint operations
isa reg‘lwnal CINC.

itis the hubris of Washington, and it afflicts civilian leaders as
powerfully as military men, that our capital s the respository of
available wisdom on all problems on the national & la. Itis
fostered by the concentration in Washinglon of technical and

analytical centers for the several inteillgence agencies, and the
nodes for the Ications from our Embassies
abroad. Illendstoanemptstoplanandcondudiolmopemions
from the Pentagon, and it teads to ignoring and bn:wmq
combatant commands and their CINCs. But | know
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experience how mistaken it is, for while there may be in the
Washington area much inf ion, that inf icn is all too
rarely transformed into intelligence, that is, sifted and situated
between the ears of decision makers. .
The reglonal CINCs and the other combatant commanders
within the “joint system” serve their nation by concentratin,
talented minds on their joint stafis tuﬂm;l"me on in-dept

overwatch of anarrower span of probl gton can
by e prasence and a sanregtonal pepectie, snd oy
ysical presence and a tran: perspective, an
raising these with proposals for fon In Washinglon, Itisa
i if

error g civilians lo suppose that the.

unified and specified commands ase in |il:ce only to deter war
and to provide against its oulbreak, and that they are extraneous
for theday-to-day formulaling and conducting of foreign policy.
The exerdise of national power Is by o means coextensive wath'
the use of force, and an Assistant Secretary of State or U.S.
Ambassador who explolis adroitly the resources of a CINC
substantially amplifies hls decistional information and his abitlty
to influence events. 3 )

But let’s talk far a moment about the sort of planners a
regional CINC might require for some prospective joint
operation. There is a misapprehensian that a CINC must have
contingency plans for any eventuality, a patent inipossibility.
There is another, equally untrue, that a joint planner must be
prophetic, able to foresee ‘distant events with unerrin
accuraty; the fact is that a CINC planis (or those missions wh
higher authorily directs, or which he himself anticipates. Even
were the Alr Force Academy to recruil annuaily one or two
genuine dairvoyants, 1 doubt that they would have much of a
professional future as prog even in Washington on the
National Defense Staff, for much that is future is better
unknown.

A sentor officer of the G Bl kronce told me this
story about a particularly brilliant young officer of the
G Istab less, as'General von Seekt thought of staff
officers. In 1928 the stalf officer was directed to prepare an

i of the’ gic posilion of G y five, filteen,
twenty and forty years in' the future to serve as the basis for
contingency plans. The staff officer promptly prepared a
briefing which began with the assertion that in 1933 Germany
would beinthe ﬁ;ips of aworld-wide depressian, and would be
ruled by a certiflable maniac intent on eradicating the Jewish
people. Stunned, his superiors asked whether this portended

military disaster for the country. Nol so, said the staff officer,
because in filteen years, in 1943, a Third Getman Empire would
extend from the Volga to the French coast, from the Nerwegian
Arctic to the African desert. Would Germany then go on lo
dominalte the world? No, rePIicd the siaffer, because In 1943
Germany would have been divided g the Bolsheviks and
the western democrades, its cilies (n ruins, and its industrial
production only 10 percent of 1928's. Would this mean the end
of Gerlnan military power? No, replied (he staffer, because he
estimated that In forty years time, In 1968, Germans would
provide the bulk of the armed forces [n Central Europe, and
would have a robust war industry in the Rhineland, where
workers of unprecedented affluence would divide their time
between automated machine tools and little black boxes where
they would watch a man on the moon. That stafl officers
carmine stripes were promptly ripped from his unifarm, and he
was quielly spirited off to a padded cell.

There is another, older story about military staffers,
conceming the two British balloon observers of World War |
who had a brush with a German fighter, were cot loose from
their mooring, and befare they could parachute, were blown
into a fog bank. They drifted in the murk for about an hour,
panic rising the while over concern that they might cross the
frontinto German-octupied Belpium, Then the (og pasted 3 bit,
and they'saw on the ground, to thelr immense reffe, two British
officers In a formal garden: “Where are we,” they shouted
down. “You're in a balloon,” came 1he answer from below.

Vhereupon one balloonist said to the other, “l know exactly
where we are. We must be over GHQ. | know because those
must be general staif officers. Their answer was instantaneously
fast, exceedingly precise, and utterly useless.”

foint planning requires neither prescience, nor omnisdence,
nor instantaneous precision. It does require some ast in
selecting circumstances which might call for military response,
that anticipation for which Ira Eaker was known. A [oint staff’s
engrgies must be {ocused, and that is the purview of the CINC,
which he discharges with the exercise of logic, prudence, his
years'of experience and pethaps hunch. The CINC’s planning
guidance is crucial for staff efficiency: he must set forth a
cancept of operations, describing what he wants to accomplish,
and generally how he woutd like to operate, so that the staff can
bring in the service companents to test his concept and devise
supporting plans. The joint staff officer, whatever his service of
arigin, must understand that the inputs from a naval or air

2t

14



campaonentare likely to differ from those from a Marine or Army
component and why—as | have described. The joint stalf officer
becomes the CINC's surrogate in probing to ascertzin the
cogency of those responses, and in relating them one to
another. Itis within the foint staff that the {orce-multiplier effect

of joint tions takes shape, and acquires substance. The
joint staff officer thereby performs services which are property
understocd as the qul of military professionali

This Is especially the case with respect to low inténsity
conflict, the political uses of violence in the form of sabotage,
terrovism, and insurgency. These will, in all probability,
consitute the most urgent th to our natlonal | and
to our citizens for the ble future. For ple, | can tefl
you that there exists today only three places where the future of
Ceniral America is being pl d comprehensively and
[! ively: H. M , and Quarry Heights, Panama,
the headquarters of the U.S. Southem Command.

1 have had occasion recently 10 remind bers of Cong
that in April 1983, three years ago, Honduras was threatened
with war by Nlcaragua, £l Salvador had all but succumbed to
Mandst guerrillas, and Congress was divided over whether 10
attempl to ald in defending either. Today Congress is seized
with an issue of offense vice defense: whether to help
anti-Marxist rebels fighting in Nicaragua. 1'do riot claim credit
for this turn-about, credit which belongs ""”"’{ to the Central
Amersicans and to the skilled U.S. diplomats we have had an the
scene. But | will siate that USSOUTHCOM has ‘played an
important role In advancing our natiocnal policies, an
unspectacular role very different from the sort our forces would
play in other forms of conflict. In USSOUTHCOM's joint
operatlons, for instance, Its first-line aircraft, the mainstay of its
alrpower, has been the C-130. And most of those C-1308 have
been manned by reservists. To be sure, there was not much
televislon fare in those operations, but they heless have
served to reassure (riends and to dismay and deter agv les.
As Sun Tzu put it, *To subduc the enermy without fighting is the
acme of skill.”

I eartier ralsed the question whether you should seek Joint
service. | cannot testify that it is a pathway to stars, if that is any
criterion, but we should note that joint duty is sine qua non for
promotion to general officer, | can attest that toinl uty can be
stimufating, exciting, challenging, and rewarding exactly in the
sense that SLAM Marshall meant when he v his readers to
leam abcut the ather services. In my own view, an Air Force

officer who has served as a valuable member of a joint
command, either on a [oint staff, or as commander of ajoint task
force or air component, has Increased his or her professional
worth 10 the Air Force and to 'lhe nation, nlu&added that

deserves recognition by p Needless to say |
commend joint service to you wilhout hesitation.
Let me conclude with a possibly apocryphal description of the

last hours of General Tasker Bliss, one of your unsung aviation
ploneers} who was Chlef of Stall of the United States Army
during World War 1, from September 1917 until May 1918. My
informant has it that when the old scidier's mititary family was
d to his bedside for their final farewells, one junior
atde had the ity to ask the g | whether, looking
on his long and successful career, he had any regrets. At the
uesilon lEe pale face flushed, the grey brows bent in frown,

e gnarled fingers crumpled the counterpane, and with
forcefulness which evoked the commander of yesteryear, he
rasped: “Damn rl;hll I should never have let the bastards out of
the Signat Corps.”

Ladies and gentlemen: the dacision that there should be a
separate alr service is no more recallable for us than it was for
Tasker Bliss, or for Dwight D. Eisenhower. Our task, our good
(ortune, is to take advantage of the strengths of this service
which Bliss alded in its infancy, and to grow within it officers

e.of commanding, planning, and conducting joint
operailons with all the'prafessionalism to which this institution
is dedicated. '

1 am deeply honored for this opportunity to share ideas with
you, under so prestigious an zegis. My best wishes attend you
all in your future seevice. Thank you.'

928



L2 - 06 - 0 L6v-88

128



828

General GorMaN. Thank you. What I said on that occasion was
no unified commander that I know of would want to have a staff
peopled by gentlemen and ladies who had no experience other than
service on other joint staffs, even the great Joint Staff in Washing-
ton. Rather, what he would like to have is a pool of officers compe-
tent in their own services who understand how their service oper-
ates, the doctrine, the training, the customs, the whole heritage
and culture of that service.

It is probably true that most of us would prefer to have former
commanders on those staffs rather than professional staffers.

As a second sort of elaboration on Bill's remarks, I want to dis-

somewhat with the unwise extolling of the capacity of profes-
sional military education. I think I am in a position to talk to you
from the basis of considerable experience with that. I would tell
you that professional military education has not in the past done
all that is claimed for it. ,

For example, as you noted at the outset, I served as the Assistant
Commandant at the Infantry School, as did George Marshall, back
in the late 1920s. Now, George Marshall, I believe, is correctly rec-
ognized as a great strategist, but Geo;-fe Marshall did not acquire
his strategic prowess from professional military education. To the
contrary, George Marshall acted on and within the military educa-
tion system as a severe critic and as a reformer. He came to Fort
Benning as an individual who was deeply concerned about the for-
mation of officers for responsibilities and staff and command and
was dismayed to discover that we had, in being there, a school dedi-
cated primarily to the production of staff officers capable of produc-
ing long written orders of the style that had committed droves of
infantrymen to attacks across the barbed wire reaches in front of
the trenches in France in 1917 and 1918, .

There is a remarkable book that I would commend to you that
was produced by the faculty of the Infantry School back in that era
called, “Infantry in Battle”, in which he made repeatedly the point
that war eludes rules and formats, and war rewards the inventive
mind, war rewards the adaptive commander, war rewards ingenui-
ty and the ability to perceive reality and react to it soundly. War is
not a matter that can be left to rules.

Now, I think that it is germane to these proceedings that George
Marshall was the Assistant Commandant at the Infantry School at
a time in which the services were burdened by the National De-
fense Act of 1920, an act which prescribed in significant amount of
detail, Mr. Chairman, just exactly how the services would organize
and fight. That is a bit of legislation that prescribed, for example,
that tanks should be assigned to the infantry, and the derivative
wisdom of that was, since the infantry traveled at 2% miles an
hour, the United States should not buy any tank that traveled
faster than that speed.

There were a variety of other prescriptions in there which nar-
rowed tt::he thinking of the services and constrained doctrinal devel-
opment.

Mr. SkeLToN. They accuse us of micromanaging today. We can't
even come close.

General GormMaN. Well, I tell you it is an ancient disease of the
body politic of the United States, and to the degree that you folks
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go a little ways gou can bet there are a whole bunch of fellows out
there in green, blue and white who are going to be prepared and
take and extend that micromanagement on down so that you get
the antithesis of the force that General Marshall—or then Colonel
Marshall—wanted to see in the United States.

If you don’t want to take that book as the documentary evidence,
take the letter that General Marshall wrote to the Commandant at
Fort Leavenworth.

Mr. SkeLTON. We have that.

General GormMaN. Yes. The point there, of course, was exactly
that he was aware, as were many other thinking members of the
profession, that the Germans were moving out rapidtliy, committing
Army Corps to action on the basis of oral orders, and Heintzleman
and company out of Leavenworth were still doing the paper drill.

Now, one aspect of the business that disturbs me the most is that
we are very likely, if we are not careful, to think that professional
military education is solely the product of what occurs at those
schools. Marshall didn't believe that. Marshall’s faculty certainly
were a collection of individuals, most of whom brought to the
school sets of ideas that were derived from their own experience
and their own study. A lot of the professional military education
that took place b in that period, as is the case still today, was
acquired out in the gerving units.

Here again I am echoing Bill Smith. There are, after all, four
places at which, or four systems by which, military education and
training is communicated effectively. There is training in institu-
tions, sir, but most of the training in institutions is individual. Yes,
we do have some group or collective training, the National Train-
ing Center, or Red Flag, in the Air Force, some of the Navy instru-
mented ranges where groups are trained, but those are not the
t13111013 to teach joint operations. You have to get out in the serving

orces.

So I would put a considerable degree of importance on the train-
ing undertakings of the unified and specified commands, and that
goes to the provisions in their resource allocations for training for
readiness. It also goes to arrangements which take advantage of
the occasions for joint operations to extract from them the maxi-
mum in educational omrtunities for the participating officers,
and I don’t think we do that wisely and well.

I can assure you that attention to the latter would produce far
more than worrying about a corps of professional educators for in-
stitutions, concerning ourselves with so-called Capstone courses.
The problem is, of course, that real strategists never stop growing,
never stop learning, they get smarter year by year, step by step,
and if we put together our educational institutions properly, the,y
would be supportive of that growth throughout a professional’s
service.

Thank you, sir.

Mr. SkeLTON. General Gorman, thank you so much. The book,
the “Infantry in Battle”, that was written by Marshall and his
staff, do you have a date on that, sir?

General GorMaN. I think my copy is 1939. I would be glad to
loan it to you.

Mr. SkELTON. Thank you. Mr. Pickett.
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Mr. Picrerr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. , .

From the standpoint of men who have been in the position of
unified commanders, do you think that perhaps we are putting too
much emphasis on this joint training when, in fact, only a very
small number of people in the system are going to be ed on to
make that kind of decision? I don’t know if I made myself clear.

General SmitH. No, you did. I understand what you are saying. 1
have thought about that, and I really do think there should be
more emphasis on joint training. Like in the European Command,
we had exercises, a lot of joint exercises, and, as you say, it is true
that a lot of people were out in the field, and they didn’t necessari-
ly see that directly, but they did see it in. ways that were very im-
portant, like in terms of close air support. The Army needed close
air support, and we needed a good system, and the Army forces
needed to know that close air support was going to be there. The
only way they could know it would be there or not be there, as the
circumstances warrant, was that they had some joint training
where Air Force participated in exercises with Army forces.

So I am satisfied, even though in a lot of cases the things individ-
uals did were not greatly affected by joint exercise, in my view,
when the chips were down, those people were going to have to op-
erate together, and, therefore, there ought to be more joint training
than there was, and that meant there had to be more training be-
cause the individual service training is important also.

General GORMAN. On the lofty plane of some of your previous
discussions of strategy, et cetera, I think you may be right. There
are relatively few people who are going to be involved in the pros-
ecution of issues of national policy over on the Joint Staff here in
Washington or in one of the unified or specified command head-
guarters. But many services, or most of the services, have the need

or joint training that goes right down to grass level soldiering. No
Army unit can deploy without getting on an Air Force airplane or
using sea transportation in some sense, so the Army, right at the
very basic level of soldiering, has to communicate to its individuals
how to interact with load masters on C-568 or otherwise, as Bill
says, take advantage of Air Force capabilities to fight their battle.

ut even beyond that, in the most routine tasks in my command,
when I was a CINC, it was common to see groups put together for
missions that came from different services. The ability to inter-op-
erate, whether you are talking about a communications team or
whether you are talking about a mobile training team, or whether
you are talking about an intelligence analysis group, just was part
of the business, sir. ’

So I would submit that, while you know it may be true that rela-
tively few people are going to be dealing with national strategy or
theater level strategy, relatively few, there is a heck of a lot of
need for joint training that goes right down to how you fight.

Mr. Pick®TT. Drawing on your experiences as commanders and
thinking back on some of the better or best officers that you had
working with you, how do you feel these men were developed?
What role did professional military education play, do you believe,
in their development? If none, what did cause these people to be of
the quality that you perceive them to be? : *
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General SmiTH. In my case, it was hard to see the direct influ-
ence of professional military education. Although I did perceive
that ggople who had been to a service school or to the National
War College and associated with people in other services, as well as
people in the State Department and other civilian agencies of Gov-
ernment, I could see there occasionally a better understanding of
the mblems of other people.

I a lot of experience with people in the Navy and particular-
ly the European Command within the Mediterranean, which is
always, particularly at that time, 1981 to 1988, a very active part of
the world. The thing I really expected most from them was the fact
that they knew a lot about how the Navy operated and they had a
lot of confidence on people in the Navy so we could get something
done. But in terms of their professional military education, that
was a secondary factor to their professionalism in naval matters.

General GorMAN. I think that any commander will tell you that
people who performed well for him were individuals who brought
to their job attitudes and skills and knowledge which are very hard
to attribute to professional military education.

I would tell you that in every command that I have held, I have
gone through my rosters and removed from the job descriptors
those caveats that said, “This position can only be filled by a grad-
uate of this or that or the other thing”. I did so precisely because I
would prefer to appoint to staff positions individuals with energy
and enthusiasm, initiative and the ability to learn on the job, as
opposed to an individual whose primary selection criterion rested
on some sort of completed schooling. That is not to say that I, like
Bi.ll; don't admire graduates of the War College or that, like Bill, I
don’t treasure the advantages of an experience like the National
War College makes available. But, I would hold that the differ-
ences among officers are certainly not predictable on the basis of
their having completed any kind of a school.

I have found, for example, in the Southern Command, that very
young officers were fully—with virtually no schooling—were fully
capable of handling very large responsibilities. I would cite, for ex-
ample, the case of a young Navy lieutenant who turned out to be
the foremost analyst on the Salvadoran guerrilla force. That kid,
no professional mi{itary education beyond his initial entry training,
was a superb officer. He was selected by the Director of Central In-
telligence as sort of the—for the Analyst of the Year program—
they take them off for special training within the intelligence com-
munity, give them special assignments, kind of a Rhodes Scholar of
the intelligence business. There is a lad who learned on the job,
and is still doing it that way.

To take another swipe at your question, sir, I suspect that, as
was the case with General Marshall, most of us would prefer to
have elites that are in effect sort of self-identifying and self-elect-
ing. Marshall’s notebook, in which he kept the names of officers
that he had recognized over the years had those qualities and at-
tributes, I submit, would not match up with years of professional
mili education. The guys he picked were doers and thinkers.

Mr. SkELTON. May I interrupt right there, sir. I think you will
also find those same people, however, going through the schools
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that were then in existence, a good number of them were instruc-
tors at various schools at different times. )

General GorMAN. Back in those days, sir, they didn’t have much
else to do. Of course, they were instructors. If you were a comman-
dant, you would damn well go get the best guys, but you look at,
General Stilwell—not an academician, but a great instructor, a
great commander. .

Mr. PicreTT. One other thing, I sup what we are struggling
with is trying to make sure that we do the best possible job with
the resources there as far as military education is concerned. What
I am sort of detecting from the comments that you are making is
that you think the present structure might not be doing the job,
and maybe an entirely different approach toward encou{agm%
some sort of career-long development might be more appropriate.
ilicl;n’t know if you had a chance to develop your thoughts along this

e.

One of the themes that we have heard frequently in our talking
with %eolise at the schools, and students who have gone through
the schools, is that their experience changes their way of thinking
about what they are doing. It sort of broadens their perspective
and sometimes, while I re it is not always true, people in the
military get accused of getting so focused they can't see options and
alternatives other than those that they are accustomed to. From
that standpoint, maybe putting an officer in an environment where
he is tesms on these ideas might be healthy.

What I am focusing on is: Have you conceptualized some better
way to train officers than the way we are going at it now? If not—
the resources we are putting into the program, is the program
paying for itself?

neral SmiTH. You see 1 gngably expect a lot less from formal
education than most people use, I go back again, it is self-edu-
cation, and, therefore, I think an environment that you put people
in that gives them a chance to ema:d and learn, to look at alter-
natives, that is the important thing. A lot of the professional
schools have been criticized—I read some questions here I think
about not testing people. As you know, there are some people who
know how to take tests and some people who don’t, and some of the
smartest people I know don’t know how to take tests. I am not big
on testing; I am big on putting people in environments and giving
them the opportunity to learn and stimulating them and evaluat-
ing them some way other than solely by testing. Peer evaluation is
probably the best evaluation that you have at service schools.

So I don’t find that much fault with the training and with the
educational system that we have, although I wouldn’t expect too
much of it. en you say try something entirel¥ different, I must
tell you I flinch at that, use I say to myself I don’t know what
that would be. But I think that what you want to do is give officers
a chance to grow and put them in an environment and encourage
them to grow. A lot aren’t going to do it. A few will. What you are
tr{‘ilng to do is to let them.

ow again, I go back to the service schools. The National War
College, I understand, today has a lot more electives and courses
being graded than we did when I was there, and people say, isn't
that good? I said 1 am not 8o sure it is good. When I was at the
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National War College, I got to talk to a lot of people who under-
stood more about certain issues than I did, and the course gave me
time for individual development. The only change that I would say
in'our current system is that we ought to allow time for people to
develop as individuals and not think that we are going to cram into
them everything they should know, because we are going to be
gravely di é)poin .

General GORMAN. You had, I think, two parts to your question.
One goes to the question of effective use of resources.

I ran the Army schools for 4 years, and I would tell you that that
was not an effective use of resources, sir, because $6 out of every
$10 that f;ou appropriate for Army schools goes into base oper-
ations: light, heat, snow removal, blue-collar folks out there, in ad-
dition to the faculty and the library and the other learning stuff,
and it turns out, of course, that the latter was the relatively minor
part of the total operation. :

You want to rationalize Army school systems? Support base clo-
sures or at least let us consolidate the schools, because it is ineffi-
cient the way we are doing business out there. I have been up here
for 20 years trying to get that mes?vlﬁ_f home. Tinkering around
with the faculty and the curriculum will do a lot, sure, but the big
money is out there in the base operations.

The second point I would make, though, goes to the kind of sub-
stantive issue of how do you approach schools? There are a lot of
schools of thought on that, just as there are differences in the Na-
tion’s law schools. In the business administration business, you are
going to find different schools of thought on how to proceed. When
I was Director of Training in TRADOC, I had an Army contingent
at the Naval War College when Stan Turner was up there, and it
was the beginning of a long relationshif) with Admiral Turner. I
served with him subsequently. He and I had a continuing debate
over whether his approach or another was the right waKuto go. Suc-
cinctly, of course, Stan advocates a demanding, stressful, rigorous
academic approach.

Intereatin%ly, the guy I would set up as the mponent for the op-
posite school 18 George Marshall, and George Marshall used to say
to his faculty at Benning, and I was reminded of this very frequent-
ly by my officers when I was the Assistant Commandant, rge
Marshall used to advocate to officers at Benning that every officer
ought to take at least an hour a day, put his feet up on the desk,
and do nothing but think about who he was, what the profession
was all about, and where he thought that he ought to be going
within it and how he could change it for the good of the country.

A reflective approach with a lot of emphasis on reading is very
different from the kind of performance oriented approach that
Stan took at the Naval War College. I think there are strengths in
both approaches, and I frankly don’t know which is right. I can’t
sece the difference among the graduates of institutions that are run
by individuals of very different persuasions in these regards. I
think that both of them are viable approaches.

To sum it up, I wouldn’t change much in the existing profession-
al military education system except to make it more efficient from
the resource point of view, and I think, as I say, the big operation
there would be to operate on base costs. But I do believe that it is
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certainly not sufficient for the purposes of your inquiry, you are
not going to get strategists necessarily out of the PME.

Mr. Pickert. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SkeLToN. You have both stressed the role of the individual
and all of us seek—or we reach conclusions as a result of our past
experience or experiences, you through the military, and I through
being a country trial lawyer, lo many years ago, and I realize that
it is a combination, I think, of two things. I hope in your testimony

ou are not understating the role of education, because in looking
Kack, and I suppose in the trial work that I did a good part of it
was tort work, you needed to know evidence, the procedures of trial
practice and the like, and you had to have a good, good foundation,
which I felt I got in the University of Missouri School of Law. I
didn’t mean I was a trial lawyer when I walked out with my diplo-
ma. The people who were outstanding trial lawyers were those that
spent Satur afternoons, Sundays, reading closing arguments,
fﬁfding from the archives the excellent cross-examinations and the

e.

But that is all based on having a very gocd evidentiary knowl-
edge, knowledge obtained only in a rigorous school of law. So I
hope we don’t have the wrong impression that someone on his
owna—the bright young lieutenant on his own evolves as this out-
standing——

General GormAN. Excuse me, sir. I wasn't trying to make that
point. I just said he didn’t do it out of professional military educa-
tion. He got educated like you did at those trials.

Mr. SkeLTON. The question before us: How do we take advantage
of these schools to promote jointness, to promote those handful of
Smiths and Gormans and Marshalls to give them the basic knowl-
edge that they need and then to inspire them to achieve that ulti-
mate, whatever it is, that indefinable thing known as a leading
strategist? How do we do that? That is really what we are search-
ing for. Comments?

General SMiTH. If I gave you the impression I don’t value educa-
tion, I certainly didn’'t mean to convey that. I value professional
mili education very highly, and as I said at the beginning, I
think there ought to be more of it. I myself would have more joint
training earlier than most people. The fact that I went to West
Point and served in the Air Force and the fact that we have a lot
of naval officers from Annapolis that have served in the Air
Force—we have seen the benefits of people going to one academy
and serving in another service. That jointness is good, in the field
and in the educational system. You asked what we need to do to
put TOple in the right environment and give them rigorous train-
ing, but I think that development comes from the self discipline I

ed about rather than from something forced on them.

I think that—there is a role for professional military education.
The only point I was trying to make is it doesn’t come from
schools, that you have to instill people and show the rewards in
terms of important assignments from the education they get and
ﬁive them an opportunity to demonstrate in assignments what they

ave learned.

I go back again to the term “creating.” You were talking about
strategists—I think all you can do is to set up a professional mili-
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tary education system that exposes people to issues and makes
them read into those issues. Of course, I rely more on history than
a lot of people in that regard. I would give them an opportunity to
think and to express their views and to say what they would do in
certain situations. I don’t think you can do much more than that,
because I don’t think strategists are necessarily taught to become
strategists, I think th:l):, are ex to issues and ideas, their mind
develops, and they make use of the facts that they have.

5 Gt,a,neral GorMAN. The question was: What can we do? I presume

we’ was—

Mr. SKELTON. Was on this side of the table.

General GorMAN. Yes, sir. Title X U.S. Code charges the U.S.
Joint Chiefs of Staff inter alia with responsibility for training. It
seems to me training and education of officers is one of the more
serious responsibilities that the Chiefs and the Chairman have on
their plate, and my first bit of advice would be to demand of them
an accounting of their stewardship in this respect.

The second ;l>oi.nt is that I would hope that we would not attemgt
from here to legislate curricula or procedures within the schools
because of the aforementioned uncertainty as to which is the wisest
path. Is George Marshall right or is Stan Turner right? I don’t
think we know for certain, but I think that one could ask, regard-
less of the particular curricular philosophy or approach, how many
officers have been advantaged by these experiences, and what do
you do with them after—are they putting their education to use? I
think those are all proper questions for congressional oversight.

I think it is also extremely useful for you to lay down policy
guidance on such issues as approaches to developing individuals ca-
pable of coping with notions of national strategy. But I submit that
there still will be an important element in the education of officers
that exists and will continue, has existed in the past and will con-
tinue to exist quite independent of the professional military educa-
tion schooling system, and the Chiefs should be as accountable for
that as they are for the former.

In short, what I am suggeeting to you is that in addition to the
particular subject of your inquiry, which goes right to the heart of
the profession, there is another area which looks at “how well do
we use joint operations for the gu of trainit:i and educating
the would-be strategists therein?” Do we really take advantage of
those? I submit in many cases we do not. That is to say, operations
occur, but after operations, critiques or learning exercises based on
them are not as t orouglix1 as they might be. There may be a field of
policy or inquiry to which you could devote yourselves there. I
think that learning on thei)obmthe:mli is as important a
route to the development of strategists as is learning in schools.
Both are important, both have their place.

I would further submit that since most of us, most of the time,
are serving in units, training in units, education in units ought to
be very much a concern for the chairman and the chiefs and, sir,
this committee.

General SmrrH. The interest in strategists—if you look at history
and you look at military people in history, there have not been
very many great strategists. Mili people are primarily opera-
tors. They are given a task and they do that task.
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Quite honestly, you can only stand so many strategists also.

Mr. SkeLToN. All you need is one good one. We want to make
him as good as we can.

General SmrtH. I share that. That points out the complexities
and difficulties of what we are trying to do. To develop an educa-
tional system that is designed to get the best for the most-is: quite
different than trying to design a system that gets the best for the
one.

I think the military education system ought to be designed to get
the best out of most of officers and also create an environment in
which a few will have a chance to grow and become strategists.

I think one has to draw the line carefully and not set the goals
8o high that we cannot achieve them.

Mr. SkeLTON. We have had the opportunity to have folks such as
you, retired gentlemen of four-star-rank, and we were wondering if,
in the scheme of things, we might be better off in some of our war
colleges to have an outstanding four-star person rather than pick
someone who may or may not be an interested party or an educa-
tor.

Sometimes we are fearful of there being a mishap between a
felon charge and the institutional institution. Of course, I have
relied on advice from you and gentlemen such as you. It seems to
me that somewhere along the line some retired people would make
excellent commandants of such war colleges or schools.

I realize there are some problems with that which involve the
law, et cetera.

Do you have any ideas along this line? It is a matter the commit-
tee has been wrestling with on an informal basis.

I know it is a tough question. I am not enlisting either one of you
to be a commandant of a school tomorrow, but I think there is a
serious question and I see some tremendous resources in a handful
of people.

General SmrrH. I would like to make two comments.

First, I do think that there are retired military people who have
certain expertise and knowledge in an area that could be of assist-
ance at some of the war colleges, both because they combine expe-
rience with knowledge, and because their experience makes it rele-
vant to the audience. So I can see some role for that.

I must be consistent with my own thinking, however. When I
was in the service and I was hoping that I would get promoted, the
one thing I didn't like was senior officers who stayed on too long,
or retired people taking jobs that should go to active duty officers
who are more in touch with the world than are we retired officers.

Sb when you talk about being commandant or something like
that, I am not sure that is the proper place for them. But to have
some . role in those institutions for a few people in certain subjects
in certain areas, I think there is a lot of experience and knowledge
that could be gained from that.

I think that part of it is a good idea.

General GorMAN. Mr. Chairman, when I was serving out at CIA,
I had been propelled into an environment for which I had no previ-
ous training or education.
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The way I learned about how that place worked and what my
roltetiln it ought to be, was by seeking out some of the older hands
out there.

At the time, there was, in fact, a mechanism whereby Admiral
Turner could bring back and maintain a kind of cadre of very
senior people, retired military officers, former ambassadors, indi-
viduals who had been in ggsitions to use the product of the intelli-
gence community or who had dealt with the operations of the intel-
ligence arms of the United States in overseas positions of signifi-
cance.

The operations of the laws of the United States pertaining to
compensation for retired officers have all but eliminated that re-
source out there. I worry about that.

I am giving this as an example of an analogous problem. I worry
about that institution because you have a state of affairs now
where individuals with military experience or operational experi-
ence are vanishing from the ranks out there and there is no mech-
anism in place to flavor the thought of the rising corps of manag-
ers.

Now, that state of affairs, it seems to me, is probably true
throughout the Government. It would be a super idea in my view,
to take better advantage of certain retired officers, not all, but
some who would be particularly adept at holding down a chair of
“whatever”’ at a military school.

They could make a real contribution. Not all retired four-stars
would have the frame of mind that would lend itself readily to
;ui:h flelllposition, but many would. Many of them could be very, very

elpful.

I think that experience of the National Defense University in
bringing in senior officers as mentors for the so-called “Capstone”
course over there is to the point.

But those are very brief encounters and the individuals on both
sides are involved in an evanescent experience somewhat different
from what you are proposing. I think it is an idea well worth pur-
suing.

Mr. SkeLTON, Thank you.

Statistics tell us that people who attain a flag rank will spend
the last third of their careers as a flag officer.

You mentioned Capstone a moment ago. Would they benefit
more during that 10-plus-year period from more education than
they are getting now? Do you have a Capstone course which is not
lon% enough, doesn’t teach the right things?

Should we have a continuation of the Capstone idea—s0 man:
weeks, a couple of weeks or 3 weeks in the school for these flag offi-
ce:;? as they advance through the ranks until they reach their last

ye
General SmrTH. Capstone course? I am sure if Harry Train talked
to you, he extolled it, and Russ Dougherty would have it go for a

year.
I think it is too short. If you think you are going to educate
geople at that stage, if you hope to make big changes in them, I
on't think that reflects a proper understanding of human nature.
Mr. SkeLTON. Once they reach flag rank, does that mean they
are uneducatable?
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General Smrr. Well, they have had a lot of education up to that
point. I think the advantage of the Capstone course is to meet con-
temporaries from other services and that gives them an idea of
what they are dealing with and the issues they will be exposed to
as flagl officers. It gives them some contact with individuals who
help making national decisions -when they come as speakers
before the group.

All that is rather inspiring to new flag officers. They think, “I
am going to be part of this.” Some will and some won’t be.

I think the 8 weeks or longer idea is useful. In terms of going
beyond that, I am not sure what the value is.

think you said should they come back periodically?

Mr. SkeLTON. Yes, for a couple of weeks every year or so?

General SmrrH. I must say, I have not thought it through, but I
am not sure I can see what the benefits would be from that.

Mr. SkELTON. One thing is just what you mentioned, an update
on world situations as to how strategic thinking might or might not
apply to what is happening in another area in which they are not
now serving, but next year they may be in the heart of.

General SmrtH. That is a geod argument for it, if you did some-
thing like that and said this is an opportunity. Each of the services
has some way of doing that.

You can do that from a joint perspective, assuming you can
afford it.

I would think it might be useful if it were done correctly, the
way you described, to give them insight into some issues and know
what might affect their positions.

Mr. SKELTON, General Gorman? '

General GorMAN. I have been doing more thinking about that
than Bill has because I was in on the present Capstone program
since its birth and have been following it and teaching in it since.

I have a very different perspective.

First, you are quite right. Most of the time in flag rank, one is
opeé‘eating well out beyond the parameters of the formal education
system.

I went to the National War College, as Bill did, I think about
midway in career, just about 16 or 17 years service or so, 16 or 17
p 3033?1” y ever I ed neral officer I

wo say every assignment I received as a general officer
was pushed 1ynto positions that were very different from what I
thought I was going to be doing in the profession, and I am confi-
dent, very dxﬂg erent from what the curricula designers back in
those schools I went to thought I was going to be doing.

In fact, I can think of no position that I held as a general officer
that I could specifically attribute curricular preparation any credit.
The position the services find themselves in is no different than
any other profession. K .

e profession is changing and -changing dramatically. When
General Eisenhower set up the Armed Forces Staff College he had
in mind training offices for staff duty. But I think it is true that,
valuable as that program is, the requirements of joint staff duty
have changed so rapidly, referring to the technical procedures and
refe to the circumstances of joint staff duty, and the demands
upon ofticers in the several joint staffs have changed so dramatical-
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ly over time that the relevance of that program 10 years after
graduation is virtually nil.

I am lead, therefore, to advocate, and I did at the time the origi-
nal Capstone Program was considered, first of all, scrapping the
name.

The name is an affront. It says that education has come to a
stop. The name is a misnomer. It is not true in the first instance,
and it should not be true in the second instance.

We should not have a capstone on training and education.

In the second place, there is value, as Bill says, in socialization,
but not much. :
There might be some value in training and current events, but I
suspect you could probably do as well with a subscription to Time
magazine or any other publication—I don’t want to endorse that

particular one.

Therefore, I would turn to a different model than schoolhouse
training on a one-time shot. I would be looking for a program of
continuing education.

Mr. SkeLTON. All through their years?

General GorMAN. All through the years.

I would be looking for three things out of it.

First, I believe that flag officers are frequently put into positions
where they need access to a store of information, whether that in-
formation pertains to laws or regulations over which they now are
exercising responsibilities, which laws and regulations are chang-
ing constantly as you know. )

Just look at what has been happening with the acquisition law
and procedure in the material acquisition realm in the last several

yeAars.

Anybody who went to school; however good the school was 10
years ago, is not prepared to be a senior officer or managing officer
in the DOD today.

He could get his training out of his own staff apparatus. But it
would be useful in the interest of standardization, and the interest
of providing the best available material to him, to have a central
resource available for those purposes.

So I would like to see the National Defense University or some
competent institution tasked to service the needs of these flag offi-
cers.

I could also see some real advantage in a regular mechanism for
informing officers of important issues or significant changes, sort of
putting them on notice that they need to keep updated against
future assignments in a field in which they might be required to
exercise responsibility.

Bill mentioned reading. Just keeping up with reading in one’s
profession these days is a tough job. Time is crucial. Reading lists
and those kinds of things would be helpful.

The way I characterized an education program, it would go some-
thing like this: You bring in officers. You socialize them. You iden-
tify them as peer groups, or whatever. Then you equip them with a
communication means, and I would use today telephone-connected
computers, and give them access to learn a resource of the sort
that I sort of sketched in my previous remarks.
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I would then send them forth to their job, but I would keep in
communication with them and permit them to keep in communica-
tion with each other. L .

I would bring- them back periodically for resocialization or rein-
vigoration or reacquainting with the resources of the central insti-
tution.

I think you could make the National Defense University the
Armed Forces Staff College, if you will, or any other adjunct of the
school system, far more relevant in the offices career by using
modern communication means.

We are rapidly coming to an area where the use of computers for
such purposes will be very familiar to the offices.

They will be very comfortable with it. That is not the way now,
but it will be in the future and we ought to take advantage of it.

General SmitTH. When we taught at West Point, I spent months
of my time trying to learn the subject matter and General Gorman
said we have to provide visual aids to the officers. This debate con-
tinues. He believes much more in gadgets than I do.

General GorMAN. Communications are not gadgets. We are in an
area where American business is learning more and more that the
preparation of executives for senior responsibilities requires the
use of techniques such as I descri

My old-fashioned general friend to the right is probably ineduca-
table in such matters. ,

Mr. SkerTON. I am not going to get involved.

General Gorman, do you want to discuss what consolidations you
would make in the schools? You referred to this a few moments

ago. o
General GormAN. There ought to be a lot of value in collating
schools with other forms of military activities. For example, if one
were to take advantage of the location of the infantry school for
the purpose of training the folks who are there, it is helpful to
gave the infantry school on the same post as a basic training un-
e .
Mr. SKELTON. I mentioned that concept on June 4, when we
raised the engineering flag at Fort Leonard Wood in my district.
The engineering school is leaving Fort Belvoir, VA and will be with
the rest of the engineering training at Fort Leonard Wood, MO.

General GorMAN. I have been r that since 1978.

Mr. SRELTON. Bless your heart. It is going to happen on June 1. 1
will be there to say, hurrah.

General GOorMAN. That is right. I don’t know why it is not a good
idea to put the young engineer out there, cheek-by-jowl, with the
young grivates who are going through basic training.

Mr. SKELTON. Exactly.

Pleas:ai:roceed, I did not mean to interrupt it.

General GorMAN. That is the point I was driving at. I would
arﬁe that that kind of architecture would be something we ought
to be looking for throughout the Army.

I don’t understand, moreover, why we have to have bits and
pieces of comparable undertakings, like the intelligence school,
strewn around the United States.

Why didn’t we bring them together? Why does one branch have
to be off by itself?
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I think the reasons for that have to do with Army parochialism,
and, to put it bluntly, pork barreling outside the Army. Over the
years we have gotten ourselves into a lot of unnecessary expense
from bad habits. .

I think the model of the Air Force in bringing together at Max-
well Air Force Base several echelons of military training——

Mr. SkeLTON. Three, to be exact.

General GorMaAN. That is one the Army might usefully have
leapt upon. Fort Leavenworth was selected because it was a con-
venient place to bring together elements of the Indian fighting

army.

Today it doesn’t have much relevant sense. It gets bigger and

bigger. I wish they had some soldiers to look at out there.
r. SKELTON. Mr. Pickett?

Mr. Pickert. No questions.

Mr. SkeLTON. Mr. Barrett?

Mr. BARRETT. I would ask that you respond to a few comments 1
would like to make.

As you were testifying, General Smith, you indicated how schools
might help in developing officers and knowledge of their own serv-
ices and then of other services. You indicated they might be helpful
in those respects. :

As you testified I jotted down a question.

Are the schools irrelevant to what you gentlemen use the
school’s output for?

I think in your testimony you undervalued, or it seems to me you
undervalued the possible contributions of education, because it
seems to me you said, in effect, it was irrelevant to joint assign-
ments.

You were both CINCs, or at that level. If not irrelevant, it had
slight relevance to the educational growth of most officers. It was
almost like you read two different philosophies of education.

Some businesses like to take liberal arts majors and train them,
but most businesses would not do that. If you talk to a chief of staff
at a hospital, I would not say it didn’t matter whether his doctors
had been to medical school.

I would ask you to comment on that, and also on a second point.

If education is irrelevant the way it is, would it not help if you as
CINCs took an evaluation of what you needed of the education
system so it could become more relevant of the officers who finally
become your staff officers.

I would also like to comment on the tenor of your remarks on,
"Don't have this panel change professional military education.”

We have found real problems out there. We have found difficul-
ties in faculty quality in different schools. Difficulties in the qual-
ity of the students. Differences in the way military personnel sys-
tems in the various services handle the students as they come out
of the schools.

Now, if we trust the Joint Chiefs of Staff, or the Chairman, that
is fine. But we need to know what they are doing and how some
judgments as to what they should be doing are made, and we must
have some oversight.

I don't think you have given me any feeling that the problems
we have found will be corrected.
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General SmrTH. I don’t think you understand. I think you expect
too much of what you are going to do in schools. If I were trying to
get something across, it was to disabuse you of what would occur in

ormal schools.

As much schooling as I have had, I certainly have great faith in
itéfi But I don’t believe it is the single factor that makes successful
officers.

Mr. BArrerT. I don't know anybody in this panel, or in this
room, who would think that.

General SMiTH. What you want is a cause and effect. You want
us to say because somebody has been to this school, I can see this
result. I don’t think things are quite that simple in this life. Things
are more complicated than that. It is not that I am opposed to edu-
cation. I just don’t think that this committee trying to restructure
what the military is doing in terms of education, that you are
going to deal with the problems that you want to deal with as satis-
factorily as you think you will.

Do you think you are not going to find differences after all the
legslation that you pass? People are different. They operate under
different circumstances.

I think you ought to accept there will be differences. I think you
are right in trying to make gocd use of the people.

You ought to talk to the Chairman and tell him what you think
should be done and let him do it. I think your view is that you are
going to have an uniform set of officers after they go through pro-

essional military education. I don’t think you can do it. If you did,
I think it would be a mistake. .

I favor very much military education. I would like to see more of
it sooner. The fact that I cannot say as a CINC I can tell just by
the way someone walked in the door whether he had been to the
Army War College or the Naval War College—no.

We expect the senior people have had a lot of military profes-
sional education. We take that for granted. We don't look for those
distinctions.

I see the individual characteristics of people and not necessarily
where their military professional education shows through.

I think you are advocating standards that are too high. I think
you should strive for policies which see that officers are given edu-
cation and are exposed to matters they will have to deal with later
in their career, but I don’t think you can set up standards by which
you can deal with them later. I think that is much too difficult a
task to take on.

General GorMAN. The question of “undervaluing” should not
arise with either of us. I have spent many years up here in my
career arguing for resources for the Army school system.

I am a strong believer in professional military education. I will
take second place to no one for my support of professional military
education.

I would say, don’t overvalue. I am taking the same point as Bill.
EV_e have a good system, but we should not expect it to do every-

The:re is another sphere out there. It goes to the Chairman’s
cillx&stxon to me, "what should we do about it?”’ Well, one of the
things we, you guys on that side, need to do is recognize there is a
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igli\:'r%oing on in terms of education that is not encompassed within

As Bill says, the Chairman ought to be held responsible for both.

Second, it certainly is true that officers need a grounding in their
professional fundamentals. I am not sure, though, that I know of
any group or individuals who can surely characterize what those
fundamentals are.

The military professions are not analogous to the profession of
medicine. One cannot start with Gray’s Anatomy and go on and de-
scribe other specific disciplines relating to how the human body op-
erates.

We are talking about an amorphous and artful undertaking. In
our profession we are deprived of the value of precedent, which is
such a sound basis for proceeding in the legal professional.

As you know better than most, we are dealing with, as Bill
points out, history, and yes, history is important.

But you and I know that most military history is bosh. The
record of past battle is very poor, dubiously relevant to modern
battle, and deserves very critical application in the guiding of
young for future undertakings.

Like most senior officers, I tend to put a lot of emphasis in my
own thinking about training and education on what is called, in
other spheres of education, the case method. But in our profession,
{)‘::t;t understanding what happens in a given case is very difficult at

Perhaps the greatest value is the notion advanced by the Chair-
man of bringing to bear on curricula undertakings by well-experi-
enced officers is precisely that it could lend verisimilitude to the
case under discussion.

The examples most moving seem to occur in the operational
force, and taking advantage of those for instructional purposes is
not well down now. Rather than spending a lot of time and energy
on worrying about quality of faculty from one school! to another,
which is a legitimate concern, believe me, I endorse your views on
the problems out there. I am confident that they are there.

b Thcley ‘}iaave been there for many years. They certainly deserve to
e solved.

But if the end purpose of all of this is to equip the Nation with
leaders who are capable of dealing with strategic level thinking,
whether they be staff or commanders or whether they be the
George Marshalls of the future, that takes a broader attack on the
institution than just operating on only the schools.

General SmrtH. I was asked to talk about the contributions of
professional military education to jointness and developing strate-
gies. The key word is contributions, one contribution out of many.

Paul and I are saying that it is an important contribution, and
one we should do better at. We applaud your efforts to establish
policy to do that, but it is only a contribution.

I am always wary of single-factor analyses. If we had the best
education system in the world, that would not guarantee we have
the best officer corps in the world.

There are other things involved. We are trying to put these
things in perspective. :
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Mr. SkeLTON. Gentlemen, I am most appreciative. We apologize
for the conflict with the other committee to which I must rush
now.

You have been extremely helpful. Needless to say, your past ca-
reers have been an inspiration to so many.

We are thankful that you shared your thoughts with us today
With that we will adjourn.

[Whereupon, at 10:40 a.m., the hearing adjourned.]




